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Evaluation of wheat and barely cultivars tolerance to metribuzine application

Heydari, M. A A_ Chitband', A_ Abbasian] and E. Izadi®
“Weed Science MSC Students from the college of Agricultue . ferdowsi university of mashiba
college of Agriculture, ferdowsi uaiversity of mashhad

Abstract

In order to study the reaction of three barely and thitteen wheat cultivars to metribuzin, a factorial experiment was
conducted a5 a completely sandomized block, with three replications. Treatments included wheat (Back cross roshar,
Arvand, Babar, Sepaban, Garmsis, Gascosion, Sayonz, Bam gasmsiy, Ghods, Pishtaz, Chamran and Shoors 6), barely
(Macouyi, Karoon and Bahman) cultivars and metribuzin rates( 0, 250, 500, 1000, 1500, 2000 and 3000 g ba™ ),
Treatments applied at 3.4 leaf stage. Results showed that metribuzin had a significant effect (p<0.01) on all wheat and
barely cultivars. Barely cultivars were mote tolerant than wheat and among wheat cultivars; Arvand and Shoori 6
cultivars were most and less tolerance to metribuzin application.

Key word: Barely, Wheat, Meiribuzin.

o
I D i el el bt J S il e S el gy ST e b A e sl

s

5 3 1y o S 15 SRS e B o) 33 Sl s 8 e S S lae

3 e B g 1 R e 05 N e 3 (0) 30 S el ol Uy A

25 e e a1 S D10 4 T S el U 0)len o5 iy Sl b Y s e S e
ol il g i 0k e Sy S 2 il a5 e B 0l 53 3 255 g e T

i 35 33t S0 5 p lnle ST 55 ol 31 o o £ ) 3 05 a0 a2 e

3 s e o s ) 52 g o) e gl 1S e 2y ek
e S ol T ¢ 35U ¢
o g5 3 b g ) A ekt

5 5 i 6

(3T e 3> B 1 5 33 45l gl A el e

S 35 S SAlan Bl 413 6 30 M) a2

Herbicides Page 204



[image: image2.png]YYAR s e <011 A e Al (ot

5 e ol laile S5 Sy Jli 5 60 s g5 g e a5 ) o )

& 59533188
IS 50l el W S i S e s ol S e s S e b ST

8 4 o e ) o T e e

P g S

3oa ot s S 5 00 Tl e e g b e ) S B A S £ e 535S
oy im0 ¢ S 5o e (e et A8 Vet B (MO 0) s e AS e i e il

e 1w & o oy St £ P g T e S NS iy S o e i 25

e okt S L 05 ot S YL

5 s T AT gl g s Sl

IEWRC s 0,

(P 3 it 33 n g 5 B3 255 R ks () 053 SALE) G 4 ol sln sl g 0

D2 et R 3115 5 sl U o ¥ e S it

3l 3 esbie U el ol a3t 0T 4 42 bt

O dstne
d-c

f(x(b,e.d,e)) +m

0 dstas)

s ek s Ve el 4 A5 e ) 5 5 e s EDIO
5 o s iy o AL A e ) 5 e ik EDSO
255 o oS8 ) i S AT e ) e s EDOO
| S 5 el U1y b

s B e 6 Al e L 1O ¢ e

) e Ve s e e s S

5 5l b e (o S ol 13 S

S 8, S T ol e 3 gl s g ()18 3 e 5 EDOO,EDSO.EDI0

‘The 3+ Iranian Weed Science Congress, February 2010




[image: image3.png]e o 33 37 3 P

s

6 53 ol oiyaie Bl

- B - 5

o el S 5 et e YO Tl o et e 1 () 5 e e o

el

s B | el s el iy ol s S g i s e ey B A o 6
Sosn e P 5 oS 3 S T e e 0 e s ) S

S s e s ) ey dys kS g

[EESI™ R ot 33 e e S A

3 A e e S n 3 1 )l o S 3 ¢ AT K e s ol e e Gl )

(VNN )s 1 7 g o ] o

P it Bt 1l (s biugh 5t 35T o et =Y (S

Ll OAT Jle gyl 93 83yl
SR O e >
Jrsr e umoassuove s s .
i e o - S »

b e s £o10
e e s T s s e
st e rirsas e o o o0
s e ey P
ooy A s st v
e s MONT RO fam—— - .
- N T N »
o i e e o1
. e e o o £os0
roare v e pronse e Eos0

Herbicides Page 296



[image: image4.png]VAR b e 0111 5 A S MAl e lon e

5 i PN 53 igeCes 3 bl gz Joe By s D351y Sla el T S

e 8o st
e e s v
e e e .
erem sy e >
o am wens B
w5 s e Epso
Ay et e Epso

T s ] (5 0 S A e T e

4 b D oS B s B 5 C gla bl bl b 13 e I (Dl ) S e

1) ] 008 ] o5 3 5 2 il A g 1 g

e i i) S 2 s o 0 s

S5l b e o i s e e i 5 G
5 e ) o 352 e a3 EDOO , EDS0 EDIO sbe b 1 5 e 5,16 4 ot ol
T ol e s ol 18 F) ) e 5 b EDIO it o o A T e e
Ul LEDIO iy i ) oS 05 s oty o 5 22 EDI0 Gl o ) sy Sl s e 0 4

T

¢ e (F) 35 4 3 B 31 o 53151 ey i e B! o) 53 e 1Y ) 5
o K2 4

e S Gy nize

G sy e T R e 33 AT el 855 e sl 5 e e

e il s o B S S 2 ENY 5 ke i 5 Y e 3 Sl 4 i Ly 2

o b sy 5l Gy e oS ST 4 S el il 50 g 0 ) s T )
) g3 RS g s 1 S sl 5 ke

| 15 i ot e 53 A 3 PG 0 0 25T e o S e e B

A o e g i)y

Sl 53 352 i e oy o o U5

P T AR e sl el e e o e 5 e i 0 5

2 o) e 2 it By e 3 0 i e e

e
o WP g s o 35 il & e gl WA L 55 )

G W ey DA 55 035 e S el L5 > it A5 o S et RS ¢ ¢

SR

e D) 0 gl ol b e

Dhsmuzss .S, and Nickeben D. . 2006, Metrbusin tolernce of EGA egle rock whest Fifeen Austalian Weds Confeence: 355,355

4 Gaweak, S ., Hadashe, L C., and Stk . C. 1986, Metbuin sbsrpticn and anlocaion i fwo bley (Hordeves ulgare) clivre
Weed S 34 91495

Kleemsamn §. G. L. 224 G. S, Gll 2007 Differentia tleance n whest (Tstcrmn

Agricnurs Resechs 56452456

6 Shaw D R md M. T Wesley 1991, Whest (Tricum sesivam) eulivar toleance and i reyegass (Loliom o) contol wih
icloop, BAY SMY 150 and etz Weed Sei. 5 4: 776781

cum L) genotypes to mesibuzin, Ausalin Jowal of

‘The 3 Iranian Weed Science Congress, February 2010 Page 207





