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ABSTRACT

In order to investigatsion of integrated management of mesquite, an experiment was conducted with 16 treatments in
randomized compelete blocks design with 3 replications at Yazd province during 2010-2014. Treatments included:
Glyphosate at 6, 8 and 10 Lit.ha* one time and Glyphosate at 3, 4 and 5 Lit.ha* two times; 2,4-D+MCPA at 2 and 4
Lit.ha? one time and 2,4-D+MCPA at 1 and 2 Lit.ha® two times. Integrated treatments include 2,4-D+MCPA plus
Glyphosate at 1 and 2 Lit.ha two times; 2,4-D+MCPA plus Glyphosate at 2 and 4 Lit.ha"* one time; cutting one time;
cutting+ 2,4-D+MCPA at 2 Lit.ha ** ; cutting+ Glyphosate at 4 Lit.ha! and Control with no treaetment. Results of the 3
years experiments showed that the treatments of cutting, cutting+ (2,4-D+MCPA) at 2 lit.ha* and cutting + Glyphosate
4 lit.ha® decreased the dry weight of mesquite in acceptable quantity. The highest percent control of mesquite was
observed in 2,4-D+MCPA (2 lit.ha) + Glyphosate (4 lit.ha), with 97.78% ; 2,4-D+MCPA (1 lit.ha) + Glyphosate (2
litha?) with 97.22% and 2,4-D+MCPA (4 lit.ha) with 85.00 %. Based on the results of 3 years of the experiment the
lowest of dry weight observed in cutting treatment and 2,4-D+MCPA at 2 lit.ha? two times; 2,4-D+MCPA 4 Lit.ha?
and 2,4-D+MCPA 1 Lit.ha* two times with 1.09, 2.12, 4.37 and 4.57 gr. respectively.

Key words: 2,4-D + MCPA, Glyphosit, Integrated control, Mesquite.
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Table 1- Analyse of variance and mean squares on measured characteristics in the 1st year of the experiment

SOV df 3 mesquites dry weight Total dry weight Dry weight/ EWRC Percent of mesquite control
density Score Value

Rep 2 0.59 ™ 0.06 " 0.06 " 0.02" 0.10™

Treat 15 8.44 ** 78.15 ** 4.96 ** 1.62 ** 23.08 **

Error 30 0.57 5.26 0.52 0.05 3.45

C.V(%) 24.55 30.26 29.23 9.39 26.25

ns, * and ** are non significant and significant at the 5 and 1 percent level of probability, respectively.



o o pl+s258 5 iScile 53 LMl

oielojl 093 Jlw 13 (o) y 3,90 Slho Oilrype (185ko 9 il g 425085 - Jgan

Table 2- Analyse of variance and mean squares on measured characteristics in the 2" year of the experiment

Sov df 3 mesquites dry weight Total dry weight  Dry weight/density EWRC Score Value Percent of mesquite control

Rep 2 0.62" 2.21™ 0.16™ 0.12 0.75™
Treat 15 9.47 ** 80.01 ** 453 ** 1.01** 27.57 **
Error 30 1.85 9.74 0.78 0.07 5.85
C.V(%) 29.45 23.07 24.69 11.19 28.60

ns, * and ** are non significant and significant at the 5 and 1 percent level of probability, respectively.

olojl g Jlw ;3 (o) y 3590 Sliuo Silrsyo (ke 9 il ylg 49308 -V Jgaa

Table 3- Analyse of variance and mean squares on measured characteristics in the 3" year of the experiment

SOV df 3 mesquites dry weight Total dry weight Dry weight/density E WRC

Score Value
Rep 2 0.241"™ 0.23™ 0.17" 0.02" 0.94"
Treat 15 5.37* 53.60 ** 3.38 ** 1.18** 26.00 **
Error 30 212 11.80 0.70 0.13 2.42
C.V(%) 30.74 28.28 25.50 14.10 29.47

ns, * and ** are non significant and significant at the 5 and 1 percent level of probability, respectively.
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Figure 1- Comparison of 3 years means of mesquite dry weight in marked plants and in quadrat, after treatment

Means with similar letters are not significantly different according to Duncan's multiple range test at 5 percent level of probability.
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Table 4- Correlation Coefficient among measured characteristics

3 mesquites dry Total dry Dry weight/mesquite EWRC Score Percent of mesquite
weight weight population value control
3 mesquite dry weight 1
Total dry weight 0.90 ** 1
Dry weight/ mesquite 0.95 ** 0.95 **
population
Score value 0.56 ** 0.56 ** 0.56 ** 1
Percent of mesquite -0.60 ** -0.59 ** -0.56 ** -0.92 ** 1
control

**: significant at the 1% level of probability
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Figure 2- Comparison of 3 years means on measured characterictics after herbicide treatment

Means with similar letters are not significantly different according to Duncan's multiple range test at 5 percent level of probability.
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Table 5- Estimation of the minimum required of 2,4-D for control of mesquite and slope of control

Parameter Estimate Std. Error Approximate 95% Confidence Limits
Minimum required to 100% control of weed 4.75 1.33 1.6-7.9
Slop(%o.Lit*) 21.25 4.07 11.6-30.9




1) VY ))A(_;Laul.c uf.u'b e /(VYA) Q\)KA.A E) g_;kzsﬁj:‘

Slasles 5 LS sl f Ol 4 T (g o pl + G2588
2 A S sdS + YT el 453,55 b e
S s YT gy pl b s358 5 a0 ¥ e 5 LS
Lag ialesl bl e s ey B sl gladla o
5 (Nikfam, 2009) oSy Ly ols @l mls L o
s A G (Norozzadeh, 1998) osl3;5,

