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Table 1. Parameter estimated of dose response model fitted to weed biomass at different rates of imazethapyr in
conventional and false seedbed (Valuesin the parentheses are standard errors)

Parameters

50 dile dub CilS RMSE R?
Weed spectrum Seedbed M ax ECs b
) O 78.2 (4.02) 13.03 (1.72) 2.48 (0.45) 6.5 0.95
S S,k False seedbed
Grass Earab e 109.3 (6. 91) 26.74 (2.15) 3.42(0.93) 10.7 091
Conventional seedbed
) 025903y 151.5 (10.06) 19.71 (3.68) 2.22(0.79) 15.5 0.92
S e False seedbed
Broad leaf Earab e 181.4 (10.64) 13.62 (5.07) 1.41 (0.51) 16.48 0.92
Conventional seedbed
02590 o 229.7 (12.23) 16.10 (3.96) 2.11 (0.80) 18.9 0.95
3 slaale IS False seedbed
Total weed e el e 290.8 (13.03) 20.40 (2.47) 2.12 (0.46) 20.30 0.96
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Fig. 1. Response of grassweeds to different rates of imazethapyr in conventional and false seedbed. (Lineisthe
response curves predicted from nonlinear regression and bar represented standard error)
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Fig. 2. Response of broad leaf weedsto different rates of imazethapyr in conventional and false seedbed (Lineisthe
response curves predicted from nonlinear regression and bar represented standard error)
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Fig. 3. Response of total weedsto different rates of imazethapyr in conventional and false seedbed (Lineistheresponse
curves predicted from nonlinear regression and bar represented standard error)
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Table 2. Parameter estimate of dose response model fitted to common bean seed yield loss at different rates of
imazethapyr in conventional and false seedbed (Valuesin the parentheses are standard errors)

cilS Parameters 2
: RMSE R
Seedbed Max ECso B
025903y 68.76 (3.15) 26.09 (2.2) 2.32(0.38) 438 0.96
False seedbed
Py Fo 73.57 (4.39) 14.73 (5.5) 139 (0.57) 7.6 0.91
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Fig. 4. Common bean yield loss at different rates of imazethapyr in conventional and false seedbed (Lineisthe
response curves predicted from nonlinear regression and bar represented standard error)
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Abstract

Experiment was conducted in 2011 to evaluate the efficacy of reduced herbicide rates in combination
with false seedbed for selective weed control in common bean. The experiment was carried out with a
completely randomized factorial design. Factors were herblclde dose (post-emergence application of
imazethapyr at the rates of 0, 25, 50, 75, and 100 g a.i. ha™) and seedbed preparation (false seedbed and
conventional seedbed). A hand weedlng control was also included as check. In the absence of herbicide,
there were significant differences in grass and total weeds biomass between two seedbeds (p< 0.01),
however, biomass of broadleaved weeds was not significantly different in two seedbeds (P=0.053). The false
seedbed decreased grass and total weed biomass by 28 and 21%, respectively, as compared with
conventional seedbed. Imazethapyr apphcatlon greatly affected grass and broadleaf weed growth and
biomass production. The rate of 50 g a.i. ha'of imazethapyr was as effective as the 100 g a.iha’ rate to
maintain consistent weed control in the false seedbed, while, the rate of 75 g a.i. ha” was required to
maintain effective weed control in conventional seedbed Season -long weed competition resulted in 68 and
73% yield loss in common bean in the false and conventional seedbed, respectively. However, imazethapyr
application decreased yield loss down to 4.7 and 2.9% in false and conventional seedbed, respectively The
study suggests that acceptable weed control in common bean of the weed species observed in the present
study could be achieved using imazethapyr at the rate of 56 g a.i. ha™' in combination with false seedbed,
which can save the yield by 90%.

Key words: Dose-Response, Integrated Weed Management, Seedbed

* Corresponding Author: yousefi.alireza@znu.ac.ir, Tel.: 0243-3052346
R4



