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Table 1- Some agronomic information about different area

Area Cultivar Spraying date Sampling date of weeds and afalfa
First harvesting Second harvesting Third harvesting
Hamedan Hamedani 2009/4/30 2009/5/28 2009/6/28 2009/7/29
Yazd Yazdi 2009/5/20 2009/6/10 2009/7/11 2009/8/11
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Table 1- Effect of herbicide treatments on the peccent of alfalfa dry weight decr ease compared to

weedy check in Hamedan

First harvesting

Treatments sxDose Second har vesting Third harvesting
2.4-DB 2.5 Lha %131.03 ¢ 143.92 a 153.53 a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 133.68 bc 147.77 a 122.61 bc
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 138.23 b 132.76 b 118.89 bc
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 155.8a 146.25 a 130.16 b
Per suit 0.4 L/ha 124.56 cd 117.72d 114.36 ¢
Per suit 0.7 L/ha 127.27 c 136.1b 115.39 ¢
Per suit 1L/ha 122.23d 128.95 bc 116.16 ¢
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 9s.81f 126.36 ¢ 104.21d
Bentazone 3 L/ha 109.98 e 121.36 ¢ 91.61le
Bentazone 4 L/ha 116.68 e 113.54d 113.89 ¢

*Within each column, means followed by the sameieite not significantly different based on Dunchhstiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
Numbers higher than 100 indicate increase and Itivear 100, decrease in alfalfa yield
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Table2- Means Comparison of weed density decrease percent compar ed to weedy check in Hamedan

Treatments **Dose First harvesting Second har vesting Third harvesting
24-DB 255 Lha #61.11 b 77.78ab 100a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 66.66 b 88.89 a 100a
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Per suit 0.4 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Per suit 0.7 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Per suit 1 L/ha 100a 100a 100a
Bentazone 25 L/ha 0d Oc 50 b
Bentazone 3 L/ha od Oc 33.33¢
Bentazone 4 L/ha 16.67c 55.56b 52b

*Within each column, means followed by the sdetier are not significantly different based on Bans Multiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 3- Means Comparison of weed biomass decr ease per cent compar ed to weedy check in Hamedan and Y azd
Hamedan Yazd

Treatments ssxDose Convolvus Convolvus Lactuca Malva
24.DB 25 Lha %100a 80.63 a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 100a 83.22 a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 100a 85.33 a 100a 100a
2,4-DB 3.5 /ha 94.44 ab 89.23 a 100a 100a
Per suit 0.4 L/ha 100a 20.14 bc 50.4d 100a
Per suit 0.7 L/ha 100a 18.13 bc 64.22 ¢ 100a
Per suit 1 Ll/ha 100a 38.21b 100a 100a
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 48.26¢ 25.23b 68.46 c 61.46 b
Bentazone 3 L/ha 40.59cd 32.19b 55.61d 55.3 bc
Bentazone 4 L/ha 27.37d 28.18 b 80.31 b 51.15¢

*Within each column, means followed by the sdetier are not significantly different based on bans Multiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4- Effect of herbicide treatments on the peccent of alfalfa dry weight decrease compared to weedy check in Yazd

Treatments #xDose First harvesting Second harvesting Third harvesting
2,4-DB 2.5 L/ha *122.05bc 92.04 c 143.13 a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 124.19b 107.08 ab 126.28 b
24-DB 3.1 l/ha 124.06b 100.51 b 98.33 e
24-DB 3.5 /ha 128.62b 101.01 b 109.76d
Per suit 0.4 L/ha 120.84 c 120.56 a 116.63c
Per suit 0.7 L/ha 148.94 a 101.21 b 100.09 de
Per suit 1Ll/ha 150.92 a 10151 b 112.08 cd
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 105.94 d 79d 91.36 e
Bentazone 3 L/ha 100.96 de 76.9d 96.13 e
Bentazone 4 L/ha 108.06d 60.71 e 925e

*Within each column, means followed by the samtetedre not significantly different based on Duresultiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 5- Means comparison of weed density decr ease per cent compar ed to weedy check in Yazd at first harvesting

