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Determination of The critical period weed control in sunflower

(Helianthus annuus cv. Record)
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Table 1. Parameter estimates for the Logestic function * (critical period for weeding) and Gampertz equation**

(critical weed free period) beasd on DAE

*Y=((1/Dexp k(t-1)+(£-1)/)*100

Parameter D K F X R?
Estimate 1.1498 0.1175 1.22 32.99 0.97
Y=Aexp (Bexp(-KT)**

Parameter A B K R?

Estimate 96.78 -1.662 0.0028 | 0.9805
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Fig.2. Determination of CP of weed control in sunflower (based on GDD)
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Table 2. Parameter estimates for the Logestic equation (critical period of weed removal) and Gampertz equation

(critical weed free period) based on GDD

parameter D K F X R?
Estimate 1.2198 0044.0 1.34 705.9 0.97
parameter A B K R?
Estimate 96.87 1.66 0.0028 0.9807
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Fig.6. Effect of weed periods on total weed number
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