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Abstract: Field experiment on effect of different weed management practices in machine transplanted rice (Oryza
sativa L.) was conducted at ARS, Gangavathi, University of Agricultural Sciences, Raichur, Karnataka during kharif,
2012 and 2013 under irrigated condition in clay soil. Pooled mean indicated that, application of butachlor 50 EC fb
passing of power operated low land rice weeder twice at 20 and 30 DAT with hand weeding in intra row space re-
corded significantly lower grassy weed population and dry weight at 40, 60 DAT and at harvest (1.98, 2.47, 2.97/
0.25 m? and 1.00, 1.20, 1.47 g /0.25 m?, respectively), sedge weed population and dry weight (2.61, 3.21, 3.52 /
0.25 m?® and 1.19, 1.48, 1.71 g /0.25 m?, respectively) and broad leaved weed population and dry weight (1.68,
2.10, 252 /0.25 m? and 0.91, 1.06, 1.28 g /0.25 m?, respectively). Significantly higher WCE (87.53%), lower weed
index (3.11 %), grain and straw yield (5160 and 6482 kg ha™, respectively), gross and net returns (Rs. 92,212 and
50,410 ha™, respectively), and B:C of 2.22 over unweeded check. Hence, application of butachlor 50 EC fb pass-
ing of power operated low land rice weeder at 20 and 30 DAT with hand weeding in intra row space was found to be
the best weed control method as it recorded higher B:C. Present conventional manual weeding is which is not ad-
vantageous as it is costlier, time consuming and labour may trample and damage rice seedlings. Mechanical weeder
and sequential application can overcome the same.
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INTRODUCTION (Mallikarjun et al., 2014). Various Universities in India

showed that by using manually operated cono weeder
reduced drudgery due to less time taken (50-550¥) ¢
ared to hand weeding. The use of equipment also re

Rice Oryza sativa L.) is cultivated in command areas of
Cauvery basin in South, Tungabhadra and Upper Kaish

commands in North where manual transplanting is theg e in saving of cost of operation by 45 pertcen
major method of planting. In Northern Karnataka tba _Farmers are of the opinion that cono weeder operaii

in Hyderabad_ ) Karnataka_region, ma_jor paddy asea ' standing position of operator allowed weeding witho
C(_)ncentrated n Koppa!, Rglchur, Yadg|r_ and Bellzh_sf fatigue (Dixit and Khan, 2009). Paskaal. (2012) re-
tricts. The area under rice in Karnataka is 1. 3%amwvith ported that weed density and weed dry matter aieflo

an a“”‘ﬂ?' production of 3. 76 million tonnes anth\ai ing stage were significantly lower under integratezed
productivity of 2828 kg per ha (Anonymous, 2014). management practice of butachlor @ 1.5 kg doan-

Rapid deprivation of available nutrients leads dstér i 1o Wwith cono weeding thrice at 15 days inteaad
growth of we_eds than the rice crop. Hence, weekma g weeding at 20 and 40 days after planting.pree
agement during the early period of rice is ondefrhost sent investigation was carried out to study thedwesn-
critical factors for successful production of rié&resent trol efficiency and weed index as influenced by avee

conventional method of manual weeding is effective j,5n30ement practices in machine transplanted rice
method of weed control. However, it is not advaptag (OryzasativaL))

as it is costlier, time consuming. Manually it ifficult to
differentiate and remove the grassy weeds. In such MATERIALS AND METHODS
situation, the chemical weed control becomes amnait
tive method for weed control. Preferably, the agpion

of pre-emergent chemical herbicide is a vital foolef-
fective and cost efficient weed control in rice,iethen-
counters weed competition from the day of germibmati
Adjusting the time of application, reducing the elo$ the
herbicide or use of herbicides in sequence canawvepr
selectivity and adequate weed control in trans

A field experiment was conducted at Agricultural-Re
search Station, Gangavathi, University of Agrictatu
Sciences, Raichur, Karnataka, durkigrif, 2012 and
2013. The experiment was laid in strip-plot design.
The soil of the experimental site was medium deep
black clay with soil reaction (8.2), electrical cluetiv-

ity (2.1) determined following the procedure given
Jackson (1973), available N (247.2 kghh&ubbaiah and
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Asija (1956), available s(50.2 kg hd) Olsenet al.
(1954) and available 40(357.6 kg hd) Jackson (1973)
at surface 0-20 cm soil depth.

