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Figure 1- Map of Miandoab test areas (study villages shown in green) by using of Google earth software
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Table 1- The Names of tested villages in Miandoab city
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Figure 2- Density of weeds (plant/m?) species in vineyards of Miandoab city
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Figure 3- System photosynthesis and plant families and percentage of weeds in these families in vineyards of Miandoab
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Table 2- Scientific name, Persian name, Family name, Frequency (F), Uniformity (U), Mean Density (MD),
Abundance Index (AI) weeds in the vineyards of Miandoab city during 2016 (25 villages)

Y ol o s Sl s T e,
— . . o512 Mean Density
Row Scientific name Persianname  Family name Frequency Abundance
Uniformity  (plant/m?)
Index
1 Achillea wilhelmsii C. Koch Olyoleg: Asteraceae 46.73 22,51 1.06 70.31
2 Alhagi persarum Boiss. & Buhse. ~ »! 3,1 Fabaceae 20.65 5.21 0.26 26.12
3 Alopecurus myosuroides Hudson %5 s2bs, o Poaceae 8.69 4.03 0.24 12.84
4 Alyssum desertorum Stapf Sl 4egud Brassicaceae 26.08 11.84 0.77 38.68
5 Amaranthus retroflexus L o9 el Amaranthaceae 10.86 4.03 0.22 12.95
6 Anchusa italica Retz. oLl Boraginaceae 26.07 11.83 0.77 38.66
7 Anthemis altissima L. aily w8 gy Asteraceae 17.39 6.52 0.28 2411
8 Avena ludoviciana Durieu Srl sty Vs Poaceae 25.2 7.34 0.04 32.72
9 Bromus tectorum L. ol il )l Poaceae 11.99 4.36 0.28 15.39
10  Carthamus oxyacantha M. B. )5 S8 Asteraceae 3.29 1.08 0.05 433
11 Centaurea virgata L. s paS IS Asteraceae 69.55 26.32 1.6 96.99
12 Chenopodium album L. o aok Chenepodiaceae 13.04 3.87 0.23 17.07
13 Cichorium inthybus L. 9,5 =8« Sasl Asteraceae 22.84 8.76 0.49 32.97
14 Convolvulus arvensis L. s> S Convolvulceae 83.87 77.86 6.13 187
15 Cuscuta campestris Yunck =hs o Cuscutaceae 15.21 6.39 0.36 21.97
16 Cynodon dactylon L. Ero b o amy Poaceae 68.47 37.08 2.37 107.92
17 Cyperus rotundus L. £kl cyperaceae 76 3.08 0.26 10.94
18 Descurainia sophia L. Sl i Brassicaceae 34.78 7.22 0.29 42.3
19 Digitaria sanguinalis L. Sz, ale Poaceae 25 7.92 0.43 33.36
20 Equisetum arvense L. stlme wlps Equesetaceae 23.91 7.81 0.59 32.32
21 Euphorbia falcata L. e o5 Euphorbiaceae 9.78 3.79 0.19 13.76
22 Falcaria vulgaris Bernh. Sk Apiaceae 23.91 7.82 0.44 32.17
23 Fumaria vaillantii Lois. Shaleyolo Papaveraceae 5.43 1.06 0.04 6.54
24 Gallium tricornutum Dandy &L & & == =5  Rubiaceae 13.04 10.3 0.36 23.7
25 Glycyrrhiza glabra L. Ol s Caryophyllaceae 81.72 72.3 5.96 176
26 Hordeum glaucum Steud. BLl e Poaceae 2.17 0.82 5.12 3.01
27 Lactuca serriola L. SN0 5988 Asteraceae 47.82 3116 0.75 79.73
28 Lathyrus sativus L. A Fabaceae 6.52 4.14 0.1 10.76
29 Lepidium draba L. oo Brassicaceae 11.95 4.03 0.1 16.07
30 Lepidium perfoliatum L. bl Bl S35 05 Brassicaceae 10.8 4.14 0.07 14.29
gq oliompersicum Boiss. & HoReN . . il osr  poacese 30.04 20.49 0.49 51.02
ex Boiss.
32 Melilotus officinalis L. o)y e b SSB Fabaceae 7.6 4.26 0.05 11.91
33 Mentha puleguim L g Lamiaceae 43.47 28.22 0.48 68.22
34 Muscari neglectum Guss. SEWS Liliaceae 9.78 4.14 0.06 13.98
35 Onobrychis Bungei Boiss. o] Fabaceae 27.17 10.42 0.63 83.23
36 Panicum miliaceum L e 03 Gramineae 20.66 51.09 28.3 99.67
37 Peganum harmala L. g Zygophyllaceae 7.6 2.68 0.14 10.36
38 Plantago lanceolata L. Szl Plantaginaceae 13.05 4.28 0.25 17.54
39 Poa annua L. WSy oz Poaceae 14.12 9.39 0.95 24.33
40  Polygonum alpestre C. A. Mey.  stepsS 2 <& polygonaceae 5.46 1.07 0.05 6.66
41 Portulaca oleracea L. 4, Portulacaceae 14.13 5.7 0.33 21.20
42 Rumex crispus L. glse 25 Chenepodiaceae 6.53 2.37 0.8 9.08
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Table 2 continued

