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Abstract : Field experiment was carried out during Kharif 2017 at L udhianaand Gurdaspur to assess the weed density, DMA of
weeds and chlorophyll content asinfluenced by straw mulching and herbicidesin maize. Application of paddy straw mulch at 9.0
t hat effectively controlled the density and DMA of grasses, broadleaf and sedges and resulted in significantly more leaf
chlorophyll content in maize as compared to paddy straw mulch at 6.25 t ha'and no mulching. Pre-emergence application of
atrazine at 1.0 kg ha* helped to manage density and DMA of grasses, broadleaf and sedgesin comparison to atrazine at 0.8 kg
hatand unweeded check at 20 DAS. At 40 DAS of maize where maximum | osses due to weeds occurred, the weeds were managed
by post emergence application of tembotrione at 0.088 in combination with PSM 9.0t ha*which reduced the density and DMA of
grasses, broadleaf and sedgesin comparison to atrazine at 0.8 and 1.0 kg ha* and unweeded check, but were equally effective as
compared to tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha'* and weed free treatment. The data showed that application of 9.0 t hamulch helped to
reduce 20 per cent dose of atrazine and tembotrione for controlling weedsin maize.
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|NTRODUCTION

Maize (Zea mays L.) isanimportant cereal crop
grown in Punjab during the Kharif season. Among
different biotic and abiotic factors responsible for
reducing the crop yields, competition posed by weeds
has been amajor challengein crop production asweeds
cause severe reduction inyield by competing with crop
plants for limited resources like light, space, nutrients

and water. Weeds are the undesirabl e plants which affect
the crop production, both in quality and quantity. Thus,
weed control isamajor challengein maize production as
weeds can curtail grain yield by 86 per cent (Bijanzadeh
and Hossein, 2006). Globally, weed caused 10 per cent
lossesin agricultural production dueto their competitive
effect even regular control of weedsin most agricultural
systems(Zimdahl, 2004). Severeinfestation dueto wider
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row spacing inflictshugelossesinyield, may be upto 52
per centin maize (Waliaet al.,2005). The extent of losses
due to weeds, however, depends upon different weed
speci es associ ated with crop, severity and critical period
of weed infestation as determined by the density, biomass
and spatial distribution of weedsin cropfield, competitive
ability of crop plantsincluding the growth habit, canopy
architecture and duration of crop, climatic conditions
favouring the growth of weed plants and soil fertility
status. Although, maize is a vigorous and tall growing
crop, but it issusceptibleto competition fromweedswith
losses more than 30 per cent commonly reported. Poor
weed control leads to spread of weeds throughout the
growing season and causes maizeyield loss. Wilson and
Westra (1991) observed that delay in controlling weeds
till 6 weeks after planting, there was 16 to 28 per cent
reduction in maize grain yield. Worldwide maize
production is hampered upto 40 per cent by competition
fromweeds (Oerke and Dehne, 2004). Even small weeds
during first week after emergence can reduce the grain
yield substantially. Oerke (2005) reported that weeds
caused 37 per cent loss potential which is followed by
18 per cent through insect pests, 16 per cent by fungal
and bacterial pathogensand 2 per cent by viruses. These
weed species varies with location, climatic conditions,
cultural practices, crop rotation, soil management, weed
control measures and inherent weed seed bank in the
soil. Weed plants are blessed with many growth
characteristics and adaptations which enable them to
exploit successfully numerous ecological niches. Certain
weeds by virtue of favourable adaptations like
synchronized germination, shading effects by the crop
at thetime of establishment, quick responseto available
soil moisture and nutrients, adaptation to adverse soil and
climatic conditions, herbicide resi stance, morphol ogical
similarity and ready contamination with crop seedsmake
them associated with the specific crops. Weed flora
changeswith respect to location viz., Cyperusrotundus
and Trianthema portulacastrum were dominant weed
species in spring maize at Hisar (Singh et al., 1998)
whereas at Orrisa, Cynodon dactylon, Digitaria
sanguinalis, Digitaria ciliaris, Leptochloa chinensis,
Dactyl octenium aegyptium, Eleusine indica, Cyperus
rotundus, Cyperus iria, Celosia argentea, Commelina
benghalensis, Sda acuta and Aschynomene indica
were found dominant in rainfed maize (Rout and
Satapathy, 1996). Cyperus rotundus as sedges was the
most dominant weed in maize fields at Almora,

