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ABSTRACT

A field experiment was conducted at the Regional Agricultural Research Station, Lam, Andhra Pradesh
during rabi season of 2013 and 2014 to evaluate the efficacy of pre emergence herbicides atrazine, pendimethalin
and post-emergence herbicides tembotrione and topramezone combinations on weed control efficiency and their
phytotoxicity on maize. Lowest weed dry weight and high weed control efficiency was recorded in application of
atrazine@ 1.25 kg a.i ha'as pre-emergence followed by topramezone @ 25 g a.i ha'! at 20 DAS as post-emergence
(T,), pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i ha' as pre-emergence followed by topramezone @ 25 ga.i ha™' at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T8), atrazine@ 1.25 kg a.i ha™' as pre-emergence followed by tembotrione@120 g a.i ha™! at 20 DAS as
post-emergence (T,) and pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i ha as pre-emergence followed by tembotrione@120 g a.i ha
"'at 20 DAS as post-emergence (T9) where sequential application of herbicides at all stages of crop growth. The
herbicides used in the present investigation didn’t cause any phytotoxicity symptoms during both the years of

investigation.
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Maize (Zea mays L.) is one of the most
important crops among the cereals in the world
agricultural economy both as food and fodder crop.
In India, during 2014-15 maize was cultivated in
9.2 M ha with 24.17 M t production, and with a
productivity of 2.56 t ha'!l. In Andhra Pradesh, the
crop is cultivated in an area of 0.99 M ha with 4.23
M t production and 4257 kg ha' (AICRP on Maize,
2016). Among the several factors, most dominant
factor responsible for the lower yields of maize
are weeds, which competes with crop for nutrients,
water, sunlight and space. Wide spacing, intensive
use of inputs and initial slow growth of maize are
some of the factors responsible for increased weed
growth. Use of herbicides to manage weeds forms
an excellent alternative to manual weeding. In
India, till date only pre-emergence application of
atrazine / pendimethalin has been widely
recommended for the control of weeds in maize.
There is a need of post-emergence herbicide usage
for management of weeds which occur at 15-25
days of crop and offer severe competition for
growth resources, thereby lowering the productivity

of maize. Hence, it is proposed to test the new post
emergence herbicides without residual effect in
maize has greater field applicability. In most farming
systems, competition for N is the most important
factor than that of for all other nutrients and it is
well known that large fraction of the millions of
tonnes of nutrients added to soils every year are
not taken up by crop plants, as up to 50% of added
nitrogen and 0.4 to 90% of added phosphorus going
waste from crop fields (Simpson et al., 2011).
Keeping all these in view, the present investigation
was proposed to evaluate different pre and post
emergence herbicides against mixed weed complex
in maize at the Regional Agricultural Research
Station, Lam, Andhra Pradesh during rabi season
of 2013 and 2014.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

A field experiment was conducted at the
Regional Agricultural Research Station, Lam,
Andhra Pradesh during rabi season of 2013 and
2014 in split plot design with nine weed management
treatments as main plots and three fertilizer
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treatments as sub plots and all the treatments
replicated thrice.

Main plots

T,- Weedy check,

T,- Atrazine@ 1.25 kg a.i ha'' as pre-emergence

T,- Pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i ha™ as pre-
emergence

T,- Topramezone @ 25 g a.i ha™ at 20 DAS as
post-emergence

T.- Tembotrione@110 g a.i ha' at 20 DAS as
post emergence

T,- Atrazine@ 1.25 kg a.i ha' as pre-emergence,
fb Topramezone @ 25 g a.i ha'at 20 DAS as
post-emergence

T.- Atrazine@ 1.25 kg a.i ha™ as pre-emergence
fb Tembotrione@110 g a.i ha'at 20 DAS as
post-emergence

T,-Pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i ha' as pre-

emergence fb Topramezone @ 25 g a.i ha’!
at 20 DAS as post-emergence

T,- Pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i ha™ as pre-
emergence fb Tembotrione@110 g a.i ha' at
20 DAS as post-emergence