43 Salsola sp. oot ile Chenepodiaceae 9.66 6.06 0.1 1.57
44 Salvia atropatana Bunge s ol (B e Lamiaceae 30.5 20.48 0.48 51.06
45 Secale cereale L. ogl Poaceae 70.63 50.8 2.18 120.1
46 Senecio glaucus L. bS5 by Gl Asteraceae 25.11 11.45 0.21 36.7
47 Silene conoidea L. I e Caryophyllaceae 10.88 6.04 0.07 16.82
48 Sinapis arvensis L. s > Brassicaceae 13.04 111 0.39 228
49 Solanum nigrum L Sr2b Solanaceae 10.8 4.8 0.8 14.23
50 Sonchus oleraceus L. qu)f ~ Asteraceae 3.27 1.56 0.01 493
51 Sophora alopecuroides L. Ol axls Fabaceae 11.55 4.01 0.1 16.4
LolS anl 3ld

52 Sorghum halepense L. = Poaceae 97.64 90.25 6.73 192

53 Spinacia oleracea L. =9 glésl  Amaranthaceae 9.78 4.14 0.06 13.87
54 Tragopogon graminifolius DC. Sl Asteraceae 13.04 6.99 0.12 20.15
55 Tribulus terrestris L. Sl 1> Zygophyllaceae 45.65 29.75 0.85 86.23
56 Trifolium pratens L. B Fabaceae 3.26 1.4 0.22 4.65
57 Turgenia latifolia L. Sz S Apiaceae 11.66 6.12 0.26 16.43
58 Vaccalgig?r;:céi.fzr:p(alj;ch. e S Caryophyllaceae 4.34 1.65 0.06 6.06
59 Vicia peregrina L. Sole Fabaceae 17.33 6.28 0.33 24.10
60 Xanthium spinosum L. ‘553‘)‘;):5%%) Asteraceae 62.3 21.44 0.99 84.28
61 Ziziphora tenuir L. S5 Lamiaceae 5.43 1.77 0.08 7.29
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Figure 6- Density of three major weed in vineyards of Miandoab villlage A: (Glycyrrhiza glabra L.) B: (Sorghum halepenseL.) C:
(Convolvulus arvensis L.)
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Figure 7- Cluster analysis of weed diversity for Miandoab villlages by Shannon- Wiener Index
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Table 3- Shannon- Wiener Index and number of species for weeds of Miandoab vineyards

L) Liwg, P9~ opld Ll ag8 Slaas
Row Village Shannon- Wiener Index Number of species
o
1 ® s 3.83 26
Gara tapa
a5 SS
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4 = 3.62 21
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Lo b
5 O ) > 3.53 21
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Sl GlegidMe
6 ool Hehe 281 20
Mola shahbedin
obl ju>
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9 s 2.47 19
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5 Lo
10 o Je _ 236 16
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. >
1 oUe 213 12
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il
12 e 1.10 17
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13 T 1.08 15
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Qo>
14 . 1.07 14
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S
15 S 1.07 12
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16 F 1.04 19
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w5
17 ‘fﬁ’“ 1.03 12
Soglitape
L e
18 &% 7 1.03 18
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o
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Table 5- Mean comparisons for dry weight of weeds and characteristics of yellow seedless grape

oy s, 6D i~ fu)s 090 ()39 0940 x> PEOW K ogme Job igs 55 o olasd
weight of i i i i i
Row Village ry weig 32 Weight fruit Vqumezfrwt Den5|gy Length fruit Seed number
weeds (g.m?) (9) (cm?) (9.cm®) (cm)
a5 0,8 .
1 ’ 225.4¢ 3.87d 3.45ef 1.11c 1.3c 1.6¢
Gara tapa
i Fuf
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Gog tapa
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ul’U)L‘
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0
Sl
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Chalkhamaz
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8L 6
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: ->
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Haj hasan
S
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Ll -
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°u g
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NS
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* Means with similar letters in each column and for each component are not significantly different at 5% level of probability (LSD).
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Table 4- Analysis of variance (Mean of squares) for dry weight of weeds and some measured traits yellow seedless grape

s ilia g 420

lay o (2leo
Mean of squares

S.0.vV d.f

algs )0 > Sluai egwe Job dinils 090 (339 ogmo x> jy» slacile Ui (59
Seed number Length fruit Density Weight fruit  Volume fruit Dry weight of weeds
S
. 3 0.048 260.8 213.8 872.6 272.3 0.055
Repetition
e
3 0.146" 355648.2" 225613.2" 775841.2" 275243.2" 1.026™
Treatment
Uas
26 0.0018 0.021 0.083 0.004 0.014 0.003
Error
1.20 3.02 1.12 6.22 212 212
CV(%)

