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Table 1- Physical and chemical characteristics of the soil at study location
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Table 2- Estimated standard dose-response curve parameters for different density of Sinapis arvensis in response to reduced
doses of “iodosulfuron-methyl sodium + mesosulfuron methyl + mefenpyr-diethyl” herbicide in competition with two wheat

cultivars
Joe sl yial,y

) (@i Fo 3 dig2) il oS5 Model parameters* Pr>F

Cultivar ~ Weed density (Plant m?) Wo (a m? LDsg B

0 (@m) (Rate of recommended dose)

Verinac 12 70.08+4.92 0.49+0.03 6.47£1.44 0.0083
24 150.00+6.49 0.47+0.02 7.70£1.11 0.0033
36 185.10+3.04 0.49+0.01 6.50+0.34 0.0005
Chamran 12 64.38+1.84 0.46x0.01 9.08+£1.02 0.0015
24 133.20+1.63 0.43+0.00 9.35+0.70 0.0003
36 169.10+0.61 0.44+0.00 9.13+0.17 0.0001

i o =B ¢ pacile odgicam; LialS 1o, 0 (el 5L 3590 53 =LDsg ¢S ale 31,8 e slesi )3 5 yacile e3giCumy; =Wo*
* Wo= Weed biomass at no-herbicide treatment; LDso= Dose required to reduce weed biomass by 50%; B=Steepness of the curve
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Figure 1- Fitted standard dose-response curve to biomass of Sinapis arvensis at different density in response to reduced doses

of “iodosulfuron-methyl sodium + mesosulfuron methyl + mefenpyr-diethyl” herbicide in competition with two wheat
cultivars of Verinac (A) and Chamran (B)
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Table 3- Parameter estimates for fitted model (equation 4) to Sinapis arvensis biomass changes at no-herbicide treatment
versus weed density for two wheat cultivars

" Je (b el
~) . Pr>F
Cultivar Model parameters r
C (g Plant™ Ax10°
Verinac 7.41£1.35 11.40+0.81 0.0031
Chamran 6.57£0.91  10.50+0.61 0.0325

1555 01903 €l B 51 6ylme =A S lle g Sl )3 jpaiile £S5 0395 =C F
*C=Individual weed biomass at no-herbicide treatment; A=A measure of intracompetition effect
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Figure 2- The relationship between Sinapis arvensis density and its biomass at no-herbicide treatment in competition with two
wheat cultivars of Verinac (circlefilled) and Chamran (squarefilled)
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Figure 3- Predicted biomass of Sinapis arvensis affected by S. arvensis density and doses of “iodosulfuron-methyl sodium +
mesosulfuron methyl + mefenpyr-diethyl” herbicide in competition with two wheat cultivars.of Verinac (A) and Chamran (B)
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Table 4- Estimated parameters of fitted rectangular hyperbola model to biomass of two wheat cultivars versus Sinapis
arvensis density in each level of “iodosulfuron-methyl sodium + mesosulfuron methyl + mefenpyr-diethyl” herbicide doses

o) (oaiamogi 33 I Comnd) iSile 33 Je oyl ly
Cultivar Herbicide dose Model parameters* Pr>F
(rate of recommended dose) Yo (gm?) B
Verinac 0.2 684.00+15.32  0.0172+0.0018 0.0005
0.4 681.00+11.40 0.0119+0.0005 0.0001
0.6 673.10+£8.19  0.0016+0.0006 0.0001
0.8 656.30+6.34  -0.0001+0.0004 0.0001
1.0 652.70+5.93  -0.0009+0.0003 0.0001
Chamran 0.2 769.80+15.22  0.0113+0.0013 0.0003
0.4 754.30+4.34  0.0056+0.0003 0.0001
0.6 768.70+£3.74  0.0004+0.0002 0.0001
0.8 766.90+£10.17  0.0002+0.0001 0.0001
1.0 750.10+£1.79  -0.0005+0.0001 0.0001
ey Jop jpmale (1) cubB=f o 5mdile ) le Lulyd 53 puiS odgicu; =Yo *
*Yo= Weed-free wheat yield; f= Competitivity of Sinapis aarvensis.
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ks 400 = £ - Herbicide dose
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B ; a, g 0.2
42 200 1 2 2004 g ———
y ® y S a8 T
—— == 1.0 smem—ces
D L T T T T D L T T T
o} 12 24 36 0 12 24

Weed density (Plant m-2)

(e a2 S jpo e o515

Weed density (Plant m~

?)

@ers 32 2 i) jpo ile o515

P ey 35 jpadle o515 plp 43 (B) ol yen 5 (A) S yg o8 o8, 99 0395 Cumj &1 dwdeS Comly (Jglid Juto (33152 -4 UGS
U1 bkt Jeie 09y gwg 50 + i Jiie (9,980 gurg” (S Uls 53 51 e
Figure 4- Fitted the rectangular hyperbola model to biomass of two Verinac (A) and Chamran (B) wheat cultivars versus

Sinapis arvensis density in each level of “iodosulfuron-methyl sodium + mesosulfuron methyl + mefenpyr-diethyl” herbicide
doses
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Table 5- Estimated parameters for standard dose-response curve fitted to Sinapis arvensis competitivity in two wheat
cultivars versus doses of “iodosulfuron-methyl sodium + mesosulfuron methyl + mefenpyr-diethyl” herbicide.
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CuT:iilar Model parameter* Pr>F
fo LDsq (rate of recommended dose) B
Verinac 0.0172+0.0007 0.44+0.01 7.77£1.36 0.0034
Chamran 0.0113+0.0004 0.40+0.01 8.00+2.38 0.0029
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Figure 5- The relationship between Sinapis arvensis weed competitivity () in wheat cultivars of Verinac (circlefilled) and
Chmran (squarefilled) and dose of “iodosulfuron-methyl sodium + mesosulfuron methyl + mefenpyr-diethyl”” herbicide



636

1396 yliwno; 4 o)louis 31wl c((5539Li pobuo g pole) LS cblas &y pis

1000

o
s 8 g
o) ©

o b 5 (5709 <R
4 (_ w B) ssewolq 1eauM
2

1000

=]
o .\\M/w.,
< ,osJ.
o O Y
o Vg,
o 2,
o \Q\
S (>
0
™
o
IS IVEN
&
g
K]
&1
o N
A %L
) e 82
o,
4 o % .N
= =1
AR X
1o}
o o
o = S <
=} Q < o
8 ©
(ol R
. A N )

(_w B) ssewolq 1edUM
2

Connt j (i =6 JS0

¥

w55 93 0

KV

Jeio g sslamwon’ HESUle s3> g oy Jd)5 o515 U Cod (B) lpes 9 (A) Slayg o

o

2UOte t e (9,980 gwg 30 +

Figure 6- Predicted biomass with two wheat cultivars.of Verinac (A) and Chamran (B) as affected by Sinapis arvensis density

1

Js
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