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17- Cyperus spp.

18- Cynodon dactylon L. (Pers).
19- Malva spp.

20- Sorghum halepens L. (Pers).
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1- Amaranthus spp.

2- Chenopodium album L .

3- Cuscuta campestris Yunck.
4- Descurainia sophia L.

5- Goldbachia laevigata DC.
6- Hibscus trionum L.

7- Orabanche aegyptica Pers
8- Polygonum aviculare L.

9- Portulaca oleracea L.

10- Sinapis arvensis L.

11- Solanum nigrum L.

12- Echinoclea crus gali(L.) P. Beauv.
13- Hordeum leporinum Link
14- Lolium spp.

15- Setaria spp.

16- Convolvulus arvensis L.
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Table 1. Analysis of variance herbicide doses and application time of EPTC at different growth stages of potato effect
on reduction percentage of total weed density and biomass.

- MS Sl e o SSLe
- . T
et mbe oyl B oS5 Jals as s J& et 055 Sl s s
S.0.V df Reduction percentage of Reduction percentage of
total weed density total weed biomass
A5 2 0.026™ 0.022"
Replication
Al 2 6 1.865" 1.593"
Herbicide dose
S0 Shes 2 12.646™ 10.533"
Application time
S ol S s 12 0.507™ 0.434"™
Herbicide dose * Application time
EUQ}. 40 0.072 0.063
rror
C.V. (%) (%) Sl ks o - 15.73 15.36

# %% DS

.M)Jaj\JW.CRA)J)'éwj).JwJ;%_;Qj ‘

", Not-significant,” and** Significant at the5% and 1% probability levels, respectively
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Table 2. Interaction effect of EPTC doses and application time on weed density and biomass

Saslads S oS5

b, (oLt o 2as y (Qals 3l 2als dso)3) 5 alacile IS o35 s
Jals 5l alS s .
Treatments S . . Total weed biomass (%)
Total weed density (%)
csls
- 0%(0)
Pre-Plant
el | als O e 0£(0)
Potato emergence
0 o 0%(0)
Stoloning
cals
o 18.33 % (4.40) 14.67 *® (3.52)
Pre-Plant
)&A)Jeﬁjﬁealﬁ(;a" g)Jv.I:_}M.u

500 ga.i/ ha

Potato emergence
=l o
Stoloning

5.00 £ (3.88)

0£(0)

4.00 ®(3.30)

0£(0)

)t&A)J e_}:}eub(;\"

1000 g a.i/ ha

Pre-Plant
OLS o
Potato emergence
U
Stoloning

30.00 %7 (2.88)
18.00 °® (7.23)

0£(0)

24.00 % (2.30)
14.40°" (5.78)

0£(0)

£
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csls s
o 36.67 *°% (7.26) 29.33% (5 81)
Pre-Plant
s s oslep S Youn SR
o S 21.33 °(9.49) 17.07°% (7.59)
2000 g a.i/ ha Potato emergence
1554 szl
S 0%(0) 0%(0)
Stoloning
csls s
o 57.50°(8.77) 46.00° (7.02)
Pre-Plant
Lo 53 0 53m oole p S Fos
s S 31.33 %% (17.03) 25.07°% (13.62)
4000 g a.i/ ha Potato emergence
1554 szl
il 0%(0) 0%(0)
Stoloning
csls s
o 56.67 *(21.90) 45.33(17.52)
Pre-Plant
)b&ﬁ)aeﬁjﬁulﬁj&)a"' g)Jv.I:_}M.u

52.17°9(21.44)

41.73% (17.15)

5000 g a.i/ ha Potato emergence
153 8) ol
oy 0%(0) 0%(0)
Stoloning
csls
o 84.67 *(5.96) 68.00°(5.03)
Pre-Plant
U 53 6550 ssle o S Foee
ol S 55.00 %4 (9.01) 44.00 % (7.21)
6000 g a.i/ ha Potato emergence
153 8) ol
Sy 0%(0) 0%(0)
Stoloning
LSD (0<0.05) 25.95 20.79

Fln Js pslie il o 2053 0 ezl mhas @bl s gme sl BB LSD 0ol (ool kS e G S 53 Jilua oS ol oSl
Al e sl gl LS

The columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using LSD. The
values in parentheses are standard errors.

100 -
— — — - Pre-Plant
e=semeames  Potato- Emergence {
s 20 Stolonin
IS ¢ -
g -
w 2
v, Z -
3 5 60 -
.’.
% § // 7
Y2 40 - o
o £ - -’
S o °
& ¢ <
~ ,-’
20 A *
/%j o’
—'g.
0 v— v v v v

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000
O 30 550 00le (Jf) EPTC Cilss slass
Different doses of EPTC (g a.i/ha)
i ile O puae iliie bl 45 EPTC iScile Ciliu palis 3 0 slacile 15 alS Aoy el — 53 dig, =) K
e ] 2 A S 5 e &4

Figure 1.The dose- response of reduction percentage of total weed density at different doses of EPTC and different
application time of herbicide.
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Table 3. Estimated sigmoiid parameters for EPTC and different application time of herbicide

EPTC & ,zs 0L . b EDso(xo) R
EPTC application time
cals L
o 103.01 (61.60) 2019.99 (1223.79) 3674.44 (2943.55) 0.90
Pre- Plant
i Sl 71.38 (29.60) 1666.91 (721.45) 3840.84 (1760.74) 0.93
Potato emergence
1304y
2508 5 0 1 0 1

Stoloning
Gl 3kl ot KL Pl Jls jalie sls 2alS Ao ,3 00 Ol a0 1) 58 glacdle (S5 &S el Jiscils sk EDsp axls
EDs index is the herbicide dose that reduced weed density 50%. The values in parentheses are standard errors
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Figure 2. The dose- response of reduction percentage of total weed biomass at different doses of EPTC and different
application time of herbicide.

SAS e U e il 5la0le) 53 EPTC SIS il (ol 3 5ok 3o @b 31 eobal oy (gla a5y 3,50 -8 Jgoor
Table 4. Estimated sigmoiid parameters for EPTC and different application time of herbicide.

EPTC G ,ns 0l
T ? ’ a b EDs(Xo) R?
EPTC application time
cals L
o 84.37 (53.44) 2019.99 (1223.79) 3784.43 (3125.50) 0.90
Pre- Plant
G e S 57.09 (23.65) 1666.74 (721.18) 3839.51 (1759.47) 0.93
Potato emergence
15 08 sl
Al 05 0 1 0 1

Stoloning
Sl sllal gl Sl 2l 5, Jls peslie sls [rals Mo s3 00 Olpes 4 1y 5 aslacile o355 g5 &S ol [iSils ) bl EDs el
EDs index is the herbicide dose that reduced weed biomass 50%. The values in parentheses are standard errors
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Table 5. Statistical analysis of studied factors effect on Average tuber weight, and total tuber yield
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Table 6. The effect of different doses of EPTC on mean of tuber weight and total tuber yield
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The columns with minimum common letter are not significantly different at 5% level of probability using LSD. The
values in parentheses are standard errors.
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Figure 3. The effect of weed free comparing herbicide application on mean tuber weight
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Figure 4. The effect of application time of EPTC at different growth stages on mean of tuber weight
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Figure 5. The effect of weed free comparing herbicide application on average total tuber yield
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Figure 6. The effect of EPTC application time at different growth stages on total tuber yield
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