** and * significant at 1% and 5%, respectively.
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Table 6- Weed control methods in the tested villages

Lewg ol 0l 9 Lewg,y pU 0k b9
Villages Methods Villages Methods
a5 e (el Bk 503 (sAels

Gara tapa Consolidated Ghermez bolag Consolidated
a5 S5 (shils ke sleosd
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Mama del Consolidated Barog Chemical
Jyae sl k3 sl
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ol ol (iils et (il
Mola shahbedin Consolidated Shibailoo Consolidated
blass bt 4z ,e bt
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&5 e o oLl e el
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Table 7- Correlation coefficients between the traits of yellow seedless grape
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Traits FW FL FV FD SN

FW

FL 0.16™

FV 0.25" 0.04™

FD 033" 012" 0.07" -

SN 0.12 0.22 0.11 -0.06

**and * significant at 1% and 5%, respectively.
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Abstract

Introduction: Grapes with the scientific name of Vitis vinifera L. have a prominent position among
the country's fruit trees, as from the entire level of gardens in the country, about 306 thousand
hectares, equivalent to 11.4%, belong to small fruits, about 96.2% of which are related to the grape
surface. West Azerbaijan province is one of the most important regions of Iran for planting vines, and
the area under grape cultivation is close to 21808 hectares. Subsequently, its production amount is
reported to be more than 265 thousand tons, which is important to the prosperity of the region's
economy in terms of currency. According to the importance of grapes and raisins and their position
in the country's economy and region, and due to the lack of basic information about the weed status
of this product at the national level and especially in the state of West Azerbaijan (which has an
important share in the production of grapes), by identifying weed cover and determining the
abundance status and distribution of weed species, it can be possible to substructure information for
designing weed management programmes for this important crop.

Materials and Methods: Miandoab City (which has a semi-arid climate with a hot and dry summer
and a semi-humid winter) has a 2694 -square- kilometer area with a geographical longitude of 46
degrees and 6 minutes east of the Greenwich meridian and 36 degrees and 58 minutes north of the
equator. It is located in the middle of the plains leading to Lake Urmia, at a height of 1314 meters
above sea level. In order to identify and determine the density and dominance of weeds in the
vineyards of Miandoab city, 25 vineyards in 25 areas of Miandoab city were investigated in late May
2016. The frequency, uniformity, density, mean density, and dominance index of different weed
species were calculated in each garden. Then, an experiment to investigate the effect of weeds on
grape yield is done in mid-September. For this Weed biomass from 25 rural areas was collected in 4
replications. At the same time as sampling weeds, the characteristics of grapes were evaluated in four
replications. These characteristics include fruit weight, volume, length, density, and the number of
berries per grape cluster. After calculating the Shannon-Wiener index of different regions, Ward's
cluster analysis with SPSS software was used to compare and group regions. After these steps, the
desired map was prepared using Google earth software.

Results and Discussion: In total, 61 species of weeds from 24 plant families were identified in the
vineyards of Miandoab city. 21 species were present in more than three regions. In terms of density,
Sogli Tappeh, Mullah Shahabuddin, and Shabilo villages had the highest weed density with 49.6,
49.5, and 46 plants per square meter, respectively. From the 61 identified species, 32 species (46%)
belonged to 4 families: Gramineae, Asteraceae, Fabaceae, and Brassicaceae. These 4 families with
11, 10, 7, and 4 species had the highest diversity in the city, respectively. In terms of weed abundance
index (Al), Glycyrrhiza glabra, Sorghum halepense, and Convolvulus arvensis were recognized as
the dominant weeds in the city, respectively. Gara Tappeh, Gog Tappeh, and Mameh Del villages
have 26, 24, and 22 species, respectively, with the highest variety. And Islamabad, Hyderabad, and
Hosseinabad villages had the least variety, with 10, 10, and 11 species, respectively. Results of
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comparing the means of different traits of grapes (volume, weight, length, density of fruit, and number
of berries per spike) indicate a significant difference in the level of 5% probability between villages.
The results showed that there was a positive and significant correlation between weight, length,
volume, and fruit density at the level of 1% probability. Thus, it is clear that increasing any of the
above parameters causes the weight of the berry to increase.

Conclusion: In general, according to the knowledge of density, dispersion, and species of weed in
the studied vineyards and using the right management methods, the amount of interference by
problematic species can be reduced and the entry of weeds, especially problematic species, from one
area to another susceptible area can be prevented. In addition, by studying the climatic conditions,
climate, and soil of the region and also having information about the common management methods
in the region, it is possible to understand the reasons for the presence and changes in the density of
some species in some areas and use this information in integrated weed management.
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