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Table 1. ANOVA (MS) results for effects of cover asp and cover crop + herbicide treatments on weed dsity and biomass

(Density) (Biomass) Total
S.0.v Df Lamb's . Lamb's . biomass(end of
Total squarter Pigweed Total squarter Pigweed season)
Block 3 13.2* 2.0™ 9.2 0.8™ 1.9™ 10.3™ 11214.0*
Treatments 9 56.8** 12.4** 56.4** 47.2%* 20.4** 87.0** 246156.2**
Error 27 35 11 5.3 13 1.1 7.8 3323.8
C.V.(%) - 20.6 17.1 14.2 16.7 154 124 10.1

ns, * and **, represent non-significant, significant difference at 0.05 and 0.01 level, respectively.
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Table 2- Effects of experimental treatments on weedensity and dry matter, 30 days after herbicide aplication and end of growth.

Treatments Density Weed dry matter Weed dry matter
(plant/m?) (g/m?) (g/m?)
Triticale 17.8b 22.4bcd 559.3de
Wheat 17.4b 24.2bc 683.2c
Rye 15.4bc 18.6cde 864.4b
Barley 15.4bc 17.3de 605.9cd
Triticale+Herbicide 15.8bc 24.6bc 331.59
Wheat+Herbicide 13.4bc 26ab 458.9¢f
Rye+Herbicide 16.1bc 24.5bc 433.2fg
Barley+Herbicide 13bc 22.4bcd 315.1g
Control (Herbicide application) 12.1c 14.8e 354.3fg
Control (Weedy) 25.5a 30.9a 1073.6a

In each column, value followed by the same letters are not significantly different(Duncan,P<0.05).
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Table 3- ANOVA (MS) results for effects of cover crops anaover crops + herbicide treatments on root yield ash Sugar content.

S.0.V df. Root yield White sugar yield Sugar content
Block 3 462.1** 6.2** 18"
Treatment 10 341.1** 6.4%* 9.2x*
Error 30 14.0 0.2 0.8
C.v.(%) 15.1 14.5 5.7

ns, * and ** , represent non-significant, significant difference at 0.05 and 0.01 level, respectively.



...J:Mzﬁougféuﬁw)ﬁ

St e sled s ol i 0L 5l zi 5o aal
wly as s Slas o iy q,ijjﬁjéj]\+<al.éi.uw>+cui,u
et ol S OSs [3 w3 5 1/EY) sl olazt] 5

(f, J)J&-) J)‘J L):S;LLO B eLS &‘Jﬁ‘ﬁ )‘ QL;'..»

M5 0 e Dlao Sl le ey aly; g A s Shes
Jzﬁbbywﬁogﬁéﬁdb&u‘j&ﬁbw
L').:J.)b ‘) ﬁt‘ g:)‘i?’“"""“’“;.‘. ‘)L&A DL W) JY‘/-\\ b,il»&
L;u)ut;ﬁxs;;w&:iggﬂ.@\muﬁﬁouﬁ

W8 jidy (S g o083,k i (lalojl (S ylesd S - Jgo

Table 4- Effects of experimental treatments on sugar beetigld and it's quality.

Treatments Sugar content (%) White sugar yield (torha) Root yield (ton/ha)
Triticale 16.3bc 3cd 20.6cd
Wheat 16.1bc 3.1cd 20.7cd
Rye 16.8abc 2.9d 19.6d
Barley 18.5a 3.6bcd 26.2bcd
Triticale+Herbicide 16bc 3.8bcd 27.9bc
Wheat+Herbicide 16bc 3.8bcd 27.4bcd
Rye+Herbicide 16.7abc 3.8bcd 26.5bcd
Barley+Herbicide 17.7ab 4.4b 29.8b
Control (Herbicide application) 14.9c 4.1bc 28.1bc
Control (Weedy) 12.6d 0.48e 3.6e
Control (weed free) 16.8abc 5.6a 41.6a

In each column, value followd by the same letters are not significantely different(Duncan,P<0.05).
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Effects of Winter Cereal Cover Crop Mulches on Weesl of Sugar Beet
(Beta vulgarisL.)

"M ohammad Reza Fadaei Shahri, 2Hossein Najafi, *Mohammad Abdollahian Noghabi, *Mohammad Javad Mirhadi

1 Weed Science (Islamic Azad University of Tehran), ?Iranian Research Institute of Plant Protection, 3faculty member of Sugar Beet Research I nstitute

Abstract

In order to study of cover crops effects on weed suppression in sugar beet, an experiment was performed in Iranian
Research Ingtitute of Plant Protection (Karg Station), in 2007. The experiment was arranged as completely
Randomized Blocks Design with four replications and seven treatments. The treatments were different cover crops
(including: Wheat, barley, triticale and rye) that planted between rows. Chemical weed control, weedy and weed
free plots were also used as controls. Cover crops were removed by herbicide application (paraquat at 400 g ai ha).
Phenmedipham+ desmedipham+ethofumesat (Betanal Progress A.M, EC 27.4%) was al so used in the four-leaf stage
of sugar beet. Results indicated that cover crop treatments suppressed major weeds (Amaranthus retroflexus L. and
Chenopodium album L.) and were similar to recommended chemical control (application of herbicide). In addition,
total of weed biomass was decreased in barley, rye and control treatments. The minimum biomass of total weeds
belonged to the barley+herbicide treatment. Because of synergism effects, barley+herbicide had maximum of the
root and sugar yield (29.83 and 4.47 T ha, respectively), that was significant with other treatments. In overall,
barely cover crop had the most effects on sugar concent. Therefore, sowing winter cover crops between rows for
seedbed prepared in autumn (barley, rye, wheat and tritical, respectively) will suppress the dominant weeds and
increase the quality and yield of sugar beet.

Key Words: Sugar beet, cover crop, phenmedipham+desmedi pham-+ethofumesat, paraquat, seedbed.



