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Table 1- Analysis of Variance (M ean Square) of Effect of Herbicide Treatments on Biomass and Density of Dandelion

Biomass (g) Density control (%)
\S/o;rj Egﬁgf, Degreeof Freedom ~g dzta%ﬁ’gfter 4(_5 days aft_er 9 days aft_er 10 ;jeei)(/)sngfter 9_ days afte_r 4(_5 days aft_er
spraying third spraying first spraying spraying third spraying  third spraying
Replication 3 0.756 ns 1.795ns 43171 ns 27.664 ns 60.800 ns 76.655 ns
Treatment 10 340.064* 381.277* 6078.148* 6713.387¢ 6638.50* 6929.50*
Error 30 3.114 3.945 55.236 53 64.014 70.115
Coefficient of Variation (CV%) 14.18 14.48 2091 18.04 19.78 2177

"nonsignificant, * significant difference at 5% level of probability
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Js 4 (McCarty et al., 1999) "ol 5 4o &S Lols J 5™ (5l
(2,585 3 gt Taue S5l ol gl
t st 6P S 5 S D3 F e Ol
F It t ) sl ool S 5 s p S
t oS s S5l S
Fresenburg, ) &S" s J 287 o 4|y &Suol s S
McCarty et al., 1999 , 2007
s Oldisn GLT L daly 5o Jole ) mli copl ol
Lol Kialon iy sl g gl L eSasl J 287 )
35 b delos p Glasles 1SS i ¥ Jpds 4 ax
L3S RS e ssba )y $SAol (S e SUlS
Aoglas p Ao gy S0l ST 5 e (B I i
S w506 oled & JineS sen bl e s o
SlaomalS dlo o 53 S e J S Gl s Cons S Al
McCarty et al. 1999 , Dernoeden 1999) 55, o« L5 «
e RS L ey s Sl e mlE S S
334 35 a e 4550 cdemslag p L (Lo ys ¥B) S U
JoeS s deslon ) Tgompht dieeS 5052 S 5
) SShol s JES 5 5,00 S0l J xS s iE

Lo ysd c}a_ﬂjé o3 S (Sslagne s s

O s Jer S Aol oS5 5 03 5l oY Jad bl
5 oS PP bl b chlen o ST 51 ey S
@Lﬂ@@}:l{.géliuulfw):$ 3 e e Ol 9o
=S T 5 53 51 o b (bl L S cedaTm,
Loy A S G 1y ALl (ST g Oludis 5 o sh
ESUol oS5 5 o Goled b (hlian pess ST 58
dsr) 355 St ol oo & o Ll 0y 20087 1,
=S T8 5 L eSaolb IS o 8 55 ke on (Y
Sl e sl g sl T Oladigs 5 Ul
Bl 35 05 55 5 bSOl 5K s
=5 F7 5 (Bl LSS (g3LaBl sk o 5 Jaseala
Sy S 53 Y g Oladys b U 5 2J 1/0 A5

D5 g deo 5 S ASB J S
5 AL oS PP b S e ol (Sl e
2ol 85 Do Aol SRS Glp e Oluks
JAS o5 1) S Aol 63,5 5 el plail Ol ulad
McCarty et al. Fresenburg, ,2007 Dernoeden, 1999) LS e
~pl i b S e sl b S 5 s 63,85 S (1999
Schnick and Boland, ) b oo 2l 31 5 (o o smp! T s
S oS UES T g omph 2,85 S 5 ropan (2002
Ol se 58 Sl gy gl (KOsK, 2007) ol ST



(DF 5 aslacale 25ls dows /OYAY) 0L 80s 5 @l ?

S0 pdiged Lalisko Sl 40 30 5ol 71 5 9 0895 Sy ) O gt puSluo duglio - Jgu>

Table 2- Mean Comparison of Biomass and Density Variations of Dandelion during Different Sampling Steps

Biomass (g) Density control (%)
+ Treatment 9 days after third 46 days after 9 days after 10 days after 9 days after third 46 days after
spraying third spraying first spraying second spraying spraying third spraying