Sub-Plots

F1-50% RDF+ bio consortium (Azospirillum (5
kg ha') + phosphate solubilizing bacteria (5
kg ha') + potash solubilizing bacteria (5 kg

ha!) + vasicular arbuscular mycorrhiza (12.5
kg ha') + vermicompost (500 kg ha')

F2-75% RDF+ bioconsortium (Azospirillum (5
kg ha') + phosphate solubilizing bacteria (5
kg ha') + potash solubilizing bacteria (5 kg
ha') + vasicular arbuscular mycorrhiza (12.5
kg ha') + vermicompost (500 kg ha')

F3-100% RDF
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Maize crop variety pioneer 30 V 92 used
for the study in both the years in main plots of size
9.6m x 4.8m and sub plots 4.8 m x 2.9 m.
Herbicides were sprayed with Knapsack sprayer
fitted with flat fan nozzle. The different cultural
practices recommended for maize crop were
adopted during the crop growth period.

Weed sampling was done randomly by
placing a 0.5 x 0.5 m quadrate at two different
locations in the experimental unit to assess the
weed dry weight at 30 DAS and harvesting
stages. Dry weight of total weed species was
recorded after drying and expressed in g/m?.

Weed Control Efficiency (%)

Weed control efficiency (WCE) was
worked out on the basis of weed dry matter
recorded in each treatment at 30 DAS and at
harvest using the formula suggested by Sankaran
and Mani (1974).

WCE = DWC-DWT X 100
DWC
WCE - Weed control efficiency in
percentage

DWC - Dry weight of weeds in
unweeded check

DWT - Dry weight of weeds in weed
control treatment

Crop Injury Score

Phytotoxic effect of herbicides on maize
crop, if any, was assessed at 7 and 14 days after
spraying by using simple rating scale of 0-10 (Table
3.5) suggested by Rao (2000).

Effect Rating Description on crop

None 0 No injury, normal

Slight 1 Slight stunting injury or discolouration
2 Some stand loss, stunting discolouration
3 Injury more pronounced but not persistent
4 Moderate injury, recovery possible

Moderate 5 Injury more persistent, recovery doubtful
6 Near severe injury, no recovery possible

Severe 7 Severe injury, stand loss
8 Almost destroyed, a few plants surviving
9 Very few plants alive

Complete 10 Complete destruction
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

The original data on weed densities and
weed weights were subjected to square root
transformation (Vx+0.5) before statistical
analysis. The original values were given in
parentheses. Statistical significance was tested
by applying F- test at 0.05 level of probability
and critical differences (CD) were calculated for
those parameters, which turned significant (P<
=0.05) to compare the effects of different
treatments (Panse and Sukhatme, 1954).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Total weed dry matter

Total weed dry matter was recorded at
30 and harvesting during both the years of
investigation and the results are discussed
herewith. At 30 DAS (Table 1) all herbicidal
treatments were significantly superior over weedy
check in both the years of studies. Significantly,
the lowest weeds dry weight (2.9 and 3.3 g. m?)
of total weeds was recorded in atrazine @ 1.25
kg a.i ha'as pre-emergence followed by
topramezone @ 25 g a.i ha' at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T6) as compared to all other
treatments except, treatments topramezone @)
25 ga.iha'at 20 DAS as post-emergence (T4),
tembotrione @110 g a.i ha'! at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T5), pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i ha-
las pre-emergence followed by topramezone @
25 ga.iha'at 20 DAS as post-emergence (T8),
atrazine @ 1.25 kg a.i ha' as pre-emergence
followed by tembotrione@110 g a.i ha' at 20
DAS as post-emergence (T7) and pendimethalin
@ 0.75 kg a.i ha'as pre-emergence followed by
tembotrione@110 g a.i ha'' at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T9) with which it was at par. This
could be attributed to reduced weed competition
in the initial stage and control of late emerged
weeds by sequential spray which led to lower
weeds density and lower weed dry matter. Similar
findings were reported by Patel ef al. (2016) and
Ahmed (2012). Significantly lower weed dry
weight was recorded in topramezone @ 25 g a.i
ha! at 20 DAS as post-emergence (T4) and
tembotrione@110 g a.i ha'' at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T5) treatments because of the post-
emergence spray at 20 DAS which effectively
controlled the weeds and resulted in low weed
dry weight at 30 DAS. The highest weed dry
weight (12.7 and 13.4 gm?, respectively) was
recorded in weedy check during both the years
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of study. The same trend was continued at harvest
(Table 2) also during both the years of study.
Significantly, the lowest weeds dry weight (5.7 and
5.8 g. m?) of total weeds was recorded in atrazine
@ 1.25 kg a.i ha'! as pre-emergence followed by
topramezone @ 25 g a.i ha! at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T6) as compared to all other treatments
except, treatments pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i ha-
las pre-emergence followed by topramezone @
25 g a.i ha' at 20 DAS as post-emergence (T8),
atrazine @ 1.25 kg a.i ha'as pre-emergence
followed by tembotrione@]110 ga.iha' at 20 DAS
as post-emergence (T7) and pendimethalin @ 0.75
kg a.i ha! as pre-emergence followed by
tembotrione@110 g a.i ha' at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T9) with which it was at par.There
was no significance among the nutrient management
treatments in sub plots during the two years of study
and there was no interaction affect among the
treatments. An appraisal of the data indicated that
the weed dry matter showed gradual increase up
to harvests.. This may be because of accumulation
of more dry matter in weeds was due to lower
competition among weeds for resources.

