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Table 1- Physico-chemichal characteristics of the soil (0-30 cm depth)

o e o ool B gy Rl el hed g
ailaio SB bl Clay  Silt  Sand  EC o Mn  7Zn  Fe K p Js
Zone  Soil Texture . dS/m P O.C. Total N

& . mg/kg .
() ()
6 ey 43 220 29 13 81 023 067 018 039 313 61 011
Khoy Clay Loam
L
& ) 60 23 17 0.8 797 032 072 026 041 411 9 0.1
Mako Clay
Slo 5 595 Bblin o wlidlsn Sl aods -Y Jgus
Table 2- Summary of meteorological statistics in Khoi and Mako regions
dilie Zone s3> Khoy 5L Mako
aYLlo sbod (xSl Average annual temperature (o ©) 13.9 12.0
&Yl slod yiSTas uile Average maximum annual temperature (, ) 20.9 17.6
&Yl bwgio glos Jila>  Minimum average annual temperature (p <) 7.3 6.6
AVl huwgio o Casby Average annual relative humidity () 51.3 51.1
Yl Syl & gozmo Total annual rainfall (mm) 258.26 282.68
ob ey y3Sla>  Maximum wind speed (km per hour) 61.1 53.9
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Table 3- Composite analysis of studied traits in two zone

. .. Al oy . S Sdlos S ySdlos
oy Sy ek PERIRGS, oguo ,lad S Slos s oS ) .
Ol i’ 29l _ Plant 5 09200 Fruit AN o9 O~ 9
o = - 2igee Seed i i
S.O.V. oL Length Number of Number of diameter Biological : Oil Protein
df umber ot seeds in the rologica yeild yield yield
sub stems fruit yield
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Table 4- Average comparisons of mutual effects of zone, tillage and weed on the

morphological characteristics of cucurbita pepo
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Abstract

This study was conducted to evaluate conservation tillage systems and weed
management methods in the form of split plot design based on randomized complete
blocks with 3 replications in Khoy and Maku counties in 2019-2020 crop year. The
main plot included conservation tillage at Four levels including (conventional tillage,
zero tillage, chisel, disc) and the sub-plot of weed management at Four levels included
(herbicide use, weed-free, uncontrolled and control). The highest number of seeds
(211), biological yield (7.6 t.ha'l), oil yield (83.3 kg.ha™) and protein yield (34.6kg.ha’1)
were observed in Khoy region and the lowest number of seeds (114), biological yield
(1.01 t.ha™), oil yield (19.7 kg.ha™") and protein yield (1.7 kg.ha™") under the influence of
disc and weed-free treatment in Maku region Was. Also, the highest grain yield (828
kg.ha™) was observed under the influence of chisel and weed-free treatments and the
lowest (756 kg.ha™) was observed in disc treatment without weed control. In general,
the comparison of the average experimental treatments indicates the superiority of
tillage treatment with chisel and weed management (weed-free) in Khoy region and it
seems that in crop systems to maintain crop yield potential and improve integrated weed
management Weeding, minimal tillage operations and weed control are recommended.

Key words: Biological yield, Conservation tillage, Grain yield, Oil yield, Protein
yield.
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