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tuberosum L.) in conservation and convention tillage systems
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Figure 1- Effect of metribuzin herbicide on seed bank
density of potato (LSDo gs: 788).
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Table 2- Effect of tillage systems, cover crop and metribuzin herbicide on density of seed bank weeds in potato.
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Weed species Control Vetch Barley Control Vetch Barley
No With No With No With No With No With No With
herbicide  herbicide herbicide  herbicide herbicide herbicide herbicide  herbicide herbicide  herbicide herbicide herbicide

Acroptilon repens (L.) Hidalgo 412 303 203 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Amaranthus sp L. 3733 3233 2301 1201 2233 1215 1301 930 1112 300 837 217

Chenopodium album L. 1298 1109 1102 596 1407 938 903 892 405 600 711 489
Chondrilla juncea L. 321 0 0 211 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Convolvulus arvensis L. 639 694 403 191 403 167 100 0 101 0 0 0
Descurainia sophia L. 299 421 201 398 501 0 267 0 393 0 302 0
Echinochloa cruso galli L. 1341 1511 989 1233 1020 504 533 712 297 0 196 0
Erodium botrys L. 328 405 267 167 233 211 244 94 216 0 67 0
Galium aparine L. 727 487 267 0 333 0 167 0 0 0 0 0
Hibiscus trionum L. 0 0 0 0 0 0 308 0 0 0 0 0
Malva neglecta Waller. 296 103 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Portulaca villosa L. 114 310 211 0 0 0 199 0 0 0 0 0
Setaria viridis L. 1612 1109 1405 1000 802 667 289 391 202 293 304 0
Solanum nigrum L. 0 0 0 0 0 0 193 302 167 0 0 0
Tribulus terrestris L. 211 92 192 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Effect of cover crops and metribuzin herbicide on weed seed bank of potato
(Solanum tuberosum L..) in conservation and convention tillage systems

S. Hajinia® and G. Ahmadvand?”

Abstarct

To investigate the effects of cover crop and metribuzin herbicide on weed seed bank of potato in
different tillage systems, the experiment was carried out as a split- split plot based on a randomized
complete block design with three replications at the Research Station of Agricultural Faculty of Bu-
Ali Sina University, 2013. The treatments included tillage systems at two levels (conventional
tillage and minimum tillage) as main plots, three levels of cover crop (Vetch (vica villosa roth),
barley (Hordeum vulgare L.) and without cover crops) as subplot, and two levels of metribuzin
herbicide (with herbicide and no herbicide) as sub-sub plots. The results showed that the application
of metribuzin herbicide reduced seed bank density of weeds. Seed bank density of weeds reduced
with application of metribuzin herbicide was about 33.62 percent, compared to no herbicide.
Application of cover crops in the minimum and conventional tillage reduced seed bank density of
weeds 44.43 and 54.88 percent, respectively, compared to no cover crops. The use of barley and
vetch cover cover decreased the richness index of seed bank of weeds. Metribuzin herbicide in the
minimum and conventional tillage in comparison to control treatment decreased 23.22 and 71.51
percent the richness index of the weed species. Cover crops decreased by 24.60 and 23.13 percent
in conventional tillage and minimum indices of Shannon-Weiner weeds. The decrease in the
Shannon-Weiner index with application of herbicides and cover crop in the conventional and
minimum tillage was 85.17 and 32.66 percent, respectively, compared to no cover crops.

Key words: Seed bank, Minimum tillage, Diversity indices, Control, Cover crops
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