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Tablel- Characteristics of experimental treatments

Treatments
(General name)

Trade name

Herbicide Application
rate time

T,- Clethodium
T,- Clethodium
T;3- Clethodium

Select EC120
Select EC120)
Select EC120

40 cc/ ha  4-6 leaf stage
80 cc/ha  4-6 leaf stage
120 cc/ha  4-6 leaf stage

T, -Sytoxcidium Nabu-s (EC%12.5) 3L/ha 4-6 leaf stage

Ts —Haloxyfop -Methl Galant super (EC%10.8) 1L/ha 4-6 leaf stage
Te —Propagoizelofop Agil (EC% 10) 1.5L/ha  4-6 leaf stage
T, —Qualizafop-p-ethyl Targa super (EC%5) 2L/ ha 4-6leaf stage

Ts—Weed Free -——-
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Table 2- Comparison of density reduction percentage and dry matter of E.crus-galli in evaluated

treatments
Density after 2 weeks % Density after 4 weeks % Dry weight%

Treatme 2010 2011 Mean 2010 2011 Mean 2010 2011 Mean

nts

T, 55.2c  58.6c  59.6¢ 60.6c 65.4c 63.0c 61.5c 64.3c 62.9¢

T, 66.5b 68.4b  67.4b 69.7c 71.7b  70.7b 64.2c 66.8bc 65.5bc

Ts 65.2b 69.6b 67.4b 71.7b  73.8b 72.7b 713b 73.1b 72.2b

T, 65.6b 71.2b  68.4b 73.6b 71.4b 725b 70.6b 75.2b  72.9b

Ts 68.6b 64.2b  66.5b 73.5b 71.8b 72.6b 71.2b 69.3 70.2b

Te 64.8b 62.6c  63.7c 66.2bc  68.5b 67.3bc 68.3c  65.1c 66.7bc

T, 60.7c 61.8c 61.2c 6bc5.5 67.6b 66.5bc  71.2b 62.6c 66.9bc

Tsg 92.3a 89.4a 90.8a 94.3a 96.7a 95.5a 88.6a 89.4a 89.0a
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Means followed by non- similar letters in each column are significantly different at p=5%
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Table3- Single degree of freedom comparison of E.crus-galli density and dry matter reduction
compared to weed free control

Treatments Degree Density (%) Dry matter (%)
of 2010 2011 mean 2010 2011 mean
Freedom
Ti+T,4T3 vs T+ T+ T+ T, 1 5034**  6328**  13664** 5718** 8190**  15096**
T+T,+Tsvs Tg 1 708**  g882** 983**  152%* 88* 255%*
T4Ts+Te+Tovs Tg 1 774%*  654** 865** 166*  131** 262**

*and **, Significant at the 5% probability level
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Table 4- Comparison of density reduction percentage and dry matter of 4. myosuroides in
evaluated treatments

Density after 2 weeks % Density after 4 weeks % Dry weight%
Treatments 2010 2011 Mean 2010 2011 Mean 2010 2011 Mean
T, 58.2c 60.5bc 59.3¢ 61.2c 65.3c 63.2c 62.7bc 64.6b 74.7c
T, 65.3b 62.3b 63.8b 71.6b 66.7c 69.1b 73.8b 75.6b  75.9b
Ts 68.2b 65.4b 66.8b 73.7b 70.5b 72.1b 75.2b 76.7b  75.9b
T, 66.6b 67.8b 67.2b 70.8b 72.5b 71.6b 72.3b 71.8b 72.0b
Ts 56.5c 54.6c 55.5¢ 62.5c 65.4c 63.9c 65.8bc 71.1b 68.4bc
Te 58.2c 55.7c 56.9c 65.7bc 63.2c 64.4c 54.8c 65.2c  60.0c
T, 55.6c 53.8c 54.7c 65.3bc 68.1bc 66.7bc 52.7c 66.3c  59.5c
Tg 94.7a 95.2a 94.9a 92.2a 944a 93.3a 86.6a 87.4a 87.0a

wid oy 0 Jlaisl mhaw ol pxe Gl sl gt o y0 S i 58 B> L sl Sl
Means followed by non- similar letters in each column are significantly different at p=5%

