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Table 1- List of weeds of the experiment

Family Scientific names Importantf
Amaranthaceae Amaranthus blitoides S. Watson. %
Amaranthaceae Amaranthus. viridis L. %
Chenopodiaceae Chenopodium album L. *
Convolvulaceae Convolvulus arvensis L. k%
Poaceae Cynodon dactylon L. Pers. k%
Cyperaceae Cyperus esculentus L. *
Cyperaceae Cyperus rotundus L. *
Poaceae Dactyloctenium aegypticum (L.) P.Beauv *
Poaceae Echinochola colonum. (L.) Link *
Boraginacea Heliotropium lasiocarpum Fish. *
Malvaceae Malva parviflor L. *
Portulacaceae Portulaca oleracea L. *
Poaceae Setaria viridis L. *
Asteraceae Sonchus oleraceus L. *

+ *= weed available and, **= dominant
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Table 2- Means Comparison of Bermudagrass density and biomass decrease percent compared to weedy check

Density decrease percent

Biomass decrease percent

Treatments (**Dose) First Second Third First Second Third
harvesting harvesting harvesting harvesting harvesting harvesting

1-fimaz. 0.5 + cycl. 2 (I/ha) 47.26 b 58.34c 55.11¢ 47.79b 5326 ¢ 53.25¢
2- imaz 0.6 + cycl 2 (I/ha) 4746 b 60.50 be 58.48 be 48.06 b 57.18 be 55.57 be
3- imaz 0.8 + cycl 2(I/ha) 50.37b 63.24 be 61.66 bc 50.82b 59.98 be 59.21 be
4- imaz 1 + cycl 2 (V/ha) 51.82b 66.16 b 63.56 b 52.03b 61.54b 61.98b
5- pendimethalin 2.5 (I/ha) 14.27d 15.16 ¢ 14.86 ¢ 16.92d 17.58 ¢ 17.12 ¢
6- pendimethalin 3 (I/ha) 17.50 cd 22.27d 19.03 de 2372 cd 22.44 de 22.10 de
7- bentazone 3 + cycl 2 (I/ha) 48.13b 62.05 be 61.67 be 48.22b 58.73 ab 61.49b
8- metribuzin 1(kg/ha) 22.12¢ 26.09 d 2498 d 26.41 ¢ 25.97d 26.24 d
9-weed free 64.64 a 74.08 a 81.35a 73.98 a 79.48 a 85.20 a

Within each column, means followed by the same letter are not significantly different based on Duncans .Multiple Range Test at the 0.05,

+ cycloxydim. **Commercial form
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Table 3- Means Comparison of field bindweed density and biomass decrease percent compared to weedy check
Density decrease percent Biomass decrease percent
Treatments (**Dose) First Second Third First Second Third
harvesting harvesting harvesting harvesting harvesting harvesting
1-fimaz. 0.5 + cycl. 2 (I/ha) 21.78 e 23.75¢F 17.79 £ 18.74 h 2259t 21.51e
2- imaz 0.6 + cycl 2 (/ha) 26.67 de 28.54 def 20.90 ef 22.92 efgh 27.85 def 24.77 de
3- imaz 0.8 + cycl 2(I/ha) 35.17 abed 34.54 cd 27.80d 29.70 bedef 31.95cd 30.67 cd
4- imaz 1 + cycl 2 (I/ha) 37.08 abc 36.87 bc 32.72cd 33.77 abc 36.90 bc 34.67 bc
5- pendimethalin 2.5 (I/ha) 23.75e 25.23 ef 17.63 £ 19.55 gh 24.41 ef 19.93 ¢
6- pendimethalin 3 (/ha) 29.58 cde 32.08 cde 26.23 de 24.64 defgh 28.94 de 25.93 de
7- bentazone 3 + cycl 2 (I/ha) 35.42 abcd 32.29 cde 28.03d 30.92 bede 28.40 de 30.95 cd
8- metribuzin 1(kg/ha) 35.69 abed 35.15¢cd 30.12 cd 29.77 bedef 32.79 cd 30.90 cd
9-2,4,DB 2 (I/ha) 27.50 de 25.86 ef 26.41 de 22.33 fgh 26.12 ef 24.42 de
10-2,4,DB 2.5 (I/ha) 30.62 bede 32.29 cde 32.97cd 27.23 cdefg 32.32cd 29.95 cd
11-2,4,DB 3 (I/ha) 35.83 abed 38.12 bc 35.82 bc 32.62 bed 36.67 be 35.52bc
12-2,4,DB 3.5 (I/ha) 38.96 ab 42.85b 39.60 b 36.14 ab 39.72b 38.82b
13-weed free 44.11 a 57.08 a 55.06 a 41.35a 51.54 a 55.38 a
Within each column, means followed by the same letter are not significantly different based on Duncans .Multiple Range Test at the 0.05, imaz. + cycl = imazethapyr

+ cycloxydim. **Commercial form
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Table 4- Effect of herbicide treatments on the percent changes of alfalfa dry weight compared to weedy check.

