[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-07-03 ]

"Olnl 13 pale 4 "
1£0F Ol F 0 lod oy § S Mo

DOR: 20.1001.1.23223243.2021.19.1.29.0
Obiwd 57 bl USRS Sulsd 8 (Brassica napus L.) 137 418 & Khos 9wy 9 il i 51
DSSAT 4ol 3 oalaxw! b
Effect of climate change on growth and seed yield of canola (Brassica napus L.) in Dehgolan

plain of Kurdistan province in Iran-using the DSSAT program

*oafw)wdab,*&)wuuu ‘*GAL:‘:Q?“" J‘j}c\@ﬂ'&):j)ﬁ

ol

.o
oM Kas oz s (Brassica napus L.) 151" «is 3 Sles 5y oelil i F1VECY 08 50 dw 9 (w0 & 9 S350 T (P o D (D (w3 IPD
JA-NAY) Y0 Ol (oh) poke 4 485 DSSAT wals s 5l eslizal b Ol S Oll

O35 4o 98 Ko 3397 =t 59-Lrindy 039 yof &7 Cansl (2B 1 (2 F4B yly 31 (O AU 905 9 Dy Silwdend SN
Joeo 31 Oland 57 Ol OMTRS Sulbd 5 13057 418 8 Shos 9 Wy 9 oaldl gl 1 b 55 Habuody . Ngd o0 ookl o1y Oldes
(RCP8.5 g RCP4.6 (RCP2.6) g st e 13 (2158 § ST Ol g 4 LS Gowly (83 wdmns (51 y CSM-CROPGRO-Canola
9 (=wly ygtaindsy Al 0w DSSAT 4ol 58 YeAI-YVer g ¥eUN-VeAe Fef)-Vele Fe¥)-Yebe Slbojoygd slaz 5
Joo (s slisl go L b oslitwl 1FAY-2A 8 1¥AT-AY 1)) S Sl 53 oud plmil (Slae 30 Slisbo3T 3 Jovo (i slais]
9 (ooull (S piin (S Hlawdmeis (S (AU B (S1H18 oo 457 310 Ol Jwo b3yl S e ls wlul » AT 9 2198 9 T
dow B 30 aadBl g Ao ST 6 o 17 ol (Gub ) Dl gass 45 318 VLS (8 ilwdud g ld .89 137 ol (suby Ol gas
418 8 . Shos 9 Sl 9 e Ll (s 3 8 o (g as Ll Dlao 45 Hebody (S 5 15 Lt by (Se 9 0 g9 sl
A o 4518 8 5 hos ALY 9 g 9 oy sho8 A1 O sl (1FAY-3A) buo (8153 Sl 49 Comad Bl i (Sl g9 sl 30
(L j0 p Fgbs™ OYAY) YY1Vt e L) 0y90 30 RCP2.6 (591 5k 38 i j 4 (KL 33 p Foks”™ 0F+1) wl b & Khos
SL 3o o sualin dao 38 —TY/0A Ls (S 53 £ 5 ghs™ FINF) YoA Y oo ko) 0398 53 RCP8.S (593 b § Ao yd —+/F b
L bl g & o e Ll g1 9 S8 gy e Ll (s 3 8 e (318 8 ot 0l (s § Ol oulie ylie
RCP8.5 (591 sl 13 1315 0L g9 adlBl guidi (A0 1 g3 sl 457 310 OLE5 gl .99 \F/¥ 9 A/TE ) +/VY VYA i 4 RMSE%
= eBlb i RCP8.S (593 5l 50 0594 cuulBl i A0 1 Ol CulodS™ b 9 0899 RCP2.6 (S35l 50 &iw $1 o9y 9
S (881540 (L5340 Dldos dgg dilo (S oy T 30 Bl ki (Ao 1 AL jeliiody Gudsni cpl b Ll
el (53952 peldl i Ll % 53 15 WP (Sl p 0398 9 DT By

Sl Jho 9 1357 ( S5 ol 5o (S Hwduns (a8l ki 1SS (S0 319

L3l o Jsl o, 553 by 1 7 e dlie VEY O sl VEVNYYY sl s b
ol ! i WOlws S oKl Sises oSl G55 Geiils =)

(f.hosseinpanahi@UOK.aC.ir :¢Ss 5 S ) (oS a515%0) O ) (g (Olews S oils (6555La8 0uSiiils skl =¥

Ol ) iMas «g 55518 s 5 5 25 50T Wl Glejlo et Olid nele lie 555058 25 50T 5 o S 5o ks ol Dl ey Jlyslisl ¥

Ol ot clins S o315 (63,588 0S5 52315 ¥

|K


http://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.23223243.2021.19.1.29.0
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-1295-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-07-03 ]

VEY Olasls 0¥ o jlad oty 5 oy ol Mol ey pse 4"

Effect of climate change on growth and seed yield of canola (Brassica napus L.) in

Dehgolan plain of Kurdistan province in Iran-using the DSSAT program
Dolatparast, B.%, F. Hosseinpanahi?, H. Mansouri 3, A. Siosemardeh *

ABSTRACT
Dolatparast, B., F. Hosseinpanahi, H. Mansouri, A. Siosemardeh. 2023. Effect of climate change on growth and seed yield of
canola (Brassica napus L.) in Dehgolan plain of Kurdistan province in Iran-using the DSSAT program. Iranian Journal of
Crop Sciences. 25(1): 101-118. (In Persian).