Uttaranchal (Pandey et al., 2001). However, at
Pantnagar during Kharif season Echinochloa colona,
Trianthema portulacastrum, Cyperus rotundus and
Eleusineindicawere the dominant weedsin maizefields
(Singh and Prasad, 1994). Due to diverse weed flora,
weeds become amajor constraint in maize. The success
of maize crop depends upon the weed control by using
herbicides. However, herbicides should not beconsidered
asreplacement for other weed control measures but can
be used in combination with these measures. The use of
mulch has shown promising results for reducing weed
pressure in maize (Bhatt and Khera, 2006; Sarkar and
Singh, 2007 and Glab and Kulig, 2008). The combination
of chemical and non- chemical approaches i.e. mulch
will helpin better control of weedsthan use of any single
approachinmaize. Thisinformationislackinginliterature,
so the present study was undertaken to gather
information of controlling variousweed speciesin maize
with different straw mulch and herbicides|evels.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

Field studies were carried out at two locations at
Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhianaand Regiona
Research Station, Gurdaspur India during Kharif 2017.
Soil at Ludhianasitewasloamy sand in texture with pH
of 7.5and availableN, Pand K of 138.1, 17.2and 179.1
kg ha, respectively whereas at Gurdaspur site, the soil
wassandy loamintexturewith apH of 7.4 and available
N, Pand K of 136.6, 18.9 and 195.3 kg ha?, respectively.
Three straw mulch treatments: no mulch (NM), paddy
straw mulch at 6.25t ha' (PSM 6.25t hat), paddy straw
mulch at 9.0t ha' (PSM 9.0t ha') and six weed control
treatments: atrazine at 1.0 kg ha'! pre-emergence,
atrazine at 0.8 kg ha' pre-emergence, tembotrione at
0.110 kg ha* at 20 DAS, tembotrione at 0.088 kg ha at
20 DAS, weed free and unweeded check were
investigated. Factorial Randomized Block Design was
used with three replications. Hybrid PMH 1 was sown
on June 22, 2017 at Ludhiana and June 6, 2017 at
Gurdaspur with seed rate of 20 kg ha?. For controlling
the weeds, herbicides Atrataf 50 WP (atrazine) as pre-
emergence (within 2 days of sowing) and Laudis 420
SC (tembotrione) with activator at 1000 ml ha? as post-
emergence (at 20 DAS) were applied as per treatments.
Theherbicides were applied with knapsack sprayer using
aflat fan nozzle. Plant stand was recorded in each plot
at 30 days after sowing (DAS) and at the time of
harvesting the crop and expressed as number of plants
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per square metre. Chlorophyll content index was taken
periodically at 30, 60 and 90 DAS with SPAD meter.
Top third fully opened leaf was selected for recording
this observation. Ten readings were taken from each
plot with care so that mid-rib of leaf should not come
under the eye of the instrument and the average value
of chlorophyll content index wasworked out. The weed
density wasrecorded by randomly placing the quadrate
(0.5 m x0.5 m) at 20 and 40 DAS and categorized as
grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges. The weed density
was reported as number N2, For dry matter accumulation
at 20 and 40 days after sowing, the weed samples from
two randomly selected spotsin the quadrate (0.5mx0.5
m) were cut at the ground level and then dried in hot air
oven at 60+2°C till constant weight was obtained. The
dry matter of weeds was expressed in g m2. The data
on weed density and DMA of weeds were subjected to
square root transformation ,x+1 before statistical
analysis. Data were statistically analyzed by factorial
RBD using the SAS Proc GLM (SAS 9.3). The
treatment comparisonswere made at 5 per cent level of
significance by using Duncun’s Multiple Range Test
(DMRT).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Theresults obtained from the present investigation
as well as relevant discussion have been summarized
under following heads:

Plant stand:
Plant stand was recorded at Ludhiana and

Gurdaspur after 30 days of sowing and at harvest and
the data are given in Table 1. This parameter was
recorded to observe the effect of different straw mulch
and herbicide treatments on the plant stand which may
ultimately influencethe grainyield of the crop. Thedata
showed that neither different levels of straw mulch nor
herbicide treatments significantly influenced the plant
stand both at 30 DAS and at harvest at both locations of
Ludhianaand Gurdaspur, whichindicated that both straw
mulch and herbicide treatments were safe and did not
show any adverse effect on the plant stand of maize.

Leaf chlorophyll content index:

Higher level of chlorophyll content in leaves
indi cates enhanced photosyntheti c efficiency of thecrop
which influences the crop growth and yield. The data
pertaining to leaf chlorophyll content in maize was
recorded as Soil Plant Analysis Diagnosis (SPAD) values
at 30, 40, 60 and 90 DAS and are presented in Table 2.
At all the time intervals of 30, 40, 60 and 90 DAS,
application of 9.0 t ha' mulch resulted in significantly
moreleaf chlorophyll content index values ascompared
to 6.25 t ha' and no mulch treatments at both locations
of Ludhianaand Gurdaspur. Similarly, 6.25t ha*mulch
also resulted in significantly higher leaf chlorophyll
content index values as compared to no mulch treatment
at all the time intervals. This may be attributed to the
better growth of plantsand moreavailability of nutrients
under straw mulching treatments as compared to no
mulch treatment.

Leaf chlorophyll content index values (SPAD
reading) were significantly influenced by weed control

Table 1: Effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on plant stand of maize

Plant stand (number m?)

Treatments 30DAS At harvest
Ludhiana Gurdaspur Ludhiana Gurdaspur

Straw mulch application

No mulch 8.32a 8.30a 7.96a 7.99a
PSM 6.25t ha* 8.32a 8.24a 8.09a 8.02a
PSM 9.0t ha* 8.31a 8.30a 8.09a 8.04a
Weed control treatments

Atrazineat 1.0kgha' 8.32a 8.24a 8.11a 8.00a
Atrazine at 0.8 kg ha* 8.31a 8.30a 8.11a 7.97a
Tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha 8.31a 8.30a 8.14a 8.04a
Tembotrione at 0.088 kg ha 8.32a 8.30a 8.12a 8.09a
Weed free 8.33a 8.30a 8.14a 8.05a
Unweeded check 8.30a 8.24a 7.8la 7.93a

In a column, means followed by same letter do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT
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treatments at both the locations. At 30 DAS, maximum
leaf chlorophyll content index values of 24.34 and 25.06
were recorded under weed free treatment at both the
locationswhich were statistically at par with tembotrione
at 0.088 kg ha?, atrazine at 1.0 kg ha* and tembotrione
at 0.110 kg ha* treatments but was significantly higher
than atrazine at 0.8 kg ha' and unweeded check, later
two treatments also differed significantly with each other.
At 40, 60 and 90 DAS, statistically similar SPAD values
were obtained under weed free and tembotrione at both
doses (0.088 and 0.110 kg ha) treatments which were
significantly higher than atrazine at both doses (0.8 and
1.0 kg ha?) and unweeded check at both the locations.

However, minimum values of leaf chlorophyll content
index were observed under unweeded check.