Treatments **Dose Lactuca Malva
2,4-DB 2.5 L/ha 92.56 a* 92 a

2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 974 a 90.3a
2,4-DB 3.1 L/ha 93.53 a 75.8b
2,4-DB 3.5 L/ha 89.27 a 95.13a
Per suit 0.4 L/ha 51.03 bc 63.1¢c
Per suit 0.7 L/ha 44.46 ¢ 68.2 bc
Per suit 1 L/ha 57.1b 75.8b
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 18.3f 48.47 d
Bentazone 3 L/ha 31.07 de 23e

Bentazone 4 L/ha 34.63d 41.53d

*Within each column, means followed by the sametedre not significantly different based on Durxan

Mitiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table6- Means Comparison of weed density decrease per cent compar ed to weedy check at second harvesting in Yazd

Treatments **Dose Lactuca Malva Convolvulus
2,4-DB 2.5 L/ha *05.46 a 100a 75.46b
2,4-DB 2.8 Liha 91.23 a 100a 89.7a
2,4-DB 3.1 l/ha 89.1a 100a 88.3a
2,4-DB 3.5 l/ha 100 a 100a 98.16 a
Per suit 0.4 L/ha 46.43¢c 100a 64.5 bc
Per suit 0.7 Lha 54.96bc 100a 69.86 b
Per suit 1Ll/ha 52.83 bc 100a 66.53 bc
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 57.23 bc 55.3¢ 50.73 d
Bentazone 3 L/ha 64.86 b 50.45d 34.63e
Bentazone 4 L/ha 56.03 bc 60.93 b 56.33d

*Within each column, means followed by the sameiedre not significantly different based on Durxan
Mitiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 7- Means comparison of weed density decrease percent compared to weedy check at third harvesting in Yazd

Treatments **Dose Malva Convolvulus
2,4-DB 25 l/ha 100a 91.23 a
2,4-DB 2.8 L/ha 100a 92a
2,4-DB 3.1 l/ha 100a 925a
2,4-DB 3.5L/ha 100a 93.53a
Per suit 0.4 L/ha 56.33c 100a 6l.4c
Per suit 0.7 L/ha 71.67b 100a 66.43c
Per suit 1 L/ha 100a 80.63 b
Bentazone 2.5 L/ha 35.4d 4546 ¢ 32.32de
Bentazone 3 L/ha 42.61d 68.97b 39.57d
Bentazone 4 L/ha 54.73 c 69.31b 36.17d

*Within each column, means followed by the samiiedre not significantly different based on Durxan

Mitiple Range Test at the 0.05 level.
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Study of 2,4-DB (Butress) Efficacy in Weed Control in Established Alfalfa
(Medicago sativa)

Fariba Meigharli Saeed Mohammad MirvaKiliAjang Jahedj Mohammad Ali Baghestahand Parviz Shimi

1-lranian Resarch Institute of Plant Protectiong@®&esearch Department, Tehran , 2- Yazd Agriall&NaturalResource€ente, 3-
Hamedan Agricultural & Natur& esource€ente

Abstract

In this study the efficacy of 2,4-DB (Butress 42B@) on weed control of alfalfa was compared witmomonly
used herbicides in Alfalfa. This experiment wasdwaried in Hamedan and Yazd during 1386-1387 imdamized
complete block design with 3 replications and Jdatments in established Alfalfa. Treatments weoduded of
bentazone (Bazagran) (SL 48%) at doses of 2, 34duta, 2;4-DB (Buterss) (EC 42.3%) at doses 6f 2.8, 3.1,
and 3.5 L/ha, imazethapyr (Pursuit) (SL 10%) atedosf 0.4, 0.7, and 1 L/ha and weedy check asntegatThe
effect of herbicides on alfalfa biomass and themaiss and weeds biomass and density were studiéalgdsir
harvestings. In Hamedan, all herbicides treatmleatsno phytotoxocity on alfalfa.Only bentazone eaushlorosis
in alfalfa that recovered after 1 to 2 weeks. Bsgraot only was suitable to control the weeds, @alhe in field
bindweed Convolvulus arvensis) control. In Yazd, 2,4-DB specially in its highg@oses had partial phytotoxicity on
alfalfa, but controlled well Malva, Lactuca andldiebindweed. Butress reduced the density and késnod field
bindweed by 100% and 84%, respectively. As a caich) 2,4-DB specially in its higher doses was st
herbicide to control field bindweed

Key words: chemical contrqglalfalfa harvesting, herbicide



