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Table 1- Physical and chemical characteristics the experiment located soil
S cdl oLy B 0395 S 4% S| “*:l‘:j ric;l'“ 6ol digod as
Soil Potassium Phosphorus  Nitrogen % OC Acidity  Conductivity < Deplt_h
texture (mg/kg ) (mg/kg ) ppm pH ds/m ampling
Silt loom 136 12.5 8.4 0.65 7.1 1.6 0 -30cm
3 90 0d) 9 LY Cluogas -V Jau
Table 2- Lines and variety characteristics
39 A oo . ae gl &ilo I i
SHE 4o ails slaws O 2 ilso )
Sy 0590 Js:" S U o il sl 2Sdos U&’ digypyd Plant 1000-Seed Lo
Growth period Numb : 4 Number seed  Mean yield Plant form  height weight  Treatments
; umber pods ; Kso/ha
during (day) in plants in pod (Kg/ha) em) (@r)
75 31 10 2300 Standing 75 50 - 65 VCs o608
70 42 10 2700 Standing 81 35-40 NM.,,
80 38 10 2200 Standing 65 50 -75 CN.y;
80 30 10 2000 Semierect 60 50-70 Ghohar
ool e Job 5o Tk olime 3 ailalo i (S g Ign &yl 4z yo -F Jgu
Table 3- Air temperature (C°), Soil, Monthly evaporation and Rainfall in during
experiment period
<. alalo s . <. . <. <.
Sl SE Oyl azyd (ke SL Oz, 2Xle Oyl a8 (1 le "
Rainfall ev];/[():::tli)(’) n Mean soil temperature Soil Mean Mean temperature °
(mm) P ©) (C)temperature  (C) © Mount
(mm)
min max min max
- 395 21.4 20 229 35.1 248 45.4 P
- 374 223 202 245 36.3 263 463 o1 5
- 328 20.8 18.6 231 3375 238 437 e
- 188 28.1 12 161 2775 18.4 371 e
45 136 15.1 4.5 10.6 2035 13.9 26.8 ol
76 65.2 2.9 -1 6.9 15 9.4 20.6 531
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Fig 1- Effect of sowing date on seed yield
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Table 4- Results of analysis variance of the yield and agronomy characteristic of mung

bean genotypes

Mean squares

- " . " . 7 Ol b
ol slay,l O Job clilop asls &)sj,.u a)S.Lo.c Wl s &lo 5l 39 O )o.dlo Ag yo aM: solsT Sources of
Pl.ant Pod Harvest Blol.oglcal Yield seed IOOQ-seed seed in pods in daf variation
height length index yield weight pods plants
IS5
2.745 0.251 9.789 12471.658 315.7582 17.632 0.364 0.371 3 oS
Replication
175.236 *  1.124" 38.689 ™ 1854698.326 * 215478.625 ** 84.724 ¢ 15.538 * 59.321* 2 Sowing date
D)
3069.681* 11.690 * 49.750 * 4154235.372* 335874.17** 3124144** 43.418*  825.316** 3 = .
(V) Variety
Jlie ©l i1
156.751°  1.698°  6.625 ™ 14879.383° 4635.847*"  36.188 ™  1.530"" 4351™ 6 Interaction
D xV)
s
6.698 0.215 6.413 8924.368 1132 14.471 0.452 3.543 33
Error
347 541 6.75 5.21 4.87 7.83 7.14 6.49 - % (CV)

Sl 510 cixo BB (ygus g 73 1.8 Jlosiorl grdanw 3 1o Sxo SMS| i i 49 MS g 63 o

*%% and NS are significant at 5% and 1% not significant of probability levels respectively

clls glag )b 5o Jilo saaisi] o Sloe slil g 0 Sdos (aRileo A lio s -0 Joua
Table 5- Means comparison of yield and yield components of mung bean genotypes in

sowing date

Lo 3 S sl Traits
oS eli,l B Job ”x" &)f'b‘ ails oSdas I 5130 (359 ’ T P e
Plant Pod s S0P Vildseed 1000seed - podsin  ———
height(cm) length(cmy Harvest — Biological (kgha)  weight (gr) Seedin  hlapgg
index (%) Yield (kg.ha) pods Treatment
69.6 a 7.6b 39b 5287 a 2019.7 a 58 ab 8e 23 a 2007/6/22 D,
66.3b 8.1a 38b 4898 b 1857.6 b 60 a 8e 21 b 2007/7/6 D,
62.8 ¢ 82a 41a 3889 ¢ 1589.8 ¢ 55b 10 cd 19b 2007/7/22 D;
54.1d 75¢ 41 ab 4071 ¢ 1653.3 b 63b Te 14d VCso60.8 Vi
89.6 a 91a 37c¢ 6489 a 2362.2a 35d 12b 34a NM92 Vv,
63.1b 68d 42 a 3864 ¢ 1596.7 b 58 ¢ 8e 17 a Gohar Vs
58.5b 8.1b 38 be 4340 b 1676.6 b 74 a 9d 20b CN-9-3 V,4
517 ¢ 7.1fg 41 abc 4376 ef 1797.3 de 64 be Te 15 efg - DV,
90.6 b 9.2 ab 34d 7722 a 2662.2 a 39b 10 cd 36a - D,V,
75.8d 6.6 ab 41 abc 4224 ef 1747.3 def 56 cd 13 ab 20 ¢ - D,V;
61.2c¢ 7.3 efg 38 bed 4822 d 1872.8d 71 ab 8e 23¢ - DV,
55.5fg 7.3 efg 39 abed 4373 ef 1705.7 ef 64 be Te 14 fg - DV,
959 a 99a 37cd 6259 b 2384.4 b 3e 11 be 33b - D,V,
57.9 ef 69¢g 39 abed 4098 1607.3 f 64 be 7e 16 ef - D,V;
55.9 fg 7.8 def 38 bed 4596 de 1733.5 def 77 a 9d 20d - D,V,
55.1 Fg 8cd 42 ab 3467 g 14573 ¢ 61cd 8e 13¢g - D;V,
82.3¢ 8.2 cd 39 abed 5218 ¢ 2043.3 ¢ 32e 14 a 32b - D3V,
55.6 fg 69¢g 44 a 3273 ¢g 14355 ¢ 55d 9d 15 efg - D;V;
53.3 ef 8.8 be 39 abed 3602 g 14233 g 72 a 9d 17 e - D3V,

Wyl 5 )bl 1o Sme BB oo b ygiaw S 0 diline gy (5110 (Lo emileo #

* Means followed by the same letter in per columns do not differ significant
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Fig 3- Effect of sowing date on biological
yield
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