Total density of grasses, broadleaf weeds and
sedges at 20 DAS:

Thedataon total weed density recorded at Ludhiana
and Gurdaspur are presented in Table 3 which showed
that total weed density was significantly influenced by
straw mulch and weed control treatments. Application
of straw mulch caused significant reductionin total weed
density as compared to no mulch treatment. It was
observed that at both the locations, application of 9.0t
ha* mul ch recorded significantly lessdensity of grasses,

Table2: Effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on leaf chlorophyll content index (SPAD values) in maize

Leaf chlorophyll content index

Treatments 30DAS 40 DAS 60 DAS 90 DAS
Ludhiana  Gurdaspur Ludhiana Gurdaspur Ludhiana Gurdaspur Ludhiana  Gurdaspur
Straw mulch application
No mulch 21.39c 22.16¢ 24.82c 25.15¢ 32.59¢c 30.0c 35.37c 32.88c
PSM 6.25t ha 23.66b 24.23b 27.72b 28.11b 34.50b 32.03b 38.93b 36.54b
PSM 9.0t ha® 24.85a 25.33a 29.67a 30.06a 36.47a 34.09a 41.60a 39.38a
Weed control treatments
Atrazineat 1.0 kg ha 23.83a 24.72a 27.57b 27.91b 35.57b 33.15b 38.94b 36.73b
Atrazine at 0.8 kg ha* 22.85b 23.04b 26.22c 26.55c 33.36c 29.94c 35.30c 33.14c
Tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha'* 23.98a 24.73a 29.09a 29.38a 36.54a 34.67a 41.66a 39.95a
Tembotrione at 0.088 kg ha'* 23.63a 2451a 29.05a 29.43a 36.33a 34.74a 41.93a 39.83a
Weed free 24.34a 25.06a 29.04a 29.59 37.07a 34.71a 42.22a 39.73a
Unweeded check 21.18c 21.39c 23.44d 23.78d 28.26d 25.05d 31.74d 28.22d
In a column, means followed by same letter do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT
Table 3: Effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on total weed density in maize at 20 DAS
Weed density (number m?)
Treatments Ludhiana Gurdaspur
Grasses BLWs* Sedges Total Grasses BLWs* Sedges Total
Straw mulch application
No mulch 12.82(211)c  360(15)c  1237(191)c  18.06(417)c  443(23)c  427(24)c  1340(212)c  14.73(259)c
PSM 6.25t ha* 4.81(30)b 2.05(4)b 6.90(64)b 842(98)b  3.04(10b  274(9b  10.13(120)b 10.85(139)b
PSM 9.0t ha* 3.49(15)a 1.69(2)a 5.46(40)a 6.45(57)a 2.34(5)a 2.06(4)a 9.19(99)a  9.58(108)a
Weed control treatments
Atrazineat 1.0 kg ha 3.27(21)b 141(D)b 3.21(19)b 4.37(41)b 245(05)b  1.16(0.5b  10.62(116)b 10.87(122)b
Atrazine at 0.8 kg ha'* 7.00(58)c 1.99(4)c 9.13(92)c 11.61(154)c  2.80(7)c  1.94(4)c  1177(142)c 12.19(153)c
Tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha™* 10.29(144)d  3.45(12)d  12.04(160)d  16.28(316)d  4.36(20)d  4.57(23)d  14.02(201)d  15.36(244)d
Tembotrione at 0.088 kg ha* 10.34(144)d  3.40(11)d  12.03(160)d  16.28(315)d  4.52(22)d  4.58(22)d  13.98(200)d  15.37(244)d
Weed free 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a  1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a
Unweeded check 10.35(145)d  3.43(13)d  12.04(160)d  16.31(318)d  4.50(22)d  4.87(26)d  14.06(202)d  15.54(250)d

Data were subjected to square root transformation /x + 1. Original values are in parentheses
In a column, means followed by same letters do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT

BLWs*=Broad leaf weeds
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broadleaf weeds and sedges as compared to 6.25 t ha'
and no mulch treatments. Similarly, application of 6.25t
ha®mulch also resulted in significantly less density of
grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges as compared to no
mulch treatment. Highest density of grasses, broadl eaf
weeds and sedges was recorded in no mulch treatment.
Shah et al. (2014) also reported significantly lower
density of weeds under mulch treatmentsin comparison
to unweeded check.

