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3- Solanum sarrachoides Sendt.
4- Digitaria sanguinalis L.
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2- Chenopodium album L.

3- Convolvulus arvensis L.
4- Amaranthus retroflexus L.
5- Galium tricornutum D.

6- Cirsium arvense L.(Scop.)
7- Falcaria vulgaris Bernh.
8- Lactuca scariola L.
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Table 1- Statistical analysis of studied factors effect on weed biomass and density reduction percentage
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Source of variation &> o5 dolw Ay 099> g |y b s e J5 o815
F Common 08 o J Total jy» sla
lambsquarters Redroot pigweed Field bind Total weed weed density
weed biomass
. )I"*t 2 1097.35"™ 422.71" 455" 673.58" 1010.04™
eplication
H f “;b i; 6 11643.20™ 12294.95™ 98.05™ 11349.54™ 3976.62"
erpiciae aose
A ‘IS"’;’ U“i_ 2 3081.14™ 602.02" 0.33™ 1811.26™ 1263.41"
pplication time
Bpan ooy * S ile j>
Herbicide dose * 12 604.84™ 134.97™ 0.66"™ 160.39™ 66.74™
Application time
E”°5 40 429.77 101.54 2.06 152.46 81.30
rror
(A .
(/°)g'\’7’”(07;"" - 34.39 17.87 20.92 21.07 32.42
V. 0

ns

2oy 5 g1 maw jd yId Jre )l dre € g ¢
respectively ns, ** and *: Not-significant, Significant at the 1 and 5% probability levels,
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Table 2- Mean comparison of weed biomass and density reduction percentage at different doses of rimsulfuron

= . . e v e . L.L 5 "’N“"""...
230 0)5) 33 5 Saoku 0393 Conn ) -gb 039 Cuwnj S 0395 Cannns F yLa:J.Lc)
oy (L5l 5o3) B adyy s ep) 2l ”f"é 52 Sladile JS o515
(s Common (L2l ao,s) (paals (02l 1oy) Total (Ll o )2)
Dose (gr lambsqurter Redroot pigweed Fieldbind weed b-ir(;)r;ae:s\év‘leSSS weed density loss (%)
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5 35.52°(11.72) 19.96" (3.47) 44.51°(17.13) 27.63° (7.19) 7.91% (4.22)
10 41.94° (10.91) 45.66° (6.43) 46.28° (3.56) 46.79° (6.63) 17.33° (6.64)
20 67.48" (13.09) 56.84° (4.61) 65.26™ (3.72) 66.18" (7.92) 25.09° (4.49)
30 87.37%°(4.33) 86.73% (3.76) 71.52%°(3.93) 84.93%(3.18) 39.44° (3.38)
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The columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT. The values
in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 1- Weeds density reduction percentage at different rimsulfuron doses (The barrors shows standard error)
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Table 3- Estimated sigmoidal and logistic parameters for rimsulfuron herbicide
Variable

Jo 8 aday g &b

a b Xo (EDso) R?

. 94.281(7.72) 7.30(2.13) 14.36 (2.68) %95
Redroot pigweed
opel 95.01(6.98) 7.03(2.04) 12.26 (2.39) %95
Lambsquarter
o 86.98 (10.76) 7.85(4.02) 10.17 (4.08) %87
Field bind weed
o sladile IS 03 cunj
) 1.08 (5.7 30(1.72) 11.61(2.00) %96
Total weed biomass 91.08(5.78) ~ 6:30( ) ( ) %
o sledle Bl 5 66(507) 950 (1.89) 22.09 (2.85) %698

Total weed density
el 3kl olad Sl 55l 31 polie oIy sals 0o y3 50 lime 4 1) jym slacile 0395 Cou; &5 cunl jiSdile 5l lalé EDso yadli
EDs, index is the herbicide dose that reduced weed biomass 50%. The values in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 2- Weeds biomass reduction percentage at different rimsulfuron doses (The barrors shows standard error)
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Figure 3- The effect of rimsulfuron application time on reduction percentage total weed density at different growth stages
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Figure 4- The effect of rimsulfuron application time on reduction percentage total weed biomass at different growth stages
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Figure 5- Weeds biomass reduction percentage at different rimsulfuron doses (The barrors shows standard error)
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Table 4- Statistical analysis of studied factors effect on total tuber yield

Source of variation

Sl po (pSlo

NN MS

dF sas JS5' 5 ,Slos
Total tuber yield

)"S’ _ 2 15.457"™
Replication
el 7 203,610
Herbicide dose
Sy olos 2 274,940
Application time
e gl Tde 14 74.018™
Herbicide dose * Application time
% 46 50.102
Error
0 - .
1) Slyis 5 - 16.24

C.V. (%)

*% NS

2oy 1 o )3 ls e gl gxe pé 9 FF
ns, ** and *: Not-significant, significant at the 1 and 5 probability levels, respectively

09955 gy AliSro (g3d 13 dag JS 5 Sdos Ol puti (1SSl dunslio =5 Jgas
Table 5- Mean comparison of total tuber yield at different doses of rimsulfuron

(652 53 0,50 a3k ) 35

Dose (gr a.i/ha)

(L2 43 (o) oug JS 5,Sas
Total tuber yield (ton/ ha)

0 (weedy)
5

10

20

30

40

50
Weed free

36.81° (3.02)
37.50° (3.49)
41.50"(2.53)
43,72 (2.15)
45.96% (2.52)
45.96* (2.05)
46.31% (3.25)
50.81% (2.13)

Sl 5l sl polie aisb e doyd 5 Jlesnl gaws y3 (6lol s xe oglis 886 (SSld (glaials bz 905 Lolsl S jide B G )3 Jolis a8 oo, Silio
Wbl o 3 )liliwl gllas
The means with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT. The values in
parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 8- Effect of weeding comparing herbicide application on average of total tuber yield
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Figure 10- The Mean of total tuber yield response at different doses of rimsulfuron (The barrors shows standard error)
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Figure 11- The effect of rimsulfuron application time on total tuber yield at different growth stages
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