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Investigating the efficacy of herbicides to control dandelions (Taraxacum syriacum
Boiss.) in lawn of Landscape
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Table 1. Common, trade name, recommended dose according to the maximum registered dose for use in grasses
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Figure 1- Comparison of the average percentage of eye damage (left) and dry weight (right) of dandelion under the
influence of different herbicides in the greenhouse. The same letters in each column do not indicate the absence of
significant differences (Duncan a = 5%).
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Table 2. Statistical analysis of density traits, dry weight of dandelion and the amount of visual damage to dandelion

and lawn
Sl e Kl
Mean of squares
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S.0.V df Density .1 oS 05 Visual score
Dry weight Sl e
Dandelion Lawn
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ns, ** and *: non-significant, significant at p<0.01 and p<0.05, respectively.
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Figure 2. The interaction effect of dose*type of different herbicides on eye damage on dandelion (top) and grass

(bottom) in lawn. The same letters in each column do not indicate the absence of significant differences (Duncan o =
5%).
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Figure 3. The interaction effect of dose*type of different herbicides on density (high) and dry weight (low) of

dandelion in lawn. The same letters in each column do not indicate the absence of significant differences (Duncan o
= 5%).
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Investigating the efficacy of herbicides to control dandelions (Taraxacum syriacum
Boiss.) in lawn of Landscape

S. M. Mozafari'* and H. R. Mohammaddoust Chamanabad?

Abstract

Urban landscapes are considered as one of the main elements of beauty in cities. In order to investigate the
effect of different herbicides on the control of dandelion in the lawn, an experiment was conducted in the
greenhouse and natural landscape of University of Mohaghegh Ardabili in 2021. For this purpose, first, in the
screening test, nine broad-leaved and dual-purpose herbicides were tested at 0.25, 0.5 x, 1 x and 2 x
recommended dose with a control (no herbicide application) in the greenhouse environment on dandelion
seedlings. After the statistical analysis of the data from this stage, six herbicides Pardner (bromoxynil 22%
SL), Tofordi + MCPA (U46, 67.5% SL), mesosulfuron-methyl + iodosulfuron-methyl + diflufenican +
mefenpyridi diethyl (Othello 8% OD), dicamba + Tofordi (Dialen 46% SL), ferrosulfuron + iodosulfuron +
mefenpyrididiethyl (Atlantis 1% OD) and methsulfuron methyl + sulfosulfuron (total 75% WG) were selected
and tested at 0.5, 1 and 2 of recommended dose with the control in natural conditions. It was used in three
replications in the landscape infected with dandelions in plots of 1 square meter (1x1). In natural condition,
applied of Pardner (bromoxynil 22% SL) and Tofour D + MCPA (U46, 67.5% SL) reduced dandelion dry
weight by more than 50% compared to control, which had significantly different with other treatments (except
Total). In this case, level of visual scoring on lawn was less than 20% in Tofordi + MCPA (U46, 67.5% SL),
Pardner (bromoxynil 22% SL), Dicamba + Tofordi (Dialen 46% SL), furosulfuron + iodosulfuron +
mefenpyridiethyl (Atlantis 1% OD) and methsulfuron methyl + sulfosulfuron (total 75% WG herbicides and
had no significant difference between them. Application of 2x recommended dose of Pardner (bromoxynil
22% SL), Tofour D + MCPA (U46, 67.5% SL) and ferrosulfuron + iodosulfuron + mefenpyrididiethyl (Atlantis
1% OD) herbicides had the lowest density of dandelion, which was 37, 50 and 37% less compared with control
(dose 0), respectively.
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Received date: 19 October 2023 Accepted date: 09 January 2024
1- Ph.D. student of Department of plant Production Engineering and Genetics, Mohaghegh Ardabili University, Ardabil,
Iran.

2- Professor of Department of plant Production Engineering and Genetics, Mohaghegh Ardabili University, Ardabil, Iran.
*-Corresponding author. E-mail: mozafarimaryam5@ gmail.com

fv