Agricultural Research Station, Gangavathi is sitiah
the Northen Dry Zone of Karnataka betweef18540"
North latitude and 7631 40" East longitude at an alti-
tude of 419 m above mean sea level and represants i
gated transplanted rice belt of Tungabhadra command
area. The experiment consisted twelve differentdwee
management practices viz., pre- emergent applicati
butachlor 50 EC fb hand weeding at 30 DAT)(Ben-
sulfuron methyl 0.6% + Pretilachlor 6% fb hand wegd
at 30 DAT (T), Butachlor 50 EC fb 2, 4-D Sodium salt
80 WP at 25 DAT (3), Butachlor 50 EC fb Bispyriback
sodium 10 SC at 25 DAT £, Bensulfuron methyl 0.6%
+ Pretilachlor 6% fb 2, 4 - D fb Sodium salt 80 \MR25
DAT (Ts), Bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + Pretilachlor 6% fb
Bispyriback sodium 10 SC 25 DAT {JT Butachlor 50
EC fb power operated low land rice weeder twic20at
and 30 DAT with hand weeding in intra row space,(T
passing of power operated low land rice weed&0 &nd

30 DAT with hand weeding in intra row spaceg)(pass-
ing of Conoweeder twice at 10 and 20 DAT fb hand
weeding at 30 DAT (J) and two hand weedings at 20
and 40 days after transplantingdjTwere compared with
unweeded control ¢I) and weed free check {J. The
land was prepared using tractor drawn cultivataceyv
followed by puddling twice with disc puddler anddily
leveled using tractor drawn spike tooth harrow kept
ready for planting. Weed control treatments were im
posed as per the combination of pre, post emehgebt-
cides and use of weeders, time and dosage of #raich
cals. From the day of transplanting upto 10 dayira
film of water was maintained and thereafter 5 camct
ing water was maintained upto 10 days before hanges
Water was drained during fertilizer application apday-
ing of weedicides and chemicals. Recommended dose o
fertilizers (150:75:75 and 20 N:;®s: KO and ZnSQ
kg/ha) were applied as per the recommendationiamed t
The weed count of different weeds from 0.25 squeéem
area was recorded at 20 days interval and thewekeds
after washing in water were sun dried and then oviexl

at 65°C and the dry weight of weeds were recorded and
expressed in grams. Both grain and straw were sed d
for a week and dry weights were recorded. For cadimgpu
the cost of cultivation, different variable costiteins was
considered. The cost includes expenditure on sétls,
izer, weedicides, irrigation, plant protection clieafs,
hiring charges of transplanter, conoweeder, lowd lan
power operated paddy weeder, fuel cost and labour
charges prevailed in market during 2012 and 2013.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Weed population: Different weed control treatments
had significant influence on weed population attladi
growth stages. The study indicated that the highes
weed density was rerded in unweeded control (44.15,

1948

Table 1. Total weed population as influenced by weed corteatments in machine transplanted rice at diffegeowth stages.

Total weed population (No. /0.25 §)

At harvest

60 DAT
2013

40 DAT

20 DAT

Treatments

Pooled

2013
7.64 (57.86)

2012

Pooled

2012
7.08 (49.62)
(6.80 (45.76)
6.68 (44.16)

Pooled

2013
6.44 (40.98)

6.17 (37.59)
6.03 (35.88)

2012

Pooled
3.11(9.17)

2013

2012
3.08 (9.00)
2.80 (7.32)
3.13 (9.29)
3.20(9.77)
2.63 (6.41)
2.49 (5.70)
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7.12 (50.20)
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7.16 (50.78)
6.89 (46.92)
6.75 (45.1)

6.38(40.15) 6.4152).
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3.149.34)
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1947-1952 (2016)

7.56 (56.65)
7.45 (55.04)

7.60 (57.26)
7.49 (55.65)

6.10 (36.76)
5.96 (35.05)

2.867.69)  (2.83(7.51)
3.14 (9.39)

T2

Ts

T54L42)
7.25 (52.01)

6.20 (37.92)

6.72 (44.63)

.58442.79)
5.63 (31.15)

63M47)
5.81 (33.21)

3.169.49)
3.27 (10.19)

7.29 (5p.61

7.33 (53.21)
6.29 (39.08)

6.62 (43.37)