2,4-D + MCPA 2l/ha 1.84c 1.84d 1.37d 89.76 c 90.96 ¢ 88.65¢
24-D+MCPA 151/ha 1.88¢c 2.29d 81.37d 89.76 c 90.36¢c 91.35¢
MCPA + Meco* + Diclo 2.51/ha 0.8lc 0.87d 89.4d R.77c 95.78¢C 94.60 ¢
MCPA + Meco + Diclo 31/ha 1.16¢c 1.14d 85.09 d 93.37¢ 95.18¢C 95.14 ¢
Bromoxynil + MCPA 21/ha 14.17b 18.99 be 13.41 be 22.29b 28.91b 16.76 b
Bromoxynil + MCPA 151/ha 12.21b 17.69 ¢ 1553 ¢ 21.69b 33.88b 17.84b
Meso +lodo 350% * g/ha 20.37a 21.08 ab 4.04 abc 8.13a 9.94a 858ab
Meso +lodo 400 g/ha 20.61a 21.05ab 2.18ab 7.35a 8.13a 8.92ab
Metribuzine 750 g/ha 20.72a 21.83ab 9.01 abc 9.64a 11.59a 8.384ab
Metribuzine 1000 g/ha 2059 a 20.85 ab 9.63 abc 9.04a 956a 1324 ab
Untreated Control 22.24a 23.20a Oa Oa Oa Oa

Al e 0550 ez a3 (5 T ls ne o slis 136 OS5 glaabsdi 0337 bl s (S 2t o o5 s ol oS ol T
TThe columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT.
st gt Tl = St A stT o gl
* MCPA + Meco + Diclo = MCPA + Dichloprop-p + Mecoprop-p
oo J5o0 55 58 g 3ok Ji2000 5 58] g g o= gyt 5 oK K
* % Meso + lodo = Mesosulfuron methyl sodium + lodosulfuron methyl sodium

s SAol Oy silpmel b5 O5) 8 s oS S S
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Table 3- Analysis of Variance (Mean Square) of Effect of Herbicide Treatments on Biomass and Density of Y ellow foxtail

Wapsdgwilw . Cad  Cwwds y3 0 Ads

Sour ce of Degree of . .
Variation Freedom Biomass () Density control (%)
17 days after 48 days after 16 days after 16 days after 16 days after 46 days after
third spraying third spraying first spraying second third spraying  third spraying

spraying

Replication 3 0.080 3526 7.008 70.517 104.899 25.767

Treatment 10 56.302* 25.680* 415.341* 1132.615* 1993.969* 1964.083*

Error 30 0.809 2421 27.684 53.410 99.554 70.657

Coefficient of Variation

(CV%) 11.10 11.90 22.12 16.41 16.41 17.78

Lo ysd Cb.n 23013 Gt (ola g p s "
"nonsignificant, * significant difference at 5% level of probability
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Table4- Mean Comparison of Biomass and Density Variations of Yellow Foxtail during Different Sampling Steps

Biomass (g) Density control (%)
Treatmentt 17 days after 48 days after 16 days 16 days after 16 days after 46 days after
third third spraying after first second third spraying  third spraying
spraying spraying Spraying
Diclofop methyl 2.5 1/ha 6.48¢C 12.68 cd 27.50 ef 43.03 cd 66.46 C 62.22 cd
Diclofop methyl 31/ha 7.22¢ 12.5 cde 27.50 ef 56.97 e 69.57 C 57.74¢
Fenoxapr op-p-ethyl + ... 0.8 1/ha* 9.65b 15.74b 18.75 bc 33.94bc 48.45b 43.45hb
Fenoxaprop-p-ethy + ... | 11/ha 911b 14.91 be 15.63b 26.67b 49.70b 40.48b
Clodinafop propargyl 0.6 I/ha 6.34c 13.27 cd 25.00 cd 4363 cd 66.46 C 67.86 cde
Clodinafop propargyl 0.8 1/ha 7.29¢ 13.35cd 24.38 cd 49.84 de 75.78¢C 73.81de
Tralkoxydim 11/ha 6.17¢ 10.06 f 3750 f 53.64 de 68.33 ¢ 68.45 cde
Tralkoxydim 11/ha 6.29¢c 11.13 def 31.88 def 53.94 de 76.40 C 77.98e
Sulfosulfuron 27 g/ha 597¢ 10.23 ef 33.75f 50.91 de 72.67¢ 64.76 cde
Sulfosulfuron 27 g/ha 5.86¢C 11.25 def 24.38 cd 52.72 de 75.16 ¢ 69.05 cde
Untreated Control 18.76 a 18.46 a Oa Oa Oa Oa

A e 10530 Jlezt a3 ()T ls ine o slis 136 SSls lalsdiar 03037 Lulol sy (A 2ie U5 o 0S5 s il oS g T
TThe columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT.
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Table5- Analysis of Variance (Mean Square) of Effect of Herbicide Treatmentson Tall Fescue Biomass and Visual Rating