Among herbicides, higher dose of atrazine
effectively controlled total weeds in comparison to
atrazine at lower dose and unweeded check, later two
alsodiffered significantly. However, thelowest total weed
density was observed under the weed free treatment.
Thus, the data indicated that application of atrazine at
1.0 kg hat effectively controlled the weed flora at 20
DASat both locations. Chopraand Angiras (2008) a so
reported that total weed density was significantly reduced
with pre-emergence application of atrazine as compared
to unweeded check.

Total density of grasses, broadleaf weeds and
sedges at 40 DAS:

The interaction was significant with respect to the
total density of grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges
(Table4 and 5). The data showed that application of 9.0
t ha® mulch resulted in significantly lower density of
grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges as compared to
6.25 t ha' mulch and no mulch treatments irrespective
to the herbicidetreatments. Similarly, application of 6.25
t ha*mulch al so recorded significantly lower density of
total weedsthan no mulch treatment at both thelocations.
Among the herbicide treatments, both at L udhiana and
Gurdaspur, lowest weed density was recorded under
weed free treatment and highest under unweeded check
as compared to all other weed control treatments,
irrespective to straw mulch treatments. Tembotrione at
both dosesrecorded statistically smilar but comparatively
lower density of grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges
as compared to atrazine at 1.0 kg ha*and atrazine at 0.8
kg ha'treatmentsirrespective of straw mulchtreatments.

Table4: Interactive effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on weed density at 40 DAS (L udhiana)

Weed density (number m?)
Treatments No G@ﬁ.zs PSM90  No PS?\/ll_\g.l;; PSM 9.0 No S;?/Ig 5% PSSO
mulch tha tha mulch t hat t hat mulch t ha' t ha

Atrazineat 1.0 kg ha* 8.14(65)f 441(19c 213(4)b 276(7)c  1.73(2)b 1.52(1)b 8.61(73)f 4.11(16)c  3.25(10)b

Atrazine at 0.8 kg ha 1050(109)g 5.71(32)d 254(6)b 4.31(18)d 243(5)c  1.993)b  13.48(18L)h  9.16(82)f  6.73(44)e

Tembotrioneat 0.110kgha®  5.13(26)c 2747b  10000)a 1.90(3b 1.61(2b  1.000)a  5.26(27)d 367(13)c  3.00(8)b

Tembotrioneat 0.088 kgha'  5.24(27)c 255(6)b  1.0000)a 1.99(3)b 1.61(2b  1.0000)a  5.35(28)d 372(13)c  2.75(7)b

Weed free 1.00(0)a 100(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(00)a  1.00(0)a  1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a

Unweeded check 1550(2400h  6.70(44)e 4.60(20)c 8.21(67)e 4.15(16)d 256(6)c  18.29(334)i 10.89(118)g 9.11(82)f

Data were subjected to square root transformation JIx+1. ori ginal values arein parentheses

Means followed by same letters do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT

BLWs*=Broad leaf weeds
Table5: Interactive effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on weed density at 40 DAS (Gurdaspur)

Weed density (number m?)
*
Treatments No Pglinaf% PSM90  No Ps?wL\e/s\.lgs PSM 9.0 No Pﬁ%ﬁS PSM 9.0
mulch t ha' t ha' mulch t ha' t hat mulch t ha' t ha'

Atrazineat 1.0 kg ha® 3219e 2.73(7)d  152(1)b 3.00@)d 146(1)b  1.46(1)b  1529(233)f  13.13(171)e  9.89(97)c
Atrazine at 0.8 kg ha'* 486(23)f 3.36(1l)e 2.24(4)c 3.60(12)e 2.14(4)c  152)b  15.91(253)f  13.60(184)e  10.36(107)c
Tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha* 190(3)c  152()b 1.00(0)a 1.903)b 1.46(Lb  1.000)a 11.59(133)d 10.29(105)c  7.37(53)b
Tembotrione at 0.088 kg ha 190(3)c 152(1)b 1.00(0)a 1.90(3)b 1.52(1)b 1.00(0)a 11.61(134)d  10.18(103)c 7.39(54)b
Weed free 1.0000)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.0000)a 1.00(0)a  1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a
Unweeded check 9.91(97)h 5.31(27)g 3.10(9)d 7.37(53)g 4.18(17)f  1.90(3)b  20.62(425h 17.65(311)g 13.43(179)e

