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Table 1. Statistical analysis of effect of studied factors on weed biomass reduction percentage.

L MS
Source of variation df Weed biomass
Replication 2 673.586™
Herbicide dose 6 11349.548™
Application time 2 1811.269™
Herbicide dose * Application time 12 160.395™
Error 40 152.46
C.V. (%) - 21.07

Aoy ) JL«.}‘@.A))).J@M&*})\JW]:&«”S

", and **: Not-significant, Significant at the 1% probability levels, respectively
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Figure 1. The dose — response trend of total weed biomass reduction percentage at different doses of rimsulfuron.
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Figure 2.The effect of rimsulfuron application time at different potato growth stages on total weed biomass reduction

percentage.



Y4

O30 sty 3 508 351 (G S 08 OIS e a0
053 (it dimams OAS qom & S O e a0 2
15 53 (0S8 sls Sl doss WWEE | et Lo s
Jsb 043 e o 3 05l sy SSile 50
53 s asbicile 04 Bl gl s SRl 1 6 0
2B, Ol sl Gel s el Ll ole 5 OF Gl

B SRS

03 o5 eale p 8 Ve 5 Yo T de 00 (glags 58
VA S MY O AT VY il Gl o 5 a0 s
RS pde las & S €555 55 0l 055 w5t (Sbas 0
S cils bl Qaiswal,  1992)  Jlsesls Al
Lods 055 2l Gk 5l i ol 5 aslacds

AL S kS 5 eSS sl
L ga op SNL S ls 0L ()bl slaesls 1 ol b

BE) QT uJ..J:.QS 9 ‘fﬁﬁ)g,.:w QJ\.J:JM 41?-4,4 L sl Q)}

(93980 gy (S e (612 (GigeSws U 1 pel Cowy (61 oy 391 T Jgor

Table 2. Estimated sigmoidal parameters for rimsulfuron.

Variable a

b (ED50) Xo Rz

Weed biomass 91.08 +5.78

6.30+1.72 11.61+2.00 %96

sl Jals a0 Olpe |y 5 aglacile o585 sy &S Coul Sl I sble EDsp el

EDso index is the herbicide dose reduced weed biomass by 50%.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of studied treatments effect on mean weight of tuber, yield per plant and total tuber yield.

i MS
Source of variation df
Mean weight of tuber Yield of per plant Total tuber yield

Replication 2 402.47" 223.57"™ 25™.41
Weed free 1 2519.01" 92633.3™ *94.195
Herbicide dose 6 1536.32 " 65156.03 ™ 72".147
Application time 2 3790.31™ 189288.22 ™ 98™.419
L—iﬁréblude dose * Application 12 852 40" 6153.18 ™ 96™ 51
Error 42 641.80 4282.87 77.49

C.V. (%) - 17.06 5.86 81.16

ns, ** and *: Not-significant, Significant at the 1% and 5% probability levels, respectively
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Figure 3. The effect of weedy compared to herbicide application treatments on mean weight of potato tuber.



MY 5 aclacds uii\:d\lg.a/(\\'"‘\d);)b&;hjdqjl;’- \qY

160 ~
2 T
< 150 -~ 1
£
1 -
g W |
2 1
g 130 -
&
3 120 ~
|_
110 T ]
Weedy Herbicide

0 jos digy 43 08 (339 bawgie y (SIS 350,15 b A lio yd JolS g il € UKW

Figure 4. The effect of weed free compared to herbicide application treatments on mean weight of potato tuber.
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Figure 5. The effect of rimsulfuron different dosages on mean weight of potato tuber.
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Figure 6. The effect of rimsulfuron application time at different growth stages of potato on mean weight of potato tuber.
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Figure 7. The effect of weedy compared to herbicide application treatments on mean weight of tuber per plant.
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Figure 8. The effect of weed free compared to herbicide application treatments on mean weight of tuber per plant.
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Figure 9. The effect of rimsulfuron different dosages on mean weight of tuber per plant.
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Figure 10. The effect of rimsulfuron application time at different growth stages of potato on mean weight of tuber per plant.
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Figure 11. The effect of weedy compared to herbicide application treatments on total tuber yield of potato.
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Figure 12. The effect of weed free compared to herbicide application treatments on total tuber yield of potato.
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Figure 13. The effect of different rimsulfuron dosages on total tuber yield of potato.
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Figure 14. The effect of rimsulfuron application time at different growth stages of potato on total tuber yield.
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Abstract

In order to study the effect of rimsulfuron application time and dose on weed control and potato tuber yield, a field
experiment was carried out in Ardabil during 2014. Treatments included different rates of rimsulfuron (0, 5, 10, 20, 30,
40 and 50 g ai ha?), and rimsulfuron application time at different potato growing stages (potato emergence, stolon
initiation and potato tuber bulking). A weed free treatment was also considered as control for evaluating potato yield
components. Results showed that application of 50 g ai ha rimsulfuron reduced weed biomass by 94.6 %. Which was
not statistically different from 30 and 40 g ai ha*. Among rimsulfuron application times, potato emergence produced
maximum percent reduction of weed biomass. On the other hand, application of 50 g ai ha™* at potato emergence stage
caused the highest mean weight of potato tuber, tuber per plant and total tuber yield. There was no significant difference
between 20, 30 and 40 g ai ha. Visual assessment results showed that rimsulfuron had minimum harm in potatoes
which was negligible.

Key words: Dose-response, weed dry weight, yield components