Weed control efficiency (WCE) denotes the
efficiency of applied herbicide or treatment effect
in reducing the dry weight of weeds compared to
unweeded check. Data pertaining to WCE at
different stages presented in Tables 3 to 4.

All the weed control treatments significantly
influenced the weed control efficiency at 30 and at
harvest. At 30 DAS (Table 3), the highest (77.3
and 75.5%) weed control efficiency (WCE) was
recorded in atrazine@ 1.25 kg a.i ha'as pre-
emergence followed by topramezone @ 25 g a.i
ha! at 20 DAS as post-emergence (T6) during both
the years of studies and this was superior over all
other treatments except pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg
a.i ha'as pre-emergence followed by topramezone
@ 25 ga.iha'at20 DAS as post-emergence (T8),
atrazine@ 1.25 kg a.i ha! as pre-emergence
followed by tembotrione@]110 ga.iha' at 20 DAS
as post-emergence (T7) and pendimethalin @ 0.75
kg a.i ha! as pre-emergence followed by
tembotrione@110 g a.i ha' at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T9). The lowest WCE (58.1 and 56.6
%) was observed in pendimethalin @ 0.75 kg a.i
ha!as pre-emergence (T3) and atrazine@ 1.25 kg
a.i ha' as pre-emergence (T2) (58.2 and 56.7 %)
when compared to other treatments. The main
attributing factor might be that, these two herbicides