Data were subjected to square root transformation +x+1. Original valuesare in parentheses
Means followed by same letters do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT

BLWs*=Broad leaf weeds
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Among the herbicide-mulch combinations, significantly
lower density of grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges
wasrecorded with the application of tembotrione at 0.088
kg ha!and tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha?! each in
combination with 9.0 t ha' mulch and both these
treatments were significantly better than all other
herbicide combinations. The datafurther reveal ed that
application of atrazine at lower dose in combination
with straw mulch at 9.0 t ha' recorded significantly
lower density of grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges
as obtained under atrazine at higher dose without
mulch. Application of 9.0 t ha' mulch without any
herbicidei.e. unweeded check resulted in significantly
lower density of total weeds as obtained under atrazine
at higher dose in combination with no mulch at both
thelocations.

Under no mulch treatments, atrazine at 1.0 kg
ha' was more effective in reducing the density of
grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges than atrazine at
0.8 kg ha*. Tembotrione at lower dose (0.088 kg ha
1) in combination with 6.25 t ha*mulch recorded
significantly lower density of total weeds than
tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha*without mulch, which
indicates the beneficial effects of mulch application.
Thus, the results showed that 20 per cent herbicide
dose both in atrazine and tembotrione can be reduced
with application of 9.0t hamulch for controlling total
weedsin maize. Pandey et al. (2002) reported that grass
weeds offered maximum competition for crop growth
and yield followed by broadleaf weeds and sedges.

Dry matter accumulation of weeds at 20 DAS:

At 20 DAS, the data on total dry matter
accumulation (DMA) of weeds recorded at both the
locations are presented in Table 6. The data showed
that straw mulch treatments caused significant reduction
in DMA of grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges as
compared to no mulch treatment. It was observed at
Ludhiana and Gurdaspur that application of 9.0 t ha?
mulch recorded significantly lowest weed DMA of
grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges as compared to
6.25t ha' and no mulch treatments. Similarly, application
of 6.25 t ha® mulch also recorded significantly lower
weed DMA of grasses, broadleaf weeds and sedges as
compared to no mulch treatment. Dutta et al. (2016)
reported that straw mulch application helped to reduce
the weed dry matter accumulation as compared to no
mulch treatment.

Total weed DMA was also significantly affected
by different weed control treatments at both the
locations. The data showed that lowest DMA of weeds
was recorded under weed free treatment. Among
herbicides, atrazine at higher dose (1.0 kg ha*) recorded
significantly lessDMA of grasses, broadleaf weeds and
sedgesin comparison to itslower dose (0.8 kg ha*) and
unweeded check at both the locations. Chopra and
Angiras (2008); Wol detsadik and Chinawong (2005) and
Salarzai (2001) also observed that weed DMA was
effectively suppressed with atrazine over control.
Similarly, atrazine at lower dose also recorded
significantly lessDMA of grasses, broadleaf weeds and

Table6: Effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on weed dry matter accumulation in maize at 20 DAS

Treatments Weed dry matter accumulation (g m?)
Ludhiana Gurdaspur
Grasses BLWs* Sedges Total Grasses BLWs* Sedges Total

Straw mulch application

No mulch 3.01(10)c 155(2c  4.08(19)c  5.06(31)c 1.98(3)c 151(2)c 5.46(33)c 5.81(38)c
PSM 6.25t ha* 140(1)b  1.21(05)b  2.43(6)b 2.66(8)b 1.66(2)b 1.27(0.7)b 4.49(22)b 4.72(25)b
PSM 9.0t ha'* 1.23(06)a 1.11(02)a 203(@)a  2.18(5)a 1.42(1)a 1.11(0.2)a 4.06(18)a 4.20(19)a
Weed control treatments