Rl po 5,» ale SiS (459 9 o515 el ao po Dlydi (295 Cluolie — O oo
Table5- Single degree of freedom comparison of 4. myosuroides density and dry matter
reduction compared to weed free control

Treatments Degree of Density (%) Dry matter (%)
Freedom 2010 2011  mean 2010 2011 mean
Ti4To+T3vs TytTs+Tet+T, 1 5404**  2504** 7664%* 5060** 1230** 7255%**
T1+T,+T3vs Tg 1 615%* 533%* 906** 506** 121* 310**
TytTs+TetT7vs Tg 1 542%* 442%* 712%* 468** 792%*  1736**

*and **, Significant at the 5% probability level
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Table 6- Mean comparison of density reduction percentage and dry matter of S.halepense in
evaluated treatments

Density after 2 weeks % Density after 4 weeks % Dry weight%
Treatments 2010 2011 Mean 2010 2011 Mean 2010 2011 Mean
T, 58.2bc  60.6b 59.4bc 58.3c 59.2c 58.7d 46.3bc 48.6bc 47.4bc
T, 65.3b 62.8b 64.0b 66.4b 687b 67.5b 52.2b 54.7b  53.4b
Ts 64.5b 65.8b 65.1b 69.7b 66.6b 68.0b 51.1b 53.4b 52.2b
Ts 61.2bc  59.4b 60.3bc 64.8b 66.5b 65.6b 48.5bc 45.6bc 47.0bc
Ts 48.7c 523c 50.2b  44.6c 46.5c 45.5¢ 36.2c 38.2c 37.2c
Te 63.8b 65.2b 64.5b 65.4b 66.1b 65.7b 50.5b 51.7b  51.1b
T, 62.8bc 64.1b 63.4b 67.4b 65.4b 66.4b 52.4b 54.7b  53.5b
Tg 924a 96.7a 954a 92.3a 90.3a 913 75.4a 76.2a 75.8a

Aiiwd 0,0 O Jleisl mdaw jo jlo s Dol sl gt o 50 Siiie e B> b sl (1Sl
Means followed by non- similar letters in each column are significantly different at p=5%
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Table7- Single degree of freedom comparison of S.halepense density and dry
matter reduction compared to weed free control

Treatments  Degree Density (%) Dry matter (%)
of 2010 2011 mean 2010 2011 mean

Freedo

m
T1+T,+T3 vs Ty+Ts+Te+T5 1 7298%** 14412%** 22673** 3210** 242%* 1138**
T1+Ty+T3vs Tg 1 342%* 3.53 205* 115* 41 1172**
Ty+Ts+Tg+T;vs Tg 1 538** 234%* 770%* 347** 217 165**

*and **, Significant at the 5% probability level
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Table 8- Comparison of mean yield of treatments and EWRC index of sugar beet

Treatments EWRC rating scale% yield%

2010 2011 mean 2010 2011 mean
T, 0.20c 0.50d 0.35c 38.2c 32.1b 35.1c
T, 1.68b 1.57c 1.62b 50.3bc 51.5b 50.9b
T; 2.70a 2.65a 2.67a 50.7bc 58.4b 54.5b
T, 2.57a 1.61b 2.09a 56.8b 52.7b 54.7b
Ts 2.90a 1.82b 2.36a 50.8bc 48.9b 49.8hc
Te 2.45ab 1.76b 2.10a 48.5bc 46.5bc 47.5bc
T, 2.36ab 1.62b 1.99a 47.4bc 49.7b 48.5bc
Tg Oc od Oc 110.6a 104.6a 107.6a
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Means followed by non- similar letters in each column are significantly different at p=5%
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