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First Step: Field, crop, and weed information screen for the web version of HADSS, showing the factors the user

needs to input
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Second Step: The output screen shows the expected yield loss by weed species if no herbicide was applied, and
a list of herbicide options, sorted by estimated economic return from applying that treatment

(Wilkerson et al., 2011 i 45 £ ,) WebHADSS ;HADSS 4l 5 53 s o313 ToA 5Dl s, 50 i Y I
Figure 3- Input and output information in HADSS and WebHADSS (Adapted from Wilkerson et al., 2011).
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Table 2- Postemergence herbicide use Cotton lint yield and net return in 2005 and 2006 (Adapted from Ford et

al. 2011)
_ it eslical 2S5 ke S
s fﬂ»f s .): 02 5 wa Total season s ,» M
Net return $ ha Yield Kg ha herbicide use Treatment
2006 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005
800 14352 8824 | 13972 1002 1002 @) sl o
Broadcast
9652 - 10382 - i _ 4l Sl ookl ol pod 43 (g ol o (o5 e
WebHADSS
b st o ) pled el a2l
663 14212 750° 13842 70° 510 WebHADSS wb , jf eslic.
Broadcast (PPI)
bistans omp ) pled Ladipa (AL
751 bed . 843 e . 65° - Jl 55,5 WEDHADSS w51 oslizal
VHCR (PPI)
s g O b ol e g Bl 0
878 abc 1006° 870 2bc 1008° 60 bc 32¢ WEebHADSS wb ,; 3l eslizul L
VHVR (no PPI)
90 omg OB b Clite e gp Bl
8122 903 2° 51c . 5353 WebHADSS wit ; 51 oslicul |
Ju
VHVR (PPI)

3y db 53 (O & aly) ke J23L 5 by 25 03 eiie VHVR Gy Jsb s 2l 5 sy 5 03 wise VHCR 1o lasl cadle

Abbreviations: VHCR, variable under the hood and continuous at the row; VHVR, variable under the hood and

variable at the row.
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Treatment means within each column followed by the same lower case letter (a, b, ¢) are not significantly

different (P = 0.05) using “‘pdiff’” function in SAS.
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\ 7



PPt Ol 9 slar ) oslad I F 0398 3, (Sl ile iag 4 4l

odalin 3 Shee 2alS Ol s - TP
OBl 4 3B 503, L e ostu |y 4 53 okl
b oacale @by a5 5B plel 5 o e
Ol jee 35 o odalin & IS 55 ) shailen .S o Sl
a5 by ol Ghawy L5 pgbidde J S
Ll 5,0 sy ol gme Il Ol5,5ls” J a8
—OT S I 551y syls gme LialS sl ol 5l eslizal
Berti and ) (v &) sl 05,8 slowl e ) sl

.(Zanin, 1997

GWDI

VA0 Jlu 3wl ol b o35, ‘GESTINF

JAS ao s sl aly i g0 Ukl i bu s
b ot 5 L gl 53 5a slacile sy my
(S5 Opmen glaesls 6355 5l eslizal b s S
e Sl gsle 3 Shas 5 Jgams 5 b 5 pale
ki b o) o8 4 Dol fudley il 50
SAS Sy F 5035 reii 1y 30 pile 65
Oljen S (o sy 43y @l 35w G 1 1) 5 5m e
ST (o T s 5 5alue bauy 5 Shae J2alS
i arle by bwg S le dewy el

3lasl alal  J 28 Canlie lasles Ol ol by

ol— — [ o mend

Mt e § Ml i als S
S Mo Outer Ve ™ 0 Weden

Non Ot Ve E

Farm weed control GESTINF weed control

by Slalgiiy alw g e 5 GOT 4 Sl e la -y S
Berti 5l as 8 ) 5,58 abay 5 aclaiale J 28 GESTINF

.@nd Zanin, 1997
Figure 7- Groundwater damage index (GWDI) of

10
il A-J_:E__ 1 1
Yyt - - + ST i
< |
S Y | |
& ? g |
i |
. e
s . J
& L e
Bt e e e T R e
IS NenOwmeMm CI79 0 veown
enOse M %

Farm weed control GESTINF weed control

spgkiale J S s GESTINF wil, ilslgiin LT, -9 S
.Berti and Zanin, 1997 ;i «s £ ) 5,58 dw s

Figure 6- Efficacy of GESTINF suggested and farm
weed controls (Adapted from Berti and Zanin,

GESTINF suggested and farm
controls(Adapted from Berti and Zanin, 1997).

dZ)j.aT peomed gs‘" pll>a ()U))Lif Sl edias
Sy g sl oyl ol - 5 (Ve JK8) 55, LK LoT
43‘)‘ —9 Cood a-LL_:'T BE] uj) .5}.&0.4 oslaul YJ.E.‘LM

.(Gonzalez-Andujar,2009) s & aal

2- Stand-alone

weed

1997).

\V

AL 055 4 &GS gl asb, opl Expert system

= B slaaal (g 1 S8 slaaal , NS s b
4 LMl Juls 4l o3y SleMbl oL Al o 'olSST
A S8 ) Cul alE (oles VF 5o ke VF el
S i ol SOl by ol idw leel ams

i Sl Ol Wl o el ol (4 JS8) 5 0

1- IF-THEN



1 AEBUAE Sy g 90 (6 95 e Oty (S piuaw

03,5 &S dhwyp jacile 68 Slalis () 5 5 g s acbiale 65 (V) 5alale (V) )5 Ol amin A S

. Gonzalez-Andujar, 2009 31 « 8 ) .3 S edalive 5zl 5550 Sl 0 <555 15 b Ko 03101 015 oo Wb oS (59,
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Abstract

Agricultural technology is constantly changing farm management strategies as farmers are facing
with many new cultivars and pesticides and making proper efficient decision is difficult in the recent
years. DSS models have been used in agriculture as decision-making tools since 1980s. Weed-related
DSS have generally fallen in to one of two broad categories: Those that make recommendations based
on herbicide efficacy or weed identification and those that consider the weed seedbank or weed
seedling density and make recommendations based on economic benefit. More advanced systems that
considers both weed copetition and weed population dynamics in regards to herbicide dose selection.
The objectives of decision support systems are to produce adequate weed control recommendations
resulting in a reduction in herbicide use, environmental risk, and lower weed management costs.
Several program such as HERB, MUS-HERB, WEEDSIM, SELOMA, Herbicide Application
Decision Support System (HADSS), Pocket HERB, WebHADSS, Weedsoft, Weed Manager,
GESTINF, AVENA-PC, Expert system, Pl@ntinfo and RIM (Ryegrass Integrated Management) so

were used in weed management. It is expected that DSS application increased in the near future.
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