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Extended Abstract

Introduction

Weeds are one of the most important production
constraints in sugar beet fields, and chemical control
is the most common strategy for their management.
The area under sugar beet cultivation in Iran is about
100,000 hectares annually, and determining the best
management strategy to control weeds in order to
reduce their damage will increase the production and
income of the growers. The present study was
carried out with the aim of determining the best
herbicide to control important weeds in sugar beet
fields

Materials and Methods

In order to study of clopyralid (Clap forte, SG72%)
efficacy on Ammi majus control and clethodim
(Selection, EC 12%) efficacy on narrow leaf weed of
sugar beet, two separate experiments were
conducted in the provinces of Khuzestan (Ahvaz and
Dezful) and Fars (Darab) in 2018. The treatments in
the first experiment included the application of Clap
forte at three doses including 0.8, 1, and 0.6 L ha?,
phenmedipham + desmedipham + ethofumesate
(Betanal Progress OF, at 3, 3.75 and 2.25 L ha),
Cycloate (Ro-neet EC 72.7%, at 3, 4 and 5 L ha)
and a combination of the Ro-neet+ Clap forte along
with a weed free check. The second experiment
included the application of Selectionat 0.5, 1and 1.5

L ha'l, Select supper at 1 L ha?, Gallant supper at 1
L hatand Nabues at 3 L ha, and Weed free check.
Both experiments were arranged as randomized
complete block design with four replications. Effects
of treatments were evaluated 30 days after herbicide
application on weeds and sugar beet root yield at the
end of season.

Results and Discussion

Results of the first experiment showed that in both
Dezful and Behbahan area, Clap forte at all applied
doses was able to control 80 to 100% of Ammi
majus. This treatment was not effective on the other
weed species. Among other herbicides, Ro-neet at 5
L ha and Betanal Progress OF at 3.75 L ha* were
able to control other weeds between 77 and 85%, in
Behbahan and Dezful respectively. Results of the
second experiment in Dezful showed a 99%
reduction of Bermuda grass by the Selection
herbicide at all three doses. However, in Darab, 1.5
L ha't was able to control 80 and 90% of narrow-leaf
weeds.

Conclusion

Based on the results of this study, Clap forte can be
used at the rate of 0.8 L ha? to control bishop’s
flower and Selection at the rate of 0.5-1.5 L ha* for
Bermuda grass.
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Fig.1. Bishop's flower (left) and polluted sugar beet field in Behbahan (right)(photographs taken by
the authors)
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Table 1. Experimental treatments in two Locations of Behbahan and Dezful
o led oS uils gla)lo OgeY g0, Spas s Spas gl
Row Herbicide treatments Formulation Dose Application time
o pU &b gl (ml.ha'")
Common Trade name
name
1 adlsls s SL 30% 600 A8y Sy ¥ LY
clopyralid watch 2-4 leaf stage
2 adlsls s SL 30% 800 A8y Sy ¥ LY
clopyralid watch 2-4 leaf stage
3 adlsls s SL 30% 1000 A8y Sy ¥ LY
clopyralid watch 2-4 leaf stage
4 Tyl o3 Gl ys 51, Ik EC 27.4% 2250 LBy Sy ¥ LY
Phendesetho!  Betanal progress OF 2-4 leaf stage
5 Sloeacs Gl o 315 L EC 27.4% 3000 8 yaiin S P LY
Phendesetho ~ Betanal progress OF 2-4 leaf stage
6 Sloeacs il o 315U EC 27.4% 3750 8 yaiin S P LY
Phendesetho ~ Betanal progress OF 2-4 leaf stage
7 ol Cadgy EC 72.7% 3000 sl 5 s
cycloate Ro-neet Pre-planting
8 ol Cadgy EC 72.7% 4000 sl 5 s
cycloate Ro-neet Pre-planting
9 ol Cadgy EC 72.7% 5000 sl 5 s
cycloate Ro-neet Pre-planting
10 STt adl sl Cadsytaly - 3000+600 S leatesls Jb
Clopyralid+ Watch+ Ro-neet Pre-planting+4 Leaf
cycloate stage
11 sledle ey aals Weed free control - - Oialojl 09 JS' 5
e During the entire trial
period
Cujegdgi pliyia ot plise 8"

*Phenmedipham+Desmedipham+Ethofomesate
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean square) of experimental treatments effects on the reduction of
weed density and dry weight percentage compared with weed infested control during, 30 days after

spray.
Sy @ RRETSY Slaye pSSle
Source of variation df. Mean square
w1y S Ol
Density Dry weight
J985 Ol NESE Ol
Dezful Behbahan Dezful Behbahan
S5 3 107.5 NS 1595 * 110.3 ns 130.7 ns
Replication
O 9 2134.9 ** 2237.9 ** 2379.3 ** 27045 **
Treatment
las 27 58.5 39.2 104.2 58.3
Error
()l yais g s 114 10.3 15.5 12.9
Coefficient of variation
(%)

P sime 13U pas g Ao yd &y 9 S Jlain] e )0 5 e i3 4 NS 4 T,

* *%k

** *and ns are significant at 1 and 5% and non-significant, respectively
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Table 3. Mean comparison of experimental treatments effects on the reduction of weed density and
dry weight percentage compared with weed infested control during, 30 days after spray.