Atrazineat 1.0 kg ha 1.29(0.8)b 1.07(0.1)b  1.52(2)b 1.69(3)b 1.46(1)b 1.08(0.1)b 4.72(23)b 4.84(24)b
Atrazine at 0.8 kg ha* 1.70(2c  1.20(05c  2.89(8)c 3.24(11)c 1.76(2)c 1.15(0.3)c 5.21(27)c 5.44(30)c
Tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha* 2.43(7)d 149(1)d  3.88(16)d  4.61(24)d 1.91(3)d 1.53(1)d 5.70(32)d 6.04(36)d
Tembotrione at 0.088 kg ha* 2.44(7)d 149(1)d  3.88(16)d  4.61(24)d 1.90(3)d 1.55(2)d 5.71(32)d 6.06(37)d
Weed free 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a
Unweeded check 2.44(7d 150()d  3.92(16)d  4.64(24)d 2.09(4)d 1.57(2)d 5.67(32)d 6.09(38)d

Data were subjected to square root transformation +/x-+1. Original values are in Parentheses.

In a column, means followed by same letter do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT

BLWs*=Broad leaf weeds
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sedges as compared to unweeded check. More DMA
of weeds at 20 DAS under both doses of tembotrione
was attributed to the fact that these treatments were
applied after recording the weed data at 20 DAS.

Dry matter accumulation of weeds at 40 DAS:
Interaction between straw mulch and weed control
treatments was significant with respect to total DMA of
grasses, BLWs and sedges at 40 DAS at L udhiana and
Gurdaspur and are presented in Table 7 and 8. The data
showed that application of 9.0 t ha! mulch produced
significantly lower dry matter accumulation of grasses,
BLWs and sedges as compared to 6.25 t ha® and no
mulch treatments, irrespective of all the weed control
treatmentsat both thelocations. Similarly, application of
6.25t hatmulch also resultedinsignificantly lessDMA
of weeds in comparison to no mulch treatment. This
showed the beneficial effect of straw mulching in
controlling different weed floraand reducing the biomass
ascompared to no mulch treatment. Similar findingswere

reported by Dutta et al. (2016) on reduction of weed
dry matter accumulation with straw mulching.

In weed control treatments, maximum total weed
DMA of grasses, BLWs and sedges was recorded under
unweeeded check and minimum under weed free,
irrespective of straw mulch treatments. Barla et al.
(2016) a'so reported that weed free treatment recorded
significantly less dry matter accumulation of weeds as
compared to weedy check at 30 and 60 days after sowing
in maize crop. Among the herbicide treatments,
significantly lower total weed DMA of grasses, BLWs
and sedges was obtained under tembotrione at 0.088 kg
ha'! and tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha' as compared to
atrazine at 1.0 kg ha'and atrazine at 0.8 kg ha*
treatments, irrespective of straw mulch treatments. The
data showed that tembotrione at 0.088 kg ha' and
tembotrione at 0.110 kg ha? each in combination with
9.0 t hatmulch recorded significantly lower DMA of
total weeds as compared to all other herbicide
combinations. Tembotrione at lower dose (0.088 kg

Table7: Interactive effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on weed dry matter accumulation in maize at 40 DAS (Ludhiana)

Weed dry matter accumulation (g m?)

