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2- Gromoxon

3- Solanum sarrachoides Sendt.
4- Digitaria sanguinalis L.
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2- Chenopodium album L.

3- Convolvulus arvensis L.
4- Amaranthus retroflexus L.
5- Galium tricornutum D.

6- Cirsium arvense L.(Scop.)
7- Falcaria vulgaris Bernh.
8- Lactuca scariola L.
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Table 1- Statistical analysis of studied factors effect on weed biomass and density reduction percentage
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. )I"*t 2 1097.35"™ 422.71" 455" 673.58" 1010.04™
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H f “;b i; 6 11643.20™ 12294.95™ 98.05™ 11349.54™ 3976.62"
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respectively ns, ** and *: Not-significant, Significant at the 1 and 5% probability levels,
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Table 2- Mean comparison of weed biomass and density reduction percentage at different doses of rimsulfuron
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The columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT. The values
in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 1- Weeds density reduction percentage at different rimsulfuron doses (The barrors shows standard error)
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Table 3- Estimated sigmoidal and logistic parameters for rimsulfuron herbicide
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. 94.281(7.72) 7.30(2.13) 14.36 (2.68) %95
Redroot pigweed
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) 1.08 (5.7 30(1.72) 11.61(2.00) %96
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EDs, index is the herbicide dose that reduced weed biomass 50%. The values in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 2- Weeds biomass reduction percentage at different rimsulfuron doses (The barrors shows standard error)
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Figure 3- The effect of rimsulfuron application time on reduction percentage total weed density at different growth stages
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Figure 4- The effect of rimsulfuron application time on reduction percentage total weed biomass at different growth stages
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Table 4- Statistical analysis of studied factors effect on total tuber yield

Source of variation

Ol o (ko

NN MS

dF sas JS5' 5 ,Slos
Total tuber yield

)"S’ _ 2 15.457"™
Replication
el 7 203.610"
Herbicide dose
Sy olos 2 274,940
Application time
e gl Tde 14 74.018"
Herbicide dose * Application time
(ks 46 50.102
Error
0 - .
) clyeis 2 - 16.24
C.V. (%)

*% NS

2oy 1 o )3 ls e gl gxe pé 9 FF
ns, ** and *: Not-significant, significant at the 1 and 5 probability levels, respectively
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Table 5- Mean comparison of total tuber yield at different doses of rimsulfuron

(652 53 0,50 a3k ) 35

Dose (gr a.i/ha)

(L2 43 (o) oug JS 5,Sas
Total tuber yield (ton/ ha)

0 (weedy)
5

10

20

30

40

50
Weed free

36.81° (3.02)
37.50° (3.49)
41.50"(2.53)
43,72 (2.15)
45.96% (2.52)
45.96* (2.05)
46.31% (3.25)
50.81% (2.13)
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The means with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using DMRT. The values in
parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 11- The effect of rimsulfuron application time on total tuber yield at different growth stages
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