6.54 (42.21)
5.57 (30.58)

q33L62)

5.77 (32.79)

3.24 (9.98)

628.%)
5.77 (32.84)
5.15 (26.04)

5.68 (BL.7
5.07 (25.17)

4.65 (21.10)

4.60 (20.68)4.69 (21.51)

4.18 (16.95)
3.49 (11.65)
5.1726.18)

2.66 (6.60)

2.535.89)

2.70 (6.78)
2.566.07)

Ts

5.72 (32.24) 5.83 (33.44)
5.10 (25.46) 5.21 (26.62)

6.74 (44.91)
6.51 (41.91)

5.01 (24.61)

4.46 (19.36)
6.23 (38.26)
5.95 (34.93)

42504)
39418.78)

4.23 (17.37)

3.54 (12.07)
5.19 (26.43)
4.96 (24.11)

4.28 (17.78)

3.60 (12.48)
5.21 (26.68)
5.00 (24.52)

4.52 (19.94)
26638.67)

3.30(10.42)

3.380.6)
3.81 (14.03)

3.4511.37)

10.23)
13.66)
11.00)
12.37)
43.96)

0.00 (0.71)

=

3.28

T7

6.76 (45.22 6.75 (45.07)
6.61 (43.17) 6.56 (42.54)

.06749.3)
10.9 (19.40)

6.19 (37.84)
5.90 (34.35)

3.718.85)

3.4711.19)

=

3.76
3.39
3.59
6.67

Ts

008935.51)
6.35 (39.85)

4.9223.69)

7.03 (48.93)

7.00 (48.55)

10.91 438

0.00 (0.71)

6.31 (39.29)

qZET2)
4%009.02)

5.41 (28.82)
9.35 (86.91)

0.00 (0.71)

5.45 (29.23)
9.44 (88.57)

000(0.71)

5.38 (28.4)
9.26 (85.27)

3.612.56)

3.64 (12.74)
6.70 (44.33)

10.9 (118.92)

10.45 108.61)

10.42 (108.18)

6.684.15)

NN

Te

TlO

Tu

0.00 (0.71)

0.00 (0.71)

q@mo1)

0.00 (0.71)

0.00 (0.71)

0.00 (0.71)
0.25

0.00 (0.71)

0.00 (0.71)

Tiz
S.Em.x

C.D.(P
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0.21

0.10 0.11 0.24 0.23 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.22
0.70 90.5
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0.11

0.65

0.63

0.63

0.60

0.60

0.69

0.72

0.33

=0.05)




cT'L 8T'L 60°L v0'L 'L 9¢€ €0’ 81’9 e€r'9 659 16'S ¢L'9 GS'9 (s0'0=d) ‘a0

(444 vv'e e 6€°C 0S¢ 6€°C 0ce €T'¢ vee T0¢C 8¢'¢ €ee FWw3I's
00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T @000 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T 00°00T a0
000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 Rl
LTTL ceTL €0'TL G/S6° 9¢'S. G9'9. 1618 G508 81°¢8 09'T. 8C'T.L ¢8'1L oL
5099 22’99 88'G9 69¢6° ¥S'69 6¢°0L Te¢'8L 96°L. o'8L 00'v. 65°€L or'v. L
829 €0°€9 §9°¢9 990¢” ¥6°59 G9'99 €T'GL VL. ¢S'SL 25’89 81'89 9589 L
€¢'LL S€'LL cr'LL T80¢" 98°08 €.18 €6°/8 [AWAS} v6°L8 €6°6. v9'GL EV'S.L ‘L
9¢'09 9¥'09 S0°09 €98¢ 16°29 ¥9'€9 06'cL 1S7¢. ceel 99'98 02’98 T1°/8 °L
G299 L¥'95 ¢0'99 T936° €8'T9 129 S€°0L 16'69 8.°0L (A1 L9'v8 1S'G8 5L
1S°€S 18°€S ve'es 8G¢8’ 1S°89 €169 65°G9 €V'S9 9/°59 8508 85°08 8508 "L
66°09 ve'1s v.'0S LSTO° 08'99 €2'LS LV'€9 92¢'€9 89°€9 c9'8. 9€'8L 18'8. €L
[A%6)% 8E'6Y 98'8y SS6¢ 0¢'SS 8€'9S €L'T19 vv'19 ¢0'29 ¢Le8 2c9'¢8 ¢8'¢8 ‘L
18'8¥ 106 ¥S'8Y 190/, V1S 1615 61°85 1815 15°89 6692 LT'1L 08'9/2 'L
pajood €10¢ ¢10¢ pajood €10¢ ¢10¢ pajood €10¢ ¢10¢ pajood €10¢ ¢10¢
1saney Iy 1va 09 1lvaovy 1lvaoc jusuwiesl]