Treatments (**Dose) First harvesting Second harvesting Third harvesting
1-fimaz. 0.5 + cycl. 2 (I/ha) 122.87 def 126.65 cde 129.37b
2- imaz 0.6 + cycl 2 (I/ha) 126.02 bed 129.78 abcd 131.10b
3- imaz 0.8 + cycl 2(I/ha) 129.24 abc 132.95 abc 134.22 ab
4- imaz 1 + cycl 2 (I/ha) 131.63 ab 136.45 ab 138.88 a
5- pendimethalin 2.5 (I/ha) 120.10 efg 121.87 def 122.57 ¢
6- pendimethalin 3 (I/ha) 125.98 cde 127.89 bed 129.67 b
7- bentazone 3 + cycl 2 (I/ha) 127.98 bed 128.81 bed 130.42 b
8- metribuzin 1(kg/ha) 68.11h 76.88 g 9425 e
9-2,4,DB 2 (I/ha) 11593 g 113.57 f 112.16 d
10-2,4,DB 2.5 (I/ha) 117.92 fg 115.46 f 113.38 d
11-2,4,DB 3 (I/ha) 119.99 efg 116.75 £ 115.14d
12-2,4,DB 3.5 (I/ha) 122.28 def 118.28 ef 118.26 cd
13-weed free 13438 a 137.96 a 140.0 a

Within each column, means followed by the same letter are not significantly different based on Duncans .Multiple Range Test at the 0.05,
+ cycloxydim. **Commercial form

T imaz. + cycl = imazethapyr
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Table 5- Effect of herbicide treatments on alfalfa dry weight.

Treatments (**Dose) First harvesting (g/m’) Second harvesting (g/m’) Third harvesting (g/m)
1-tImaz. 0.5 + Cycl. 718.50 de 746 de 765 de
2- Imaz 0.6 + Cycl 2 (I/ha) 763 bede 804 bede 866 abcd
3- Imaz 0.8 + Cycl 2(I/ha) 796.5 abcde 786.50 abc 893.5 abc
4- Imaz 1 + Cycl 2 (/ha) 829 ab 901 ab 920.5 ab
5- Pendimethalin 2.5 (I/ha) T44bcde 850 abcde 779.5cde
6- Pendimethalin 3 (I/ha) 779 bede 866 abcd 819.5 bed
7- Bentazone 3 + Cycl 2 (I/ha) 811 abed 884.50 abc 853.5 abed
8- Metribuzin 1(kg/ha) 521.50 £ 635.50 £ 690 e
9-2,4,DB 2 (I/ha) 706.50 e 737.50 ef 780 cde
10-2,4,DB 2.5 (I/ha) 724.50 cde 770.50 cde 818 bed
11-2,4,DB 3 (I/ha) 818 abc 825.50 abcde 839 abed
12-2,4,DB 3.5 (/ha) 792.50 abcde 840 abcde 859.5 abed
13-Weed free 877.50 a 933.50 a 949 a

Within each column, means followed by the same letter are not significantly different based on Duncans .Multiple Range Test at the 0.05,

+ Cycloxydim. **Commercial form

T imaz. + cycl = Imazethapyr
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Evaluating of some Herbicides to Control Bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon)
and Field Bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis) in Established Alfalfa (Medicago
sativa)

Ebrahim Mamnoie' and Mohamad Ali Baghestani’

1- Agriculture Research Center of Jiroft and Kahnoj 2- Weed Research Department, Iranian Resarch Institute of Plant Protection, Tehran

Abstract

In order to evaluate the effect of some herbicides for weed control in established alfalfa, an experiment was
conducted in a randomized complete blocks design with 4 replications in the Agricultural Research Center of Jiroft,
for two years from 2009 to 2011. Treatments included Pursuit (imazethapyr SL 10%) at 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 and 1 Lit/ha
plus cytogate at 1 Lit/ha, plus Focus (cycloxydim EC 10%) at 2 Lit/ha, Stomp (pendimethalin EC 33%) at 2.5 and 3
Lit/ha, Bazagran (bentazon SL 48%) at 3 L/ha plus focus at 2 Lit/ha, Senkor (metribuzin WP 70%) at 1 kg/ha,
Butress (2,4,DB 42.3 % EC) at 2, 2.5, 3, 3.5 li/ha and weed- free as a check. The effect of herbicides on alfalfa
biomass and weed biomass and density was studied from 3 harvests. Herbicides had significant effect on the density
and biomass of bermudagrass (Cynodon dactylon) and field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis). Herbicide
cycloxydim, at 2 L/ha, was best to control bermudagrass, reducing density by 47-64% and dry weight by 47-62%.
The best treatment to control field bindweed was 2,4-DB at 3.5 L/ha, reducing density by 38-42% and dry weight by
36-39%. The highest alfalfa yield was obtained with imazethapyr at 0.8 and 1 L/ha plus cytogate at 1 Lit/ha, plus
cycloxydim at 2 Lit/ha.

Key words: Alfalfa harvesting, bentazon, pendimethalin, imazethapyr, 2,4-DB