Introduction: The crisis of water sources limitation has signified the necessity of irrigation management of
canola crop unavoidable. This issue is especially critical in the context of climate change, which is accompanied
by changes in precipitation amount and patterns as well astemperature flucatations. The time-consuming and
costly nature of field research and the spatial and temporal dependence of the results have caused crop growth
modelling to be considered as an effective and acceptable technique in decision support systems under climate
change conditions. In this regard, the DSSAT program is one of the most successful programs available for
simulating the growth and development of crops. In this study simulation program for plant growth and
development was used to predict growth and seed yield of canola in Dehgolan in Kurdistan province of Iran.
Materials and Methods: This study consisted of two phases; field and simulation studies. Statistical
Downscaling Model (SDSM) was used to simulate climate data and forecast climate changes in the future. For
the future climate, the set of CanESM scenarios including; RCP2.6, RCP4.5 and RCP8.5 scenarios, presented by
the Canadian Earth System Modeling Center, were used. Then, the changes in the growth and yield of canola
under the mentioned scenarios were studied in the four periods of 2021-2040, 2041-2060, 2061-2080, and 2081-
2100 using the CSM-CROPGRO-Canola model in the DSSAT program. In field studies, two field experiments
were carried out to calibrate and validate the output of the model in the research farm of the Kurdistan University
in Dehgolan 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 cropping seasons.

Results: The results of validation for weather and growth models showed that the models had sufficient
accuracy to simulate climate variables and also the growth of canola. The simulation results illustrated that the
growth characteristics of canola were affected by the negative effects of climate change under all scenarios and
different time periods, therefore, the plant traits in various climate change scenarios were low when compared to
the baseline cropping season (2018-2019). In general, the results of the model showed that the maximum
negative effects of climate change on canola growth was in the RCP8.5 scenario and the minimum in the RCP2.6
scenario. The adverse effects of climate change were accelerated by time, especially in the RCP8.5 scenario.
Conclusion: The results of this study showed that the future climate change will have a negative effect on the
growth and yield of canola that depends on the scenario and time period, the seed yield will decrease from 0.3%
to 37.58% as compared with the current conditions. Therefore, to mitigate climate change impact on agricultural
ecosystems necessary management measures including development of suitable canola cultivars and agronomic
mangament package should be taken into consideration for adaptation to the changing climate in future.
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Table 2. Results of the t-test for comparing the 1:1 line against the fitted linear regression between observed and

simulated data for oilseed rape (Simulated = a + bxObserved)

o
ool (gla e s s 35l gllas Al (@=0,b=1) e ,e

Climatic indicators Coefficients ~ Std. Error  p-value  t-value Eq HO R2
by b a 0.5144 0.309 0.098 1.663 Accepted

S y = 0.9881x + 0.5144 P 0.94
Solar irradiation (Rs) b 0.9881 0.017 0.478 0.711 Accepted
S e (sles a -0.1776 0.205 0.386 0.868 Accepted

. Y=0.9811x + 0.1776 0.98
Maximum temperature (Tmax) b 0.9811 0.010 0.051 1.961 Accepted
Jlas (cles a -0.1975 0.117 0.093 1.689 Accepted

n . y =0.9909x - 0.1975 0.98
Minimum temperature (Tmin) b 0.9909 0.011 0.409 0.828 Accepted
S a 3.0534 0.483 0.0001  6.322 Rejected

o y =0.8437x + 3.0534 i 0.96
Precipitation (Prec) b 0.8437 0.012 0.0001 12.702 Rejected
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Fig. 1. Validation of observed and predicted values of climate variables from 2006 to 2020 year based on Root
Mean-Squared Error (RMSE), Modeling efficiency (ME) and comparison of linear regression against the 1:1 line

(average of monthly temperature during 15 years) for oilseed rape
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Table 3. Simulated and observed values of seed yield, biological yield, harvest index and leaf area index of

oilseed rape based on Root Mean-Squared Error (RMSE) and modelling efficiency (ME)

Slis s 3 Shas 13 5 Shes Csls p Lasls & et ls Sl
Traits Biological yield ~ Seed yield  Harvestindex  Maximum leaf area index
RMSE% 10.12 11.8 8.64 133
ME 0.89 0.94 0.86 0.53

5ol oalive Slaosls m okd 0305 51 Ogen S dalj 5 10) Lot 4y e St ol s =F ol

1S olS (5l ok (g5l 4

Table 4. Results of the t-test for comparing the 1:1 line against the fitted linear regression between observed and

simulated data for oilseed rape (Simulated = a + bxQObserved)

sl Ao oS
LS sl ls 5 i = >t il (a=0,b=1) s sy
Plant traits and indices Coefficients  Std. Error  p-value t-value Eq HO R2
25 Shes a 2279.1 894.165 0.022  2.549 Rejected
A y=08667x+2279.1 0.92
Biological yield b 0.8667 0.069 0.073 1928 Accepted
4ls 3 Shes a 1296 183.715 0.491 0.705 Accepted
. y =0.9854x + 129.6 0.95
Seed yield b 0.9854 0.062 0.817 0.235 Accepted
Csls e ls a -0.1242 2.023 0.952  0.061 Accepted
. y = 0.9946x - 0.1242 0.88
Harvest index b 0.9946 0.098 0.960 0.051 Accepted
& 2l S| a -0.640 0.519 0.236 1.233 Accepted
gl el S y=1.2328x - 0.64 P 0.79
Maximum leaf area index b 1.2328 0.170 0.191 1371 Accepted
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Fig. 2. Simulated values and percentage changes of seed yield, biological yield, harvest index and maximum leaf
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