Biomass (g) Visual Rating (%)
So f
v al:lrgﬁ c?n Degree of 9 days after 12 days after 12 days after 9 days after 12 days after 12 days after
Freedom first second third spraying  first spraying second third spraying
Spraying spraying spraying

Replication 3 0.080 1.985 0.593 0.245 0.388 1.008
Treatment 10 22.207* 27.844* 59.111* 64.253 23.562 25.525
Error 30 3.003 3.218 3.809 4521 2.850 4.123
Coefficient of Variation (CV%) 11.64 12.08 14.28 4521 12.02 1551

Loy 0 CLM)Q BIEN -1 L V) rJ.anS
"non significant, * significant at 5% level of probability
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Table 6- Mean Comparison of Tall Fescue Biomass (g) and Visual Rating (%) Variations during Different Sampling Steps

Biomass (g) Visual Rating (%)
9 days after 12 days after 12 days after 9 days after 12 days after 12 days after
Treatmentt first spraying second third spraying first second third spraying
spraying spraying spraying
2,4-D + MCPA 21/ha 21.72 &b 21.79 &b 2250a 125a 125a 0.63a
2,4-D + MCPA 151/ha 21.61lab 21.79ab 2259a 188a 1.88a Oa
MCPA + Meco + Diclox 25I/ha 21.50 ab 21.50 ab 2275a 188a 125a Oa
MCPA + Meco + Diclo 31/ha 21.25ab 21.25ab 22.75a 3.75ab 188a Oa
Bromoxynil + MCPA 21/ha 20.00b 20.54b 2225a 6.88 bc 10.00b 125a
Bromoxynil + MCPA 151/ha 19.81b 20.04b 2225a 9.38¢c 10.63b 125a
Meso + | odo 350% * g/ha 13.73c 8.89¢c 0.10b 40.00d 61.25¢ 98.75b
Meso + | odo 400 g/ha 1294c 7.68¢c 0.04b 42.50d 63.13¢ 99.38b
Metribuzine 750 g/ha 3.66d 221d Ob 88.13e 90.63d 100.00 b
Metribuzine 1000 g/ha 2.58d 1.78d Ob 90.00e 91.25d 100.00 b
Untreated Control 23.00a 23.00a 23.00a Oa Oa Oa

Al o ez 53 0 ezl elaw 53 (5Tl e slis 136 (STl (glaslstinr O 305T ol 2 (A8 200 U3 o & s Jildo & oLz
TThe columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT.
@ISt 2ol + T gz St fdSatT o el
* MCPA + Meco + Diclo = MCPA + Dichloprop-p + Mecoprop-p
(et 2009 58 g gibi LoD 5 58) s 9 5= g ki 5 ok K
* % Meso + lodo = Mesosulfuron methyl sodium + lodosulfuron methyl sodium



(DF 5 alacale u5ls dow /OYAY) OL8as 5 (I -

Wil O ey ader Dl § 03953 S el Gl (S skes ST (S0 (eilko) (319 435 Y Jgour

Table 7- Variance Analysis (Mean Squar e) of Effect of Herbicide Treatments on Tall Fescue Biomass and Visual Rating

Biomass (g) Visual Rating (%)
Degree
Source of of 1 week 1 week 1 week 27 days 1 week 1 week after 1 week 27 days
Variation  F'€8dOM  fier firgt after after after third  after first second after after third
rayin second thirdt rayin rayin rayin thirdt rayin
Praying o oving  spraying | PTIng spraying spraying spraying  SPraving
Replication 3 0.089 2.985 1593 5.986 1218 0.189 24.384 0.947
Treatment 10 23117 * 20.874 63.213 * 20655* 141563 * 712585*  2067.500*  619.489*
Error 30 3913 3.348 5.899 4.061 1.343 4.669 8.864 1115
Coefficient of 10.46 10.28 1381 10.63 18.92 18.83 1537 11.13

Variation (CV%)

™non significant, * significant a 5% level of probability
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Table 8- Mean Comparison of Tall Fescue Biomass (g) and Visual Rating (%) Variations during Different Sampling Steps