AAJ 65

Subba Ramireddy et al.,

16

mz @.O mZ m .O m~®>2 HQQCHSZ X mooﬁom(ﬁn— Hﬁoaoumﬁwa ﬁoo\K/
9CI SN 10 801 SN 1'0 (qng) s[eAs JudLHNN
161 01 €0 v'81 60 €0 (urepq) soonoeld JuswaSeuLw POIA
%AD  (S0°0) D Fuygs %AD  (S000) @D  Fwygs
(6'9¢) (299) (TLe) ($0¢) (T2e) (F'2¢)
€¢ s TS LY 6t 8Y uBIN
Jouagdrowa-jsod se Sy (0 1
(92D (820 (1en (820 (601) (0o1) (0zn) (S'01) ey 1ES O] [@UOLROqUId) g/ dduagIowe-o1d
9¢ 9¢ S'¢ 9¢ a3 a3 S'¢ €¢ se ey e 3 G/ ') @ ueyowipusd  -6L
doud3dIowa-)sod se Sy 07 18 By 1e 3 67
(€11 (Lzn @11 (Ton) (e (18) 1D (s8) @ ouozowerdo) g/ souagiowre-a1d
v'¢ 9¢ a3 a3 I'¢ 6C a3 0¢ se ey e 3y G/ ') @ ureyowipusd -8L
douddrowa-jsod
(8721 €1 (6°€1) (8'01) (Tom (Ton) (Lon (s'6) se SV 0¢ e -ty 1e3 ([ [@)duoLyoquid} g/
9'¢ L€ 8¢ v'e Te Te 3 Te ooudg1owe-o1d se By Ie 8 ST’ @ouIzeny  -L[
douddrowa-jsod
o1 (€11 (Lorn (6°6) 0'8) (T'8) 0'6) (L9) Se SV 0T I oY 18 3 G7 @) duozoweido) gf
€€ ve €€ a3 6C 6C 0¢ L'C souddrowd-axd se ey 16 3 ¢7'[ ®)AuIzeny -9
(191) (¢'81) (Ls1) (€v1) o+1) 911) (191) (€v1) oouadiowe-jsod se Sy 0
'y % (187 8¢ 8¢ S¢ (187 8¢ 18 ey 183 ()] [@AUOLOqUISL, -G,
(€51 6+1) (191) 6+1) (zen (8°11) (€v1) (Lorn oouadrowoe-jsod se Sy 07 1B
6°¢ 6'¢ 6°¢ 6'¢ 9'¢ S'¢ 8¢ €€ ey 1e 3 g7 @) duozowreido], -y,
(8°6¢) (s'2¢) (8°1¢) (Tep) (8'62) (£'82) (9°82) ($29) oouagdowe-aid se
09 LS LS 99 S¢S as A LS By Te 3 G/°0 @) ureyiowipudd  -¢L
(€€¢) (0°C¢) (Tve) (8°¢¢) (L'82) (892) ©1¢) (8°L2) soudgrows-axd se
8¢ LS 6°S 8¢ €¢ s $'S €¢ ey 1B 8y GT'] @euIzeny -zl
(8'081) (F'v81) (Tecn) %81  (€91) (L6ST) (t'9s1) (S1LT)
vel 9°¢l ¢l 9¢l 81 LTl S T1 1€l 3o9Yd APy -TL
TN 1IN IN 1IN 1IN 1IN
+AAY%001 +IAT %SL  IIN+AAE %08 +4AA%001 1A %SL +4AY %0
UBIN | 4| 1d UBIN € d 1d
(qnS) S[oAST UAIINN (qnS) S[OAT JUALNNN (utepy) soonoeld JUSWOTBUBL PO
SI-¥10T vI-€10C

dduanbas doad weadudaa3-dzIeW 1gp4 U0 SHUL[NIOUI [BIQOIIIW PUE AQ PIdUINJuI st dziew Ul (. 3) SV (€ 3¢ SPIIIM [#10) Jo Jysm A1 ‘T dqeL



17

Effect of Herbicide molecules on weed control in Maize crop

son[eA [euI3Lo d1e sisaypuared ur sarn3i ‘suoneuLIOJSuLI) $'0+X\ 0} powLIojsuex) ele( 910N