(%) Aoualoiys |011U0D paapn

"Sluswieal) |0JpEEM AqQ pasuanpul se sabels yimolb Juaiayip Je @aiue|dsuel) aulydew Ul AQUaId1YS [0JIU0D PadAN'E B|qeL

‘Bunuejdsuel; Jaye sheq — LsameA [euiblio aredlpul sasayiuated ul sainbi

1949

Halepyati./Appl. & Nat. Sci. 8 (4): 1947-1952 (2016)

€€°0 00€ 120 9z'0 ¥2'0 ¥2'0 120 920 G20 1T0 8T°0 LT°0 (50°0=d) ‘a0
110 00T 60°0 60°0 800 80°0 60°0 60°0 80°0 90°0 90°0 90°0 Fw3s
% (T2°0) 000 (t2°0) 000 (T2°0) 000 (Towb (12°0) 00°0 (T2°0) 000 (T2°0) 000 (12°0000°  (T£°0) 000 (t2°0) 000 (T2°0) 000 (12°0) 000 ay
< (svezy (9g6°22) 087 (eeza) 8Ly (ov'LT) €T (05257484 (og'21) 1TV (zTvT) 28°€ (6z'v1) 58’ S6'€T) 08'E (s89) 252 (z89) 25 (z89) 152 it
- L&TzE (92°6) 0Z'€ (zg'6) TZE (299) L9 89'9)89¢C (55'9) 992 (6T%) 912 (oev) 6T (LOW PTC (99'7) L¥'T (89°T) 87T r9T) 9r'T Ty
& 090 (99'8) €0°€ (ve'8) L6'C (L8'9) 25  6R®PST (L2°9) 052 (T5°€) 002 (19e) €0z 7€) 86T (2sT) 2r'tT (SsT) ev'T 6Y'T) IPT 61
Mﬁmo.mvmo.m (te)tTE (z6'8) L0°€ (6€9) 29z (6V9) 92 (62°9) 192 (eg€) 802 (z6'€) otz (€L°€) 902 (r8'T) €S'T (e8'T) ST (€8'T)eST 81
wmm.@mm.m (geg) eve (TT°9) L€72 (9z°€) ¥6'T (S€€) 96T (oTe) 16T (927T) 05T (¥8T)€ST (89T)8Y'T (er'T)6ET (ev'T)6ET (er'T) 6ET 4
Z  $%997C (129) 692 (9 v9z wTv)sTe TRLiTe (vov)ere (esvLT (192)9L1T wwdtLT (820 €TT (18°0) ¥T'T (szo)ert o1
m sz (s8'2) 68°C (z9°2) s8¢ (9z9)6ec  eRIVC (19 L€ (80°€) 68T (sTe)T6T 00€) 28T (£8°0) LTT (06'0) 8T'T (¥8'0) 9T'T S
x (Eege (99°01) vE'E (zvot) 0€'E rdie zlele (Lo sre (98'v) 1€ (v6'v)eee LK) 0ET (GeT)9eT (re1) 9eT (Ge'T) 9eT vl
18dove (STTD TP°E (00°TT) 6€°€ (8v'2) 28z (952) v8'C (ov'2) 182 (9T°9) 882 (gzs) o'z (90°9) 92 (Craank4as (LzT)eeT (ezT)2eT £l
(Eyave (ov'TT) 9V'E (ev'TT) Sve (8L2)88c v84)68¢C (zr1) 182 (ov'g) eve (tg9) sv'z (62°9) Tve (tom ezt (zom ezt (00T 22T N
(rS'TT) Lv'E (6S°TT) 87'€ (6¥'TT) 9v°E ﬁmwv (05'8) 00°€ (1€°8) L6'C (06'9) €52 (zo09)ssz 8L%) 15C (zzT)1ET (ezT)TET (0z'1T)0E'T L
pajood €702 2102 pajood €102 2102 pajood €702 2102 pajood €102 2102
1sanley 1y 1va 09 1vd o 1va oz Sjuswieal

(zw gz'0/ b) spaam jo ybram Aip [elo |

‘safels yimolB JyguIP S1usLWIIea) [01U0D PaaMm Ag paduan|jul Se pajue|dsue] sulyoew Ul spaam Jo 1yblam AIp [e1o0] ‘Z ajgel



Table 4.Grain yield, straw yield, harvest index and weedkeof rice as influenced by weed control treatmémimachine transplanted rice.