oS e Spae )lide o1y S i
Herbicides Dose Density Dry weight
(mlha') (%) ()
Ol Js Ol Jsis
Behbahan Dezful Behbahan Dezful
oS 3000 cd 44.91 36.04 ¢ 36.49d 42.40c
cycloate
gl 4000 52.10c 51.11 cd 43.56 cd 46.55 bc
cycloate
gl 5000 c52.70 €58.40 50.65 ¢ 50.66 bc
cycloate
gl pagyd 2250 €34.48 de 43.33 35.38d 39.43c
Phendesetho!
$lud0 3000 de 36.29 c57.02 34.28d 49.38 bc
Phendesetho
$lwacd 3750 de 38.42 €58.40 38.71d 57.21b
Phendesetho
a0l 600 b 83.70 b 83.54 86.01b 86.94 a
clopyralid
sl 800 b 86.53 a 100 88.16 ab 100 a
clopyralid
KW/JN g 1000 a97.33 a 100 98.87 a 100 a
clopyralid
gl a gl 600+300 b 78.90 b 85.28 81.83b 85.32a
Clopyralid+
cycloate

W55 Iy gixe glas duoyd O et w50 el S yidio By S JBlis 48T ol jles gy g dilaie pa )0
In each location and column, the treatments with tha same letter are not significantly different (p<0.05)

S5y il ol s
2l pglS LS Gile o8 5l s Linlo] 5| i ol gl
Onimed Al e 5pn ile pl 039l £ )l50 (sl i
9 Q|9l§w»“ Lgl.zau:lfg_élc as sl uL**—’ 5,850 Oﬂl C’L"’
J58 5 Gl 2Ll ojegdl +plasde pu +pliste yd
2 elie Soall ks ca 1y gl gy 5 505 4l

D)5 duog jym eyl
JEPN L}:Lilnﬂ ol olalis :Aﬁ)m"? Ay b,S.l.o.c
Dz b5l Sl i g e ddlaie g
2 Lol (pf'/'\) S99 J.\B)..\A» A.M.\.’) J)S.LQ.C 2 mesuzls

7 J98ss adaie > aly S (Gl adlate b alie
VL 2l oS ile plo b dumlio ) Al polS 5
Jz) 395 arly J S 4 08 gl o b aulite ol
MslS yd oo Vere g Ar e glajed cadlaio ()l 53 .(0
b awslio jo b Js 4 1) aly gasys Vv S
aS e Jb o cpl g Wb Lials jlde Bl )
BY 5 8¢ oo 4y baid 5l uapd g SlglSw 595 o 5V

2 5 Mol + ‘:;1915\..” S 5 08 58 dalaie oyl



WYY

Soghar cul 039 A5 Ak 0D 0)90 (LL U 52 slacile
g0 32 Syt J 5SS gl 08 b jless a5
YL Sos jlaidly A8 090 (LU o jy slacile
Moigian cug 30L5 Hlow b Lol lis g 0392 )l3)95 5 35

(¥ Jga)auis

V¥ /oo /§ -l /a8 aisn

2 ol 9 2,55 Cand (patudio dig) Sl 55 adlaie
laile ]S 3oy 4 391 5V olb Lo o dilaie oy
ol ol (F gaz) 09 5ol 35) 0y okl o ol 5,
qdijlww)b,ﬂas&j?ép aalais )3 oS Cuwl (xe
2o JS ulys 5l she sl aly 5 dile 56 cov

ady) 3,Skee g 12l 4 cos o glacile S tnlS g al g S g Ao p lejl (slajless b (Sile dunlie B Jgan
Table 4. Mean comparison of experimental treatments effects on Bishop's flower dry weight and

reduction of total weeds percentage in comparison with control and sugar beet root yield at the end of
the growth period.

SIS g Btk adyy 5 Slas
Dry weight Sugar beet root yield
() 550 sl JS (7) s (tha)
Total weeds Bishop's flower
S il yanlide Jo8 oleete Jo8 Oleete Jo8 oleete
ymlha( Dezful Behbahan Dezful Behbahan Dezful  Behbahan
gl 3000 d11.43 cd 37.31 4b 51.90d c17 bc 92
cycloate
gl 4000 d 10.90 bc 43.32 6.25 Db 65.70 ¢ c15 bc 98
cycloate
S 5000 cd 13.80 b 52.58 575b 67.20 c c19 ab 103
cycloate
R NRY 2250 ab 50.20 cd 32.64 45b 43.50d b 102 e 65
Phendesetho!
Flowaos 3000 bc 36.20 d29.10 8b 67.50c ab 104 d82
Phendesetho
Flowos 3750 a58.80 cd 36.23 85b 58.9 cd ab 104 cd 83
Phendesetho
WslS 600 cd 18.68 a90.82 100 a 95.50 a c43 c90
clopyralid
Algls 800 bd 33.25 a92.87 100 a 80.40 b c43 ab 103
clopyralid
Wlyls 1000 bd 29.23 a96.97 100 a 95.80 a c34 d 8o
clopyralid
lglSertadlngls  600+300 bd 32.88 a89.93 100 a 88.10 ab c47 cd 84
Clopyralid+
cycloate
Ong Sali - - all7 alls
Weed free 100 a 100 a
control

Ll gixe Golds o 3 B Jlais ] s pd s Syiiie B S jo Jilis ST olajles g o g ddlaie )0
In each location and column, the treatments with tha same letter are not significantly different (p<0.05)
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