2018

mz o.o wz m.O m~®>2 aﬁoﬁasz X mooﬁom.a E@Eowmﬁma ﬂuo@?/
96 SN 0 191 SN 9T (qng) S[OAS[ JUSLINN
1’81 Sl S0 L'81 91 S0 (urey) seonoeld JuowoFEURW PISM
%AD (s0'0) ad Fwygs %AD (s0°0) ad Fugs
(1'8L) (€¢8) (L'58) (9°LL) (1°¢8) (1'18)
€8 LS 98 T8 98 €8 UBIN
souadiswo-jsod se Sy 0Z 1
81t) (£LE) (0°'8%) (0°0t) (L6€) (8°5¢) (S'st) (0'8¢) ey 1e3 O] [@duoLnoquId) qf 9oud3Iowd-o1d
S9 19 69 9 €9 09 89 9 se ey e 3Y G/ ') @) ureyouIpusd  -6L
oouadiowo-isod se Sy 0Z 1
(Lse) (Lze) (8°¢t) (L0¢) (T¥e) 91¢) 0'1%) (6'67) By e 3 67 @) ouozoweldo) gf dousgrowd-o1d
09 8§ 99 96 8¢ LS v'9 $'S se ey e 3 G/ (0 @) ureyowipusd  -81
9ouddIowa-1s0d
(0'62) (6'5€) (Lsp) (t's¢) (T'LE) (0+¢) (Stb) (T€o) se SV 0¢ 1e -ey 1eS [ [ @euoLnoquid) gf
79 09 L9 09 1’9 6'S 99 8¢ QoudZrowd-oxd se ey 16 3 ¢7'[ MAuUIzeny  -L]
QouddIouwe-jsod se
(1ve) (L82) 1) (0°2¢) (Lze) (+'92) (S’ 1) (1°0¢) SVA 0t e ey 1e 3 G7 @) duozoweido) qf
8¢ S ¥'9 96 LS TS 9 S’ oouagrowe-axd se ey 18 3 G7'] @PuIzeny -9
(z69) (1°0L) ($°L9) (6°69) ($°L9) (I'vL) (+'99) 6°1L) oouadrowa-isod se
€8 '8 T8 €8 T8 98 S'L S8 SVA 0T e ey 13 0 [ [@)LUOLOqUIRL, -G L
(1'69) (L'S9) (€°59) (€9L) (€59) (€¢€9) (S°L9) (0°59) oouagowa-)sod
€8 08 '8 88 '8 6L T8 '8 Se SV 0T e &Y e 8 7 @) suozowerdo]  -p T
(0'86) (+'86) (6'26) (con) (S'+6) (0°€6) (8°28) (801) oousgrowe-axd
66 86 9'6 101 L6 L6 I'6 €0l se ey e 3 G/ 0 @) ureyouIpusd  -¢l.
(6'18) (8'8L) (1°L8) (6°6L) (L 6L) (SvL) (T'16) (s¢L)
06 88 €6 06 '8 S8 b6 $'8 oouagrowe-axd se ey 18 3 G7'] @PAuIzeny  -7L
(0L (0°$SD) (0'LSD) (0°50¢) (0°SLD) (0'997) 9LLD) (0'182)
91 661 091 S'LI $91 791 991 891 Fooyd Apasyy  -1L
N N N N N N
+AAIA%00T  +IAY %SL  +AAd %0S +AAA%001 +AQd %SL +AAd %08
UBIN | 2d 1d UBIN | d 1d
An_:mv m~o>od EOEHSZ Aprsmv m~®>od HEQCHSZ Aﬁmzv muoﬁom.a EQEmeQmE ﬁoo\K/
STvI0C Y1-€10T

doad weasudaaI8-3ZIew gy U0 SHUBNIOUT [BIGOIIIUI PUB SIPINGIIY AQ PIdUIN[Jul S IZIewl Ul (. Wi/ §) ISIAIRY JB SPIIM [B)0) JO JYSIdM AI( ‘T dqEL



AAJ 65

Subba Ramireddy et al.,

SN L€ SN 8¢ S[QAJ] JUALNNN X S901308I1d JUSWASRUBW P
18 SN 60 1'6 SN I'l (Qng) s[eAd]IuRIINN
9°01 v'9 1'C 9°01 99 Tt (urey) soonoeld JustOSeurl PO
%AD (so0)ad +wgs %AD (s00)ad> +wgs
€09 €09 6'09 L'79 T 979 UBdN
SVA 0T e ey 1e3 01 [ @)
€€L  LEL I'€L I'eL  vEL  TYL 9'1L $'pL  Quolnoque) g/ douddiowe-oId se ey 1e 3 GL°(0 @) UIeyIoWIpudd -6
doudgrowd-sod se Sy 0z 1e (ey1e3 sz @
LYL  6€L 'L 09L  8SL  S9L I'€L §'LL ouozoweldo) gf oduadiowd-a1d se ey 1e 3 G/°0 @) uleylowipued  -8L
douddrowe-isod se Sy Oz 18 ey 183 O[]
6CL LT 6'0L I'SL v¥L  SEL 6'€L L'SL ®)duoInoquId) g/ 9ousdowd-a1d se ey Ie 3 G7'[ @PRuIZeny  -LL
oouddrowa-)sod se Sy Oz 18 ey e 3 ¢7
SSL LyL 0'SL L9L  €LL  S9L To8 0'sL @ ouozoweldo) g/ oouogiowe-o1d se ey Ie 8Y ¢T'[ @AuIzeny -9L
€L9  SL9 €L9 0L9 TOL  TSL ¥'L9 789 doudBIowe-1sod se SV (¢ 1e -y 1eS Q[ [@)duooquid], -G,
6L9 069 7’89 T99  TTL  60L 8°0L 9L doudBIowe-1sod se Sy 0T 18 By Ie 3 67 @) duozoweldo], -1,
995 8¢S L'8S €LS 18  T6S 9°LS L'LS oouagiowe-a1d se ey e 8y §/°() @) UleyIowWIpudd -¢J,
L9S  8LS 'SS 89S T8 LSS 1'9$ L'6S oouddrowo-a1d se ey 1e 3 '] @PuIZeny -z