Biomass () Visual Rating (%)
Treatment lweek after ~ 1week after  1week after 27 days 1 week after 1 week after 1 week 27 days
first second thirdt after third first second after after third
spraying spraying spraying spraying spraying spraying thirdt spraying
spraying
Diclofop methyl 2.51/ha 19.06 ab 18.88a 20.13a 20.75a 1.88b 313a 250a Oa
Diclofop methyl 31/ha 18.62 ab 19.13a 19.84a 2051a 2.38b 250a 313a 0.63a
Fenoxapr op-p-ethyl +... 0.8 I/ha® 19.95a 19.23a 2051a 21.17a 1.25ab 0.63a 125a 0.63a
Fenoxaprop-p-ethyl+... 11/ha 21.00a 19.99a 20.76 a 19.33ab 1.88b 125a 250a 125a
Clodinafop propargyl 0.6 I/ha 19.88a 1943 a 1991a 21.50a 313b 313a 375a 125a
Clodinafop propargyl 0.8 I/ha 2117a 2041a 20.26 a 2097 a 313b 313a 250a 125a
Tralkoxydim 1 1/ha 16.47 bc 14.85b 113.38 b 16.10c 11.88¢c 25.00 b 49.38b 24.38b
Tralkoxydim 11/ha 15.38¢c 15.15b 1354b 16.51 ¢ 11.88¢c 26.25b 48.75b 25.00b
Sulfosulfuron 27 g/ha 15.34c 14.33b 12.75b 15.36¢c 14.38d 31.88c 48.75b 2750c
Sulfosulfuron 27 g/ha 16.02 bc 13.52b 11.02b 14.65c¢c 15.63d 29.38¢c 50.63 b 24.38b
Untreated Control 21.68¢ 20.85a 21.42a 21.66a Oa Oa Oa Oa

B o 0530 Jlez! el 3 (6 LT Sl me oslis 136 SSls lalsdiar 03037 Lulil s (A 2ie U o oS s il oS ol T
TThe columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT.

Fenoxaprop-p-ethyl + mefenpyr diethyl s
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Study of Chemical Control of Yellow Foxtail (Setaria glauca (L.) Beauv.) and
Common Dandelion (Taraxacum syriacum boiss.) in Tall Fescue
(Festuta arundinacea Schreb.) Turf

Vahid Zabihollahi', Fariba M eighani®, Mohammad Reza K aramingjad > and M ohammd Javad Mirhadi*

! Department of Weed Science, Faculty of Agriculture, Science and Research Campus, Islamic Azad University, Tehran, Iran; > Weed Research
Department, Iranian Research Institute of Plant Protection, Tehran, Iran.

Abstract

In order to evaluate chemical control of yellow foxtail (Setaria glauca (L.) Beauv.) and common dandelion (Taraxacum
syriacum boiss.) in tall fescue turf, an experiment was conducted during 2006 in Tehran using randomized complete
block design with 4 replications and 11 treatments. Treatments for yellow foxtail control were diclofop methyl
(Illoxan36% EC) at 2.5 and 3 | ha, fenoxaprop-P-ethyl + mefenpyr- diethyl (PumaSuper7.5% EW) at 0.8 and 1 | ha™,
clodinafop propargy! (Topic8% EC) at 0.6 and 0.8 | ha™, tralkoxydim (Grasp25% SC) at 1 and 1.2 | ha, sulfusulfuron
(Apyros75% DF) at 27 and 35 g ha* and untreated control. Treatments for dandelion control were 2,4-D + MCPA (U46
Combifloied72% SL) at 1.5 and 2 | ha*, dichirprop-p + mecoprop-p + MCPP (Duplosan super60% SL) at 2 and 2.5 |
ha®, bromoxynil + MCPA (Bromicidel0% SL) at 1.5 and 2 | ha, mesosulfuron-methyl + iodosulfuron-methyl-Na
(Chevalier6% WG) at 350 and 400 g ha', metribuzine (Sencor70% WP) at 750 and 1000 g ha™* and untreated control.
All treatments were repeated 3 times during the growing period of yellow foxtail (29/6/2006, 14/7/2006, 1/8/2006,
respectively) and dandelion (20/5/2006, 3/6/2006, 17/6/2006, respecrively). The results showed that, despite low
efficacy, Illoxan at 2.5 | ha, Pumasuper + mefenpyr- diethyl at 0.8 | ha® and Topic at 0.6 | ha (without significant
differences between both doses and damage under 20 percent to turf), could be recommended for yellow foxtail control
in tall fescue turf. Also, one application of Duplosan super at 2 | ha® or 2/4-D + MCPA at 1.5 | ha* can control
dandelion in turf.

Keywords: Yellow Foxtail, Tal Fescue, Common Dandelion, Chemical Control, Herbicide.





