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Introduction \

Despite having a high potential for paddy fields in Northern provmces unfortunately, m se paddy fields are left

,a Ion!gwmg season,
and favorable environmental conditions b paddy fields
well suited for cultivating a second crop. Fa t is adapted
to the climatic conditions in most Northern re he rth of Iran,
utilizing these areas for faba bean cultivation a y for increase land
productivity, sustainable rice production, hig If-sufficiency and ensuring food
security. Among legumes, fa ixation, improving soil fertility
by leaving residual nitrogen b can play an important role in
developmentand sustainability of objective of the present study
was to examine the yield and ew d crop in rotation after rice.

Materials and Methods
This study was conducted b
Rice Research Instituig of Ir
treatments included

sign with three replications at the research fields of
of 2023-2024 and 2024-2025. The experimental
and two promising lines of faba bean (332 and
er pod, 100-seed weight, green pod yield, grain
yield, biologi i dditionally, gross and net profit, percent of sale
ate economic indices. The protein content of samples was determined
e sample total nitrogen by applying factor 6.25, the seed protein content
.2 and mean comparisons were done by least significant difference (LSD)

Results and Discussion
The results of combi
comparison showed thai
kg.ha?) and protein yield (1
yield with an average of 2888
respectively, were obtained fro
green pod yield (17181 kg.ha') a

f variance revealed that genotype had significant effect on all studied traits. Mean
econd year of the experiment had higher green pod yield (24518 kg.ha™'), grain yield (5060
kg.hat) compared to the first year. Between faba bean genotypes, the highest green pod
nd 27217 kg.ha' and the highest grain yield with an average of 6025 and 5653 kg.ha,
eyz and Barkat varieties. The Shadan variety was also in the next position. The lowest
rain yield (3662 kg.ha) was obtained in Mahta variety. The highest biological yield
(18368 kg.ha) and harvest indeX'(32.8%) was related to the Feyz variety. The Mehta variety also had the lowest
biological yield (11996 kg.ha') an@PHarvest index (29.1%). Among the genotypes of faba bean, Mahta variety had higher
protein content (32.1%). The highest and lowest protein yield was obtained in Feyz variety (1703 kg.ha*) and line WRB1-
5 (1016 kg.hat), respectively. Based on the results of stepwise regression analysis, biological yield, pods per plant, green
pod yield and seeds per pod were entered into the regression model, respectively, and explained 95% of the variation in
grain yield. The analysis of the economic indices showed that the Feyz variety ranked first in terms of gross and net
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profits with 3012500 and 2554650 thousand rials/ha, respectively. Barkat and Shadan varieties were also ranked next.
Mahta variety had the lowest gross (1464800 thousand.rials ha?) and net profits (1043450 thousand rials.ha) among
genotypes of faba bean. Feyz, Barkat and Shadan varieties with percent of sale return and benefit-cost ratio (84.8 and
6.6), (83.6 and 6.1) and (79.7 and 4.9) were ranked first to third, respectively. The lowest amount of percent of sale return
and benefit-cost ratio (71.2 and 3.5, respectively) were assigned to Mahta variety.

Conclusions
Based on the results of this study, the Feyz, Barkat, and Shadan cultivars are recommended, in that order, for faba bean
cultivation as a second crop in the paddy fields of Guilan province due to their superior yield performance and greater

economic returns. These findings indicate that integrating faba bean into rice-based cropping systems has the potential to
enhance farmers' income while promoting the sustainability of rice production.

Keywords: Grain yield, Legumes, Net profit, Paddy field, Protein yield
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Table 1- Physical and chemical properties of the soil at the experiment site
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