Treatments Grasses BLWs* Sedges

No PSM 6.25  PSM 9.0 No PSM 6.25 PSM 9.0 No PSM 6.25 PSM 9.0

mulch t ha' t ha mulch that t ha' mulch tha' t ha'

Atrazineat 1.0 kg ha 758(57)i  3.74(13)d  3.70(11)d 257(6)de 2.33(5)d  1.81(2Qbc  4.42(19)g  3.74(15)f  3.45(12)bc
Atrazine at 0.8 kg ha 10.04(100)j 5.13(25)g 3.80(15)d 4.15(17)f  2.66(6)e 203(3)dc  6.77(45)]  4.48(19)g  3.73(15)f
Tembotrioneat 0.110kgha® 453(20)ef  1.80(3)b  1.00(0)a 1.803)c  1.54(1)b 1.00(0)a  278(7)e  220(4)dc  1.66(1.8)b
Tembotrioneat 0.088 kgha®  4.76(22)fg  1.72(2)b 1.00(0)a 1.85(3)bc  1.53(2)b 1.00(0)a 2.92(8)e 220(4)dc  1.65(1.7)b
Weed free 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 100(0)a 1.0000)a  1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a
Unweeded check 1347(181)k  5.80(33)h  4.43(19)e 8.53(72)g  4.42(19)f 2.70(6)e 8.94(79)] 5.57(30)h  4.42(19)g

Data were subjected to square root transformation v/ x + 1. Original values are in parentheses

Means followed by same letter do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT

BLWs*=Broad leaf weeds

Table 8: Interactive effect of straw mulch and weed control treatments on weed dry matter accumulation in maize at 40 DAS (Gurdaspur)

Weed dry matter accumulation (g m?)

*
Treatments No grsﬁzs PSM 9.0 PsnE/gng.\g PSM 9.0 No Pséﬁggszs PSM 9.0
mulch tha' tha' mulch tha' tha' mulch tha' tha'
Atrazineat 1.0kg ha* 2.91(8)g 206(3)e 165(2)d 1.70(1.9)c 151(1.3)b  111(0.3)a 8.07(64)fg 6.57(44)e 4.82(23)c
Atrazine at 0.8kg ha* 376(13)h  255(6)f 216(4)e 2.1034)d 1.89(2.6)c  151(1.3)b  9.18(84)h  7.61(57)f 5.58(31)d
Tembotrioneat 0.110 kgha®  1.42(1)c  1.19(0.5)b 1.000)a 1.03(0.1)a 1.02(0.3)a 1.00(0)a 5.04(24)d  4.16(16)c  2.99(8)b
Tembotrioneat 0.088kgha®  1.42(1)c  1.18(0.5b 1.00(0)a 1.14(0.4)a 1.01(0.3)a 1.00(0)a 5.07(25)d  4.09(16)c  3.08(9)b
Weed free 1.000)a  1.00(00)a 1.0000)a 1.0000)a  1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.00(0)a 1.0000)a  1.00(0)a
Unweeded check 9.12(84)i  3.68(13)h 2.89(7)g 562(32)f 3.17(10)e 1.83(2)c 12.74(162)i 8.53(72)gh  6.60(43)e

Data were subjected to square root transformation +/x+1. Original values arein parentheses

Means followed by same letter do not vary significantly at 5% level by DMRT

BLWs*=Broad leaf weeds
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ha?) in combination with 6.25 t ha® mulch resulted in
significantly lower total weed DM A than tembotrione at
0.110 kg hatwithout mulch treatment, further tembotrione
at lower dose in combination with 9.0 t ha*mulchwas
more effective in reducing total DMA of weeds as
compared to tembotrione at 0.088 kg hatin combination
with 6.25 t ha*mulch. Tembotrione at lower dose in
combinationwith 6.25t hamulchresultedin statistically
similar DMA of grasses, BLWs and sedges as obtained
under tembotrione at higher dose (0.110 kg ha?) in
combination with 6.25 t ha’ mulch. Atrazine at lower
dose (0.8 kg ha') in combination with paddy straw mulch
at 6.25t ha? recorded comparatively lower total weed
DMA as obtained under atrazine at higher dose (1.0 kg
hat) without mulch. Abovefindingsindicated that straw
mulch application at 9.0 t ha helped to reduce 20 per
cent dose of tembotrione and atrazine in maize.

It may be concluded that apply tembotrione at 0.088
kg ha' at 20 DA Sin combination with mulch application
at 9.0t hafor controlling weedsin maize.
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