Straw vield (kg ha') Harvest index Weed index (%)
2013 Pooled 2012 2013 Pooled 2012 2013 Pooled 2012 2013 Pooled

Grain vield (kg ha™)

2012

Treatment

R. B. Negalur and A. S. Halepyati./Appl. & Nat. ci. 8 (4): 1947-1952 (2016)

=0.05)

C.D. (P

86.91, 108.61 and 118.92 at 20, 40, 60 DAT and at
harvest, respectively) and lowest with weed freeckh
(0.71, 0.71, 0.71 and 0.71/ 0.25 &t 20, 40, 60 DAT
and at harvest). The total weed population differed
significantly due to different weed control treatite

at all the growth stages (Table 1). The study iaieid
that the highest weed density was recorded in un-
weeded control (44.15, 86.91, 108.61 and 118.2Dat
40, 60 DAT and at harvest, respectively) and lowest
with weed free check (0.71, 0.71, 0.71 and 0.725 0.
m? at 20, 40, 60 DAT and at harvest). The effectref p

- emergent herbicides was very effective at eadyges
and among the different weed control practicesCat 2
DAT, application of bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + preti
lachlor 6% fbbispyribacsodium 10 SC was very effec-
tive in controlling all types of weeds (2.53/ 0.28)
over unweeded control (6.68/ 0.2%)rthus indicating
the efficacy of the bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + preti
lachlor 6%. Herbicide application in sequence was
found to be better than single application of hedgs
and in combination with weeders. These resultsrare
conformity with findings of Sanjoy Saha (2005) The
reduction in the weed population and weed dry weigh
in these treatments was mainly due to effectivarobn

of weeds at all stages of crop growth period, Seinil
al. (2010) who reported that reduced weed dry weight
in these treatments was mainly due to effectiverobn

of all monocaots, dicots and sedges at early stagds
as a consequence recorded lower total weed populati
at all growth stages., Bhanu Rekétaal. (2004) and
Srivastaveet al. (2008) and Application of bensulfu-
rom-methyl and triasulfuron at lower doses was tbun
most effective on sedges and broad-leaved weeds tha
grasses and constituted higher composition ofsgras
weeds than butachlor and pretilachlor at higheedos
This was owing to the fact that low dose herbicides
when applied remained unaffected on grasses due to
short life period of these herbicides as grassydaee
emerged at later stages. The gresddectivity and high
bio-efficacy of weedicides in controlling weedighout
causing phytotoxicity on rice plant was reportgdsiva-

pan Kumar Maity and Mukherjee (2009)

However, from 40 DAT onwards the total weed den-
sity recorded with the application of butachlor 5G

fb passing of power operated low land rice weeder
twice at 20 and 30 DAT with handeeding in intra
row space (3.54, 4.46 and 5.15 at 40, 60 DAT and a
harvest, respectively) was lower and it was folldwe
by application of bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + preti-
lachlor 6% fb bispyribac sodium 10 SC (4.23, 5.01
and 5.77 at 40, 60 DAT and at harvest, respecfively
and bensulfuron methyl 0 .6% + pretilachlor 6% th

4 - D sodium salt 80 WP (4.65, 5.63 and 6.24 at 40
60 DAT and at harvest, respectively) over unweeded
check (9.35, 10.45 and 10.93 at 40, 60 DAT and at
harvest, respectively) indicating weed controllaf-
ciency of herbicides when applied in sequence. I8imi