S sy » (Fargji et al, 2005) oL, 5 >3
4 Oly s u,:dﬁuj Soles s o)l Cilhe ol s
L)AA:"J Q)}é L LY JJS a)u‘ JﬁJ J.ALS Cb_ﬁ )L.D/\.i )Lq.::
o) GL\J Sl o g BB el Gl golal L e
J:Sgilﬁ JJ.:)[S )‘ﬁ 6[.&)[.4).:5 45 J\.} QL;.\J o
Foo s S5 IES 52 55 T el 5 520585
(Qasem, ol Ly ool oy S L &S Sl 03

A Gl s e e B pan SRS Jol e ar g L
2 A el s o8 bl sl A
5 685 bilseraad 2l L Loy as e s S
Sosm ailie 53 S, ISl A s T el
el e gl Gl d bl Soabe e
Ciles ol 5 Ol gble s eSS Sldlas 5 ds

AL e 5L 5 e

Abbasi, S., Najafi, H., Sheikhi, A., Saberfar, F.,
Rashid, M. and Moradi, M. 2015. Iranian
chemical and organic pesticides guide. Ketab-e-
Paytakht press. 412p.

Camper, N.D. 1986. Research methods in wee science.
Southern Weed Sci. Soci. of America. 189p.

Faraji, M.S., Beheshtian Mesgaran, M., Abbasi, R,
Nosrati, A., and Alizadeh, H. 2005. Chemical
control of field bindweed (Covolvulus arvensis L.)
in fallow year; a study on reduced dozes and
adjuvants effects. 1% Iranian Weed Science
Congress. P: 412-416.

Heap, I. and LeBaron, H. 2001. Introduction and
Overview of Resistance. p. 1-22. In Herbicide

S 5 oS
soacile J S Copde bddal) o el Slidss 0 5SU
2 e S e Sl oplply el oS il S S
RS osar 53 JulS Slides bl p3Y o3 1 bl
e g SBan S 1,8 s O Jlesd
sledle JS e oodate Dl blie 4 s LS
Ll s el SVsb aul B S e Sl b iz
ey e Oldes s eslinal e 51 S 2SCile
o 538 OB pslle (655 e b Al i ale
(Meighani, s 8 s s Wl J x5 gl gasls Jis, Ol
oy Sbeslial y50 5as Jilas Ll ply 2012)
Sheslizad b1y 35 e g8l J S Cel &S IS S0
O8bay Bl 4 L G syl ety Sliglesl @Kl mb
oS 5 Sl by ey b (iSCile G

bl o8 Il (6355lES 4 L g 0 5 e

sbable b ol 4 Cwn s Glayles oy o ool 5o
SoS Sale o pllae SRS g lesT s s
$2o585 byl + b ads 285 glajled AL anils
A SIS - ahad g S s 1) Y T"&é_'v"“_'("ﬁ
e sl IS bl o Jlo OLL L3 LS s

Dlesd e o lajled e 5 A3 S HseS )

&l

Resistance and World Grains.CRC  Press.
(Electronic Version).

Horak, M.J., and Holt. J.S. 1986. Isozyme variability
and breeding systems in population of yellow
nutsedge (Cyperus esculentus). Weed Sci. 34:
538-543.

Horak, M.J., Holt, J.S. and Ellstrand. N.C. 1987.
Genetic varitation in yellow nutsedge (Cyperus
esculentus). Weed Sci. 35: 506-512.

Kigel, J., & Koller, D. 1985. Asexual reproduction of
weeds. In: Duke, S. O., ed., Weed Physiology.
Volume I. Reproduction and ecophysiology. Boca
Raton, FL, USA: CRC Press, 65-100.



..... o ol Hsash s iScile 55 bl

Meighani, F., 2012. Evaluating some herbicides and
mechanical control for swallow-wort management
in Yazd, Iranian J. of Weed Science, V.8, No. 2

Mirvakili, S.M., 2007. Identification, distribution and
desity determining of pistachio orchards weeds in
Yazd province, Final report project.37p.

Mirvakili, S.M., Baghestani, M.A., Meighani, F.,
Anagholi, A. and karimbeiki, H., 2007. Integrated
weed management of camelthorn (Alhagi
persarum L.) to reduce its regrowth in pistachio
orchard, 3" Iranian Weed Science Congress,
Babolsar.

Monaco, T.J., Weller, S.C. and Ashton, F.M. 2002.
Weed Science (Fourth Edition): Principles and
practices. USA, John Wiley and Sons. 671 pages.

Montazeri, M. 1990. The vegetative growth of
Glyctrrhiza glabra L. a perenail weed and its
chemical control in Kermanshah province. 9%
Iranian plant protection congress.

Nikfam, F. 2009. Investigating of the possibility
control of camelthorn (Alhagi pseudoalhagi) in

fallow lands in Yazd province. A thesis for master
of science. Azad Islamic University, Science and
Research Department.

Norooz-zadeh, SH. 1998. Investigation of biology,
phenology and control of camelthorn (Alhagi
pseudoalhagi) Final report of project, Agricultural
Research Center of Khorasan province.

Qasem, J.R., 2007. Chemical control of Prosopis
farcata (Banks and sol.) Crop Protection, 26 (4):
572 -575.

Sabeti, P., Jahansooz, M.R., Alizadeh, H., Rahimian,
H., Veisi, M., 2006. Chemical control of
Glcyrrhiza glabra L. in the phenological stages,
17" Iranian Plant Protection Congress.

Whitson, T.D., Burrill, L.C. Dewey, S.A. Cudney,
D.W. Nelson, B.E. Lee, R.D. and Parker, R. 1996.
Camelthorn. Weeds of the West. Western Society
of Weed Science, in cooperation with the Western
United States Land Grant  Universities
Cooperative Extension Services, Newark, CA.



