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Table 1-Resistant and susceptible junglerice populations that were sampled from sugar cane fields
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Population Location (field/plot) Population situation
207.3 207/3 suspected to resistance
238.5 238/5 suspected to resistance
326.2 326/2 suspected to resistance
512.4 512/ 4 suspected to resistance
521.1 521/1 suspected to resistance
521.3 521/3 suspected to resistance
521.4 521/4 suspected to resistance

S Residential area susceptible
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Table 2- Herbicides and rates used in dose-response studies with resistant (R) and susceptible (S) junglerice biotypes

ouSdile oSdle ylaso
Herbicide Rates herbicide
vyl Atrazin 0, 10, 30, 100, 320, 1000, 3200, 10000
ohssss Tebuthiuron 0, 10, 20, 100, 200, 1000, 2000, 10000
s Linuron 0, 10, 100, 160, 1000, 1600, 10000
ohysb Diuron 0, 10, 30, 100, 360, 1000, 3600, 10000

OgejliSat+ ol b Diuron + hexazinone

0, 10, 24, 100, 240, 1000, 2400, 10000
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Figure 1- Response of resistant (R) and susceptible (S) junglerice populations based on (% of control) to atrazine at the
different doses
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Table 3- Estimated parameters from fitted log-logistic equation to wet weight of susceptible and resistant populations 4 weeks

after spraying with atrazin

2395 onl s Y o R~ (2235) (ol pas pg0jl  Cungliio aay
EDso
Population Lower limit Upper limit  Slope Lack of fit test (5%) Riso
R1 - 100.45+£3.33 0.72+0.08 556.89+99.69 0.71 12.26™
R2 18.03+3.64 102.33£3.23 1.25+0.23 170.31+30.14 0.54 3.75"
R3 - 103.54+£3.40 0.63+0.06 299.85+57.17 0.05 6.59™
S 10.14+£3.56  100.71+4.97 0.74+0.11 45.43+10.08 0.25 -

+: Standard error in parenthesis, *: significant at 0.05, **: significant at 0.01, ns: non significant
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Figure 2- Response of resistant (R) and susceptible (S) junglerice populations based on wet weight (% of control) to
tebuthiuron, linuron, diuron and Diuron + hexazinone herbicides at the different doses
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Table 4- Estimated parameters from fitted log-logistic equation to wet weight of susceptible and resistant populations 4 weeks
after spraying with tebuthiuron, linuron, diuron and diuron + hexazinone

. X 5) L3l p olaiE 9050 a
oSale LY ol o YU o oW EDso (.w,: Cuoglin
Herbicide Population  Lower limit  Upper limit Slope Lack of fit test (5%) Rfso
- R1 13.02+4.56 101.75¢5.89 1.15+0.31 36.85+10.24 0.05 0.83™
09099 R2 - 100.41+4.16 0.69+0.07 73.01+14.94 0.07 1.621
Tebuthiuron R3 - 102.48+6.06 0.77£0.12 41.71+11.05 0.07 0.947
S - 104.36+9.71 0.91+0.24 44.42+16.71 0.38 -
R1 - 104.00+7.46 0.97+0.29 92.76+26.95 0.51 0.61"
o R2 ] 104674526 081+013 107.73+246 0.27 0.71%
O9)9% 7
Linuron R3 - 10353+3.38  0.84+0.08 106'8‘1“'15'6 0.05 0.691
S - 103.29+5.92  0.85+0.14 152'5éi39'4 0.89 -
R1 - 102.03£2.77 150£0.17 74.21+6.49 0.46 0.94"
s R2 - 101.90+4.05 0.70+0.07 95.25+19.47 0.28 1.217
Diuron R3 - 101424213  0.81+0.03  69.80+6.58 0.05 0.87"
S - 10353+3.71 1.23+0.16 79.03+10.17 0.11 -
gzt sl R1 0.89+2.65 100483.64 1.75:0.34 62.11+891 0.18 0.69™
Diuron + R2 8.40+358  103.25:4.68 1.20+0.22  49.48+9.83 0.06 0.56"
hexazinone R3 11.63+5.64 102.08+7.36 1.28+0.43 54.30+16.61 0.45 0.60"
S - 104.68+4.38  0.84+0.09 88.72+16.47 0.07 -

+: Standard error, *: significant at 0.05, **: significant at 0.01, ns: non significant
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Figure 3- Response of resistant (R) and susceptible (S) junglerice populations based on number of survival plants (% of
control) to atrazine at the different doses
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Table 5- Estimated parameters from fitted log-logistic equation to number of survival plants of susceptible and resistant

populations 4 weeks after spraying with atrazin

2395 Vi g EDss (223 5) (9l 88 903l Cuoglis a2y
Population  Upper limit Slope Lack of fit test (5%) Rfso
R1 99.32+1.69 2.10+0.37 7927.50+604.39 0.94 5.37
R2 100.60+2.23 1.74+0.28 6212.41+688.48 1.00 422"
R3 97.30+2.44 2.02+0.45 6985.29+814.90 0.93 471"
S 91.70+8.71  1.00+0.48 1472.62+724.53 0.58 -

+: Standard error in parenthesis, *: significant at 0.05, **: significant at 0.01, ns: non significant
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Table 6- Estimated parameters from fitted log-logistic equation to number of survival plants of susceptible and resistant

populations 4 weeks after spraying with tebuthiuron, linuron, diuron and diuron + hexazinone

iS e 0353 Yy o OlR ol ggeil  Cuaglie aayd
Herbicide Population Upper limit Slope EDs Lack of fit test (5%) Riso
R1 96.26+3.22 3.21+1.40 2047.97+199.46 0.82 0.80™
09995 9 R2 93.4246.58 1.09+0.48 3888+1699.12 0.91 1.53™
Tebuthiuron R3 95.01+2.67 7.1145.61 1809.12+183.90 0.73 0.72™
S 92.1045.12 1.5440.70 2520.00+656.31 0.62 -
R1 99.4447.92 0.72+0.23 1444.36+624.44 0.74 1.00™
0999 R2 91.3243.63 2.3040.77 2690.00+559.80 0.10 1.89™
Linuron R3 96.16+3.08 2.50+0.67  4643.62+1137.89 0.48 3.26™
S 101.3748.69 0.76+0.25 1426.33+663.30 0.98 -
R1 96.90+2.64 2.4740.86 3207.69+400.14 0.70 0.97™
099213 R2 98.73+2.23 2.95+0.94 2761.68+314.20 0.94 0.85™
Diuron R3 98.11+1.55 3.60+1.46 3876.63+172.14 0.09 1.18™
S 95.75+2.35 2.53+0.88 3255.46+365.78 0.23 -
PRIRIC IR R1 97.69+4.36 1.1940.35 1794.61+388.53 0.97 0.62™
¥ : 0% R2 98.95+2.75 2.3040.55 1927.88+193.24 0.97 0.68™
Dlur_on + R3 99.59+7.55 1.0740.40 1475.414585.49 0.81 0.52™
hexazinone S 97.33£1.90 3.41+1.48 2839.80+253.94 0.80 -

(): Standard error in parenthesis, *: significant at 0.05, **: significant at 0.01, ns: non significant
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Figure 4- Response of resistant (R) and susceptible (S) junglerice populations based on number of survival plants (%o of
control) to tebuthiuron, linuron, diuron and diuron + hexazinone herbicides at the different doses
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