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Table 1- Estimated Sigmoidal parametersfor Oxadiar gyl

Variable a b (EDso) Xo R?
Weed density 51.07 (3.63) 0.13(0.02) 0.33 (0.03) 0.99
Weed biomass 65.16 (3.17) 0.11 (0.02) 0.24 (0.30) 0.99
EDs index is the herbicide dose that reduced weed density and biomass 50%. The values in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 1- Theresponse of reduction percentage weeds density to different dosages of Oxadiar gyl (Bars show
Standard Error).
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Figure 4- Effect of oxadiar gyl application time at different growth stages on reduction per centage weed biomass
(bars show standard error).
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Table 2- Analysisvariance of experimental factors effect on the number of tubers per plant, mean of tuber
weight per plant and total tuber yield of potato.

MS

Source of variation DF Number of tubers M ean of tuber weight Tota_l tuber

per plant per plant yield
Replication 2 0.15™ 7.99™ 2.80™
Weed free with other treatment 1 0.08™ 2325.75" 184.59”
Herbicide dose 6 0.19™ 1358.471" 116.65"
Application time 2 0.04™ 243.168" 17.23"
Herbicide dose* Application time 12 0.04™ 22,617 0.88™
Error 42 0.49 13.27 1.42
C.V. (%) - 11.48 6.99 9.14

ns, and **: Not-significant, Significant at the 1% probability levels, respectively
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Figure 5- Effect of weed freein comparison to herbicide application on aver age of mean weight of tuber per
plant (barsshow standard error).
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Figure 6- The mean of tuber weight per plant response at different doses of oxadiar gyl
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Table 3- Estimated Sigmoidal parametersfor Oxadiar gyl

Variable a b R?
Mean of tuber weight per plant 78.30 (14.64) 0.39(0.18) 0.95
Total tuber yield 21.90 (3.96) 0.40 (0.15) 097

The values in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 7- Effect of oxadiar gyl application time at different growth stages on mean weight of tuber per plant (bars
show standard error).
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Figure 8- Effect of weed freein comparison to herbicide application on average of total tuber yield (bars show
standard error).
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Figure 9- Thetotal tuber yield response at different doses of oxadiar gyl
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Figure 10- Effect of oxadiargyl application time at different growth stageson total tuber yield (bars show
standard error).
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Abstract

In order to study the effect of reduced doses of oxadiargyl, on weeds control in potato, a field experiment was
conducted at Alaroog Research Station in Ardabil during 2013. Experiment arrangement was factorial based on
randomized complete blocks design with three replications. First factor included seven reduced dosages of
oxadiargyl (0, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 L a.i/ha) and second factor included oxadiargyl application timing
(potato emergence, stoloning and tuber bulking). The results showed that application of 0.8 L ai/ha of
oxadiargyl reduced weed density and biomass to 48.40 and 66.16 percent, respectively which was not
significantly different from applying 0.6 L a.i/ha. Maximum reduction percentage of weed density and biomass
on the different potato growth stages was at potato emergence stage, which provided the best effectiveness of
the oxadiargyl. On the other hand, application of 0.8 L a.i/ha oxadiargyl at potato emergence stage caused the
highest mean of tubers weight per plant and total tuber yield, but was not significant on the tuber number per
plant.
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