- - - - - - - - Nooyo Apaopy  -IL

Add IN+Add IIN+HAAA 4dd IN+HIQE TIN+HAAY
%001 %SL %0S %001 %SL %08 (urejn) seonoeld JudaTeULBW POIA
UBIN ed cd 4 UedN ed cd 14
(qng) s[eAaT JuaLnNN (qng) S[eAdT JuaLNN
SI-¥10C YI-€10¢C

3ouanbas do.ad wea3udaIg-dzIew Iqe.d U0 SJUB[NIOUI [BIGOIIIUW PUE SIPRIQIdY AQ PIdudnpjul se ziew ul SV € I8 (%) ASUSIDIJJI [013U0d PIIAA € dIqeL



19

Effect of Herbicide molecules on weed control in Maize crop

2018

SN 6'¢€ SN S[9AQ JuaINN X S9o130e1d justwadeuru poop
eyl SN ¢l <91 SN (Qng) speAd IuRLINN
LYl {9 €T 781 L'S (urejy) soonoeid JuowaSeuLW PIAN
%AD  (S0°0) D +ugs %AD  (500) dd
9 Sy vy 8y Viy 8'SY UBIN
doudgrowa-ysod se Sy 07 I8 -BY Ik 3 ()] | @)2uoLioquuo)}
LLS 165 NS 809 109  TSS 1°65 0'€9 qf douddiow-o1d se vy 18 3 G£°0 @) UI[BYRUWIPUS] -6
douddrowd-isod se Sy 07 I8 -y Ik 8 ¢7 @) duozaweido)
019 oS 6°SS 089 €e9 %Y ¥'8¢ I'L9 qf doudBrowd-a1d se ey Te 8 /' @) UleowWIpUs -8,
oouddrowo-isod se Sy 0z I8 By 3 Q1D
£'8¢ 09 9'¢s CLS 919 v'€9 09¢ ¥'S9 auoLoquId) g ddusgiowe-aId se ey 1k 3 GT'[ @Aulzeny -1
douddrowa-isod se Sy 0g 18 ey 1e 3 ¢ @
019 179 8¢S v79  0v9  €€9 €19 $'L9 ouozowreldo) g/ oouagiowo-a1d se ey 1e 3 ST’ @eulzeny -9
8Ly 147 S8y Les 174 oy 1A% 14017 oouddourd-)sod se Sy 0T 1e -8y I 3 0 [@)U0LNoquidy, -G,
6Ly 9ty 19414 8’61 98y 8’6y ¥'0s 9% doudBIowe-1sod se Sy ( 0T 18 By Ie 3 67 @) duozoweldo], -1,
G8¢ gee "oy 6'1v 0oy 1413 vy €6t ooudBIowa-a1d se By 18 8 GL°() @) ul[eyowIpudd  -¢1,
9ty Sy 81y 9°0v 8T L'Ly cle 4 oouddrowo-o1d se ey 1e 3 7’1 @PuUIZENy -7
- - - - - - - - Nooyo Apaopy  -IL
4dd IN+ddd IIN+4dd 4dd IN+ddd IN+JAd
%001 %SL %08 %001 %SL %08 (urepy) soonoeld juoweSeueul pIopy
UBIN ed d [4 UBN ed [£!

