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Weeds cause heavy loss to the lentil (Lens Lentil variety B 256 (Ranjan) was sown at a row 
culinaris Medikus) crop as they rob the soil of spacing of 25 cm during December 04, 2003 
its nutrients and moisture (1). The crop and November 30, 2004. The individual plot 
competes poorly with many weed species size was 4.0 m x 3.0m. The recommended seed 

-1because of its weak stem, short stature, slow rate was 30 kg ha . A uniform fertilizer dose of 
-1initial growth and long duration. Weeds in lentil 20:40:20 kg N: P O : K O ha  was given as 2 5 2

have been reported to cause yield reduction to basal through urea, single super phosphate and 
the extent of 70% (3). Though conventional muriate of potash, respectively, in all the plots. 
method of weed management through manual A knapsack sprayer fitted with flat-fan nozzle 
weeding, hoeing or intercultivation is effective, was used for herbicide application with a spray 

-1it has certain limitations such as non- volume of 600 l ha . The previous crop was 
availability of sufficient manpower during peak green gram and soybean grown in 2003 and 
periods and/or high labour wages. Under these 2004, respectively. The crop was unirrigated 
circumstances, use of herbicides becomes and harvested on March 12 and 29 in 2004 and 
necessary to avert losses due to weeds (2). 2005, respectively. Weed data were recorded at 
Furthermore, Integrated Weed Management 55 days after sowing (DAS) and harvest by 
(IWM) involving both chemical and other placing a quadrate of 50 cm x 50 cm area 
agronomic manipulation seems to be a good randomly at four spots in each plot. 
offer. Keeping this background in view, the Observations on height of crop plants were 
present investigation was initiated to identify a recorded at 30 DAS and harvest, whereas data 
sound IWM practice in lentil. on seed yield and yield attributes were recorded 

at harvest. Data on weed density and biomass A two-year field investigation was conducted at 
were statistically analyzed after subjecting the Pulses and Oilseeds Research Sub-station, 

Beldanga, Murshidabad, West Bengal, India them to square root transformation √(x + 0.50), 
during rabi, 2003-04 and 2004-05. The soil of where X represented actual weed density/ 
the experimental field was sandy loam in biomass. Major weed flora in the experimental 
texture and slightly alkaline in reaction (pH 7.5 site consisted of Cyperus rotundus, Anagallis 

-1and EC 0.37 dsm ) besides having a content of arvensis, Chenopodium album, Solanum 
-1

organic carbon 0.25%, available P O  55 kg ha , nigrum and Vicia sativa. The treatments weed 2 5

-1 free, 25% higher seed rate + hand weeding at 30 available K O 38 kg ha  and available SO  19.6 2 4
-1

-1 DAS, pendimethalin 0.75 kg ha  as pre-kg ha . The treatments, including one hand 
emergence (PE) + hand weeding at 40 DAS and weeding (HW), 25% higher seed rate, 

-1
pendimethalin as PE at 1.00 kg ha  significantly pendimethalin 30 EC as pre-emergence (1.0 kg 

-1 reduced both the density and biomass of weeds ha ) and their suitable combinations were tested 
over the weedy check. Among the weed against weedy and weed free checks in a 
management treatments, 25% higher seed rate + randomized block design with four replications. 
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hand weeding at 30 DAS, pendimethalin as PE Among the treatments of weed management 
-1 practices in lentil crop, the weed free treatment at 0.75 kg ha  + hand weeding at 40 DAS 

-
proved their superiority over the others in recorded the highest seed yield (1004.50 kg ha

1minimizing weed growth till crop harvest ) along with maximum yield attributes and it 
(Table 1). Season-long crop-weed competition was closely followed by 25% higher seed rate + 
resulted an average yield reduction to the tune hand weeding at 30 days after sowing (DAS) 

-1of 49.77% as compared to weed free. The with economic yield of 899.63 kg ha , 
-1highest seed yield was obtained under weed pendimethalin at 0.75 kg ha  + hand weeding at 

-1free treatment, which was statistically at par 40 DAS (872.75 kg ha ) and pendimethalin at 
-1 -1with 25% higher seed rate + hand weeding at 30 1.0 kg ha  (832.50 kg ha ). The increased yield 

-1DAS (850.00 kg ha ), pendimethalin as PE at in these treatments was probably due to 
-10.75 kg ha  + hand weeding at 40 DAS (837.50 effective suppression of both the weed density 

-1 -1
kg ha ) and pendimethalin as PE at 1.0 kg ha  and biomass. Further, season-long crop-weed 

-1(820.00 kg ha ) in the second year (Table 2). competition led to average yield reduction of 
Considering mean data of two years, weed free 49.77% over weed free conditions.
treatment recorded the highest seed yield 

Literature Cited-1(1004.50 kg ha ) along with maximum yield 
1. Ali M  Saraf CS  Singh PP  Rewari RB Ahlawat IPS. 

attributes and it was closely followed by 25% 
1993  In:  Proceedings of the Seminar on Lentils 

higher seed rate + hand weeding at 30 DAS in South Asia, March 11-15, 1991, New Delhi, 
-1(899.63 kg ha ), pendimethalin as PE at 0.75 kg India. ICARDA, Aleppo, Syria, pp103-25.

-1 -1 2. Punia SS Rathee SS Sheoran Parvender Malik RK. ha  + hand weeding at 40 DAS (872.75 kg ha ) 
-1 2003 Indian Journal of Weed Science 35: 70-73.and pendimethalin as PE at 1.0 kg ha  (832.50 

-1 3. Singh G  Singh D. 1985 Annual  Conference of Indian kg ha ). Higher seed yields might be attributed 
Society of Weed Science, April 4-5, 1985, 

to effective suppression of weed growth (Table Gujarat. pp.59.
1) under these treatments which accommodated 4. Singh I  Sardana V. 2001 Indian Journal of Weed 

 significantly more productive pods/plant as Science 33: 77-78.

compared to other treatments (Table 2). Singh 
and Sardana (4) recorded better weed 
management and higher seed yield with the pre-
emergence application of pendimethalin at 0.5 

-1
kg ha .  
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