1950
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results were also reported by Yadaal. (2009), indi- the weed control efficiency and oppositely related
cating Bispyribac @ 25 g/ha applied at 15 or 25IDA the weed index. Weed free check recorded maximum
was adjudged the most suitable herbicidal treatmenand unweeded control showed the minimum weed con-
resulting in 174-199% and 37-41% increase in e ri trol efficiency at all the growth stages (Table 3).
grain yield over weedy check during 2006 and 2007,Pooled data states that application of bensulfuron
respectively , without causing any  phyto-toxiain methyl 0.6% + pretilachlor 6% fb bispyribac sodium
rice. 10 SC recorded higher weed control efficiency
Weed dry weight: The dry weight of weeds also var- (86.66%) at 20 DAT, whereas application of butachlo
ied significantly because of various weed managémen50 EC fb passing of power operated low land rice
practices at all the growth stages (Table 2). Deebt  weeder twice at 20 and 30 DATwith hameeding in

dry weight of weeds was noticed with the applicatio intra row space showed higher weed control efficyen

of bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + pretilachlor 6% fb-bis (87.53, 81.30 and 77.23%, respectively at 40, 80 D
pyribac sodium 10 SC (1.13 / 0.2%)mas against 2.52/ and at harvest, respectively) highlighting the corat
0.25 nfin unweeded control at 20 DAT and the lowest effect of weedicides, power operated weeder and han
with weed free check (0.71/ 0.25)mThe findings are ~ weeding in intra row spaces. Sequential applicatibn

in conformity with Srivastavat al. (2008) who attrib-  bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + pretilachlor 6% fb bispyr
uted reason to broad spectrum properties exhilliyed bac sodium 10 SC was the next best treatment re-
this herbicide.and Sundt al. (2010). This was mainly cording higher weed control efficiency indicatirttat

due to better control of weeds’ growth even upto ha the effect of sequential application of bispyribse
vest resulting in lower dry weight of weeds. dium as post emergent helped in maintaining higher
Among the different combinations of herbicides and weed control efficiency till the harvest.

weeders, application of butachlor 50 EC fb passihg Weed index: Weed index is the measure of yield re-
power operated low land rice weeder twice at 20 andduction due to weed competition. The unweeded check
30 DAT with handweeding in intra row space re- recorded the highest weed index (40.19%) due to se-
corded lower dry weight of weeds (1.39 g/ 0.25an  vere crop weed competition and the lowest weedxinde
20 DAT) over unweeded check (2.52 g/ 0.25).m was observed with weed free check (0.00%). Among
These results are in line with Yadehal. (2009), Sunil  the different weed management treatments the lower
et al. (2010) and Pasha al. (2012) who reported inte- weed index values were noticed with the applicatibn
gration of weed management practice helps in bettebutachlor 50 EC fb passing of power operated lowd la
control of weed growth, there by less competition f rice weeder twice at 20 and 30 DAT with hawded-
resources which leads to good crop growth and yieldng in intra row space (3.11%) which was found & b
attributes than the single weed management practice on par with the application bensulfuron methyl%.6
The similar trend as that of weed count was folldwe + pretilachlor 6% fb bispyribac sodium 10 SC (3.76%
with total dry weight of weeds. Herbicide applioat  and bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + pretilachlor 6% fl# 2,

in sequence was found to be better than singleécppl -D sodium salt 80 WP (7.35%) indicating the effi-
tion of herbicides and in combination with weeders. ciency of these herbicides in sequence and combina-
Application of butachlor 50 EC fb passing of power tion of weeders and hand weeding. Similar reports
operated low land rice weeder twice at 20 and 30 DA were also made by Satyanarayahal. (1997), Swa-
with handweeding in intra row space recorded lower pan Kumar Maity and Mukherjee (2009) where in the
total dry weight of weeds (1.50, 1.94 and 2.39.50 highest value of weed control efficiency and lowest
m?, respectively) compared to unweeded control (3.82yvalue of weed index were recorded with the butach
4.23 and 4.79 g / 0.257respectively). The next best + brown manuring treatment reflecting its seléttiv
treatments with respect to total dry weight of weed and higher bio-efficacy in controlling weeds withou
were application of bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + preti causing any phytotoxicity on rice plant.