(qnS) S[OAT JUALIINN
SI-¥10C

(qnS) S1PAT JuaLnnN
vI-€10T

dduanbas

doad weaSudas§-daziew 1qea U0 SIUB[NIOUI [BIGOIIIW PUEB SIPIIIQIIY AQ PIIUIN[JUI SB IZIBW Ul }SIAIRY JE (¢) AJUIDIJJI [01)U0D PIdIA ‘b d[qRL



AAJ 65

SOPIOIQIY INOYIIM JUSWIBAL], —

do1o yo 1y 91e1dwo) — 0 1

SOABA[ JO SUIMO[[A pue Surjunis JY3IS — |
Amfur oN—Q

Subba Ramireddy et al.,

souadiswo-jsod se Sy 0Z 1
By 183 (] [®auoLnoquid) gf 9ouddIow-axd

0 0 0 0 se ey Ie 3 ¢/°) @ Ul[eyouwipudd  -6L
oouadrowa-)sod se Sy Oz 18 ey e 3 ¢7

®) suozoweido) gf douagiows-oid

0 0 0 0 se ey Ie 3 ¢/°) @ ulfeyowipudd  -8L
9ouddIowa-150d
se SV 0¢ Je ey 1eS [ [@euolnoquid) gf

0 0 0 0 9Qoud3drowe-aid se ey e 3y ¢7'] ®AuIzeny -/
2ouddIowd-150d

se SV 0z e -8y e 3 ¢7 @) auozowreldo) q¢f

0 0 0 0 9Qoud3drowe-aid se ey 1e 3 ¢7'] ®AuIzeny -9
QouddIouwe-jsod se

0 0 0 0 SVA 0T Je By 183 (0] [@DUOINOqUIdL, -G,
QouddIouwe-jsod se

0 0 0 0 SVA 0T e ey 1e 3 g7 @) duozoweido],  -pL
oouadiowe-aid se

0 0 0 0 1-BY TR 3Y §L°0 @) uleyowipudd  -¢L,
9ouagrowa-axd

0 0 0 0 se By Ie 3Y G7'] @ouizeny  -zL

- - - - Noouo Apaopy -1.L

uoneordde uoneordde uoneordde uoneordde
19Je sKep y1 191 sAep L I9)Je sAep ¢ nje sAep [ SJUQWIBAIL],
SI-¥10¢C y1-¢10¢

20

*sage)s YIMoag snorieA je doad dziew uo SHUIUWIBAL) IPIIQIIY JUIIIIJIP JO 3I3JJd I1X0)0)AYJ °S dqeL



2018

doesn’t controlled the later emerged weeds unlike
sequential treatments. The highest weed control
efficiency at 30 DAS also reported by Srividya et
al. (2011) and Deshmukh et al. (2014).

However, in treatments where only pre-
emergence herbicides were applied weed control
efficiency (WCE) decreased with time up to harvest
as late emerged weeds beside, resulting in reduced
weed control efficiency. Similar results were also
reported by Sinha et al. (2005) and Ramadevi
(2013). Similar trend was recorded at harvest
(Table 4 ) in both the years of study. The WCE
was in the decreasing order of T6 >T8>T7>T9
during both the years. There was no significant
influence of nutrient management treatment on
weed control efficiency at any stage of the crop
during both the years. Interaction among the
treatments was also non significant at any stage.
Weed control efficiency gradually reduced from 30
DAS to harvest in all the treatments it is because
of the gradual increment in the weed dry matter
which reflected in gradual decline in weed control
efficiency in all the treatments.

Observations on Maize Crop
Crop Injury Score

The data on phytotoxicity scoring (crop
injury score) as effected by different herbicide
treatments recorded at 7 and 14 days after
application are presented in (Table 5).

The herbicides used in the present
investigation didn’t cause any phytotoxicity
symptoms during both the years of investigation.
It can be concluded that application of atrazine@
1.25 kg a.i ha'as pre-emergence followed by
topramezone @ 25 g a.i ha' at 20 DAS as post-
emergence (T6) is very effective in reducing the
weed dry matter with high weed control efficiency.
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