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Table 1. Soil properties of field at depth 0-15 cm.
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< = =
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38 50 12 8.43 18.94: 49 0.089 0.45 38.5 2.61 1.21
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* Available K in the amended & non-amended soil wa§2®& 10.38 ppm respectively
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Table 2. Dry matter of test plants (g per plant) inexperimental treatments

o= 555 05 Sle= 25 L
(Non-amended) (Amended) oS
S PATEY Sl S O il Test plants
(Bare) (Covered) (Bare) (Covered)
2 Reliewy sy Rliaoy 2y Reliasy i Raiess
M M M M~
0.005 0.005 0 0.04 0.012 0. 159 0.043 0.01 (Canola);is
0.585 0.499 0.344 0.401 0.623 0.585 0.289 0.138 (Soybean), 4w
0.141 0:066 0.113 0.019 0.105 0.146 0.117 0.098 (Lens)_was
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Fig 1. Dry matter comparisons (gr. per plant) of tst plants affected by (top) manure amendment; (mide) planting cover & (below)
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for dry weight of tesplants. F(top) and p (below) (Transformed data)

\—

i 3 }

\ ~
- \j‘ X \q, A =, 9 b A

ke a ,) H g‘ = - . .

@ 5 O E ¢ % & o § =t e
S ¥ 2 5 & & &5 5 3 (S.0.V)
< 2 oM o O o | (@) S
S S o o
0 ) n
0.46 211 005 006 062 274 055 201 1 224 (Block) s s
0.64 0.16 0.95 0.94 0.55 0.1 0.58 0.17 0.39 0.14 :
0.44 0.05 0.92 0.03 0.03 5.93 0.91 4.55 0.35 24.5 (M) ilgo 555
0.57 0.85 0.43 0.87 0.88 0.13 0.44 0.16 0.61 0.03 -
3.02 0.50 0.36 1.76 0.76 1.38 0.55 0.45 0.82 0.6 Error(a)
0.08 0.61 0.70 0.21 0.49 0.28 0.59 0.64 0.46 0.56
0.00 0.03 0.02 2.16 1.95 2.85 0.38 1.54 9.22 10.38 (C)AS sz
0.99 0.86 0.88 0.16 0.18 0.11 055 0.23 0.01 0.007 . v
0.03 1.87 0.14 1.86 0.00 1.23 0.33 2.81 0.37 11.49 Sile o ..
0.86 0.19 0.71 0.19 0.95 0.28 0.57 0.11 0.55 0.005 ©® S O
0.09 0.43 0.33 0.94 0.31 0.09 0.03 0.18 1.29 3.57 (M*C)
0.77 0.52 0.57 0.35 0.58 0.77 0.86 0.67 0.27 0.083
0.41 1.88 5.43 0.04 0.48 0.4 4.37 4.57 0.21 2.57 (M*D)
0.53 0.19 0.03 0.85 0.49 0.54 0.05 0.05 0.65 0.13
4.85 0.02 0.52 1.59 0.00 1.59 0.11 0.88 0.00 23.27 (D)
0.048 0.88 0.48 0.23 0.98 0.23 0.75 0.36 0.99 0.00
0.00 0.29 0.27 0.23 0.29 0.15 0.02 0.20 0.55 9.41 (M*C*D)
0.94 0.59 0.61 0.64 0.59 0.70 0.89 0.65 0.47 0.008
3.98 7.92 4.53 5.13 9.47 6.90 7.81 2.49 8.15 1.32 CV) ol es 2
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Abstract

In order to study the responds of some crops tosuwifuron residues in soil of wheat field, a splibt factorial
experiment was conducted at the research fieldasuley of Agriculture, Ferdowsi University of Masdd in three
replications. Main plots were the application ofraal manure at 40 t Haand no application, and subplots included
sulfosulfuron application dose (recommended and 89&tdose). The bioassay test using sunflower,laasoybean,
bean, pea, lens, sorghum, barley, corn and sugdrnizes set at 98 days after the herbicide applicati greenhouse
conditions. Results showed 24 days after seedirigeipots the most sensitive crop based on dryhweigr plant was
canola which had lower weight in the un-amendedl @oihigher application rate. Soybean and lens wkesnext
sensitive crops respectively. The damage symptdrtisecherbicide included roots stunt, chlorosis apéasty in the
shoots were more obvious in bean, soybean, sugaiabd canola.

Keywords: Bioassay, sulfonylurea, animal manure, applicataie, canola; wheat