lachlor 6% fb bispyribac sodium 10 SC (1.74, 2.88 a  Yield: Significantly higher grain yield (5160 kg fa
2.66 at 40, 60 DAT and at harvest, respectively) an and straw yield (6482 kg Haover unweeded control
bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + pretilachlor 6% fb 2, ® -  were recorded with the application of butachlorEsD
sodium salt 80 WP (1.89, 2.39 and 2.87 at 40, 60 DA fb passing of power operated low land rice weeder
and at harvest, respectively). Similar results were twice at 20 and 30 DAT with handeeding in intra
ported by Bhanu Rekhet al. (2004), Waliaet al. row space, but was found to be on par with apptioat
(2008), Bajpai and Singh (1992), Maity and Mukher- of bensulfuron methyl 0.6% + pretilachlor 6% fls-bi
jee (2009) who reported thsglectivity and higher bio  pyriback sodium 10 SC and bensulfuron methyl 0.6%
-efficacy of bothbensulfuron methyl 0.6% + preti- + pretilachlor 6% fb 2, 4 - D sodium salt 80 WP
lachlor 6% and bispyribac sodium 10 SCcontrol- (Table 4). This work is in conformity with the woof

ling weeds without causing phytotoxicity on riceupt. Bhatet al. (2008) and Sunit al. (2010) who recorded
Weed control efficiency: The crop performance in such increased dry matter production in rice grown
terms of growth and yield has direct relationshithw under wet land condition and attributed the differes
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due to better growth of plants on account of reduce (2008). Efficiency of different herbicides on gréwand
weed competition at critical crop growth stagesute yield of direct wet seeded rice sown through drum
ing in increased availability of nutrients, spaceda _ _SeederCropRes, 36(1, 2 & 3): 33-36

light. Similar results were also reported by Satfaya- ~ DXit. A- and Khan, J. N. (2009). Improved costeetive
yanaet al. (1997), Behera and Jena (1998) and Walia implements for small rice farmersAgricultural

- . . Mechanization in Asia, Africa and Latin America, 40
et al. (2008). Who attributed increased yield on ac- @): 30_'35| ! ! ! !

count of higher yield components like productiile t  jackson, M.L. (1973).Soil Chemical Analysis, (Ed.).

ers per hill, panicle length, weight of panicleefi Prentice-Hall of India, Pvt. Ltd., New Delhi, pp21-
spikelets per panicle and lower sterility per cant 125

1000-grain weight. Mallikarjun, A.S., Channabasavanna, Sudheendrabauns
As it is a new avenue for weed management espgciall ~ and Shrinivas, C.S. (2014). Effect of herbicidesveed

in machine transplanted rice, the study was ainted a _Cl_cr’]”tg," and gi(e;;j ggl""gé%eeded ricerza sativa L.).

; : e Bioscan, : 581-

it ppcach and al e e At R e, 5 a e 04
found effective in th P d ? (1954). Estimation of available phosphorous inssby
ound e e9t'Ve in the present study also. Howeveery extraction with sodium bicarbonate. United States
rare experiments on paddy weeder (Low land power op Departments of Agriculture Circular, p.939

erated paddy weeder) alone or in combination withpasha, L.M., Krishna, L., Bhadru, D. and Naik, R.B.M.

Weedicides were conducted by other researchertheln (2012). Comparative performance of different weed
present study combination of pre-emergrnt herbieiold management practices in system of rice intensifinat
weeder was found to most effective in controllinggas. Madras Agric. J., 99(7-9):473-475

Sanjoy Saha. (2005). Evaluation of some new hetbici
Conclusion formulations alone or in tank mixture in transpaht

A .. rice. Indian J. Weed i, 37(1 & 2): 125-128
The study thus indicated that, the treatment réogiv Sathyanarayana, V., Latchanna, A. and Varaprasad, P

pre emergent herbicide butachlor 50 EC @ 2.5 Iit ha (1997). Weed management in direct seeded upland

fb passing of power operated low land rice weediret paddy.Ann. Agric. Res., 18(3): 385-387

at 20 and 30 DAT with hand weeding in intra rowcgpa Srivastava, V.K., Krishan Mohan, T., Singh, R.P. &igh,
was found to be most effective and economical eviis R.N. (2008). Bio-efficacy of sulfonylurea herbicidies
denced by recording significantly lower weed papul transplanted ricQryza sativa L.). Indian J. Weed Sci.,
tion, weed dry weight, weed index (3.11 %), higiveed 40 (3&4):193-195

Subbaiah, B.V. and Asija, G.L. (1956). Rapid procedior

control efficiency at 40 DAT (87.53), grain andasir determination of available nitrogen in soilSurrent.

yield (5160 and 6482 kg Harespectively).

i, 31: 196
Sunil, C.M., Shekara, B.G., Kalyanamurthy, K.N. and
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