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Table 2. Analysis of variance for EWRC rating scale used to
herbicides effects on water hyacinth control at Morghak

source of variation df MS
blocks 2 20.375"
treatments 7 843.565™
error 14 84.279
CV (%) 12

" and ™: Not-significant and significant at 1 % probability level, respectively.
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Table 3. Mean comparison of EWRC rating scale used to herbicides effects on water hyacinth
control, 30 days after herbicides application at Morghak.

Treatments Control (%)
Glyphosate 2 L.ha* (twice application) 61.7c
Glyphosate 3 L.ha! (twice application) 97.0a
Glyphosate 2 L.hat +dasher adjuvant (0.5%) (twice application) 55.0c
Glyphosate 3 L.ha't +dasher adjuvant (0.5%) (twice application) 80.0b
Glyphosate 2 L.ha* +Ammonium sulfate adjuvant (2%) (twice application) 78.3b
Glyphosate 3 L.ha* +Ammonium sulfate adjuvant (2%) (twice application) 97.7 a
Glufosinate-ammonium 2.5 L.ha? 583¢c
Glufosinate-ammonium 5 L.ha™* 85.0 ab

Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significant by Duncan’s Multiple Range Test at 1%

probability level.

All treatments had twice application with one week interval except of Glufosinate-ammonium
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Table 4. Analysis of variance for EWRC rating scale used to herbicides effects on water hyacinth

control, wet and dry weight reduction percentage of water hyacinth in comparison to no herbicide
application treatment, 30 days after herbicides application in mesocosm.

- Rating scale Wet weight Dry weight
Source of variation df (% co?]trol) reductio% (%) redyuctiogn (%)
blocks 2 79.0m™ 2.901m™ 249.47m
treatments 6 1314.49™ 3.624" 237.70"
error 12 104.6 1.092 73.32
CV (%) 14.3 18.4 15.2

ns *and **: Not-significant and significant at 5 and 1 % probability level, respectively.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of EWRC rating scale used to herbicides effects on water hyacinth control and

wet and dry weight reduction percentage of water hyacinth in comparison to no herbicide application
treatment, 30 days after herbicides application in mesocosm.

Rating scale Wet weight Dry weight

Treatments (% cogntrol) reductiong(%) redu)::tiong(%)
Glyphosate 3 L.ha* (twice application) 98.0a 55.8 a 64.4a
Glyp_hos_ate 3 L.hat +Ammonium sulfate adjuvant (2%) (twice 9832 477 ab 5882
application)

Glufosinate-ammonium 5 L.ha™* 79.3 ab 29.7 a-C 54.8 ab
Bispyribac sodiumand (12.5% SC) 200 ml.ha* (twice application) 46.7 c 15.1c 406 b
Bispyribac sodiumand (12.5% SC) 300 ml.ha* (twice application) 53.3¢ 28.0 bc 55.2 ab
Bispyribac sodium (OF 10%) 200 ml.ha* (twice application) 63.3 bc 29.6 a-c 56.3 ab
Bispyribac sodium (OF 10%) 300 ml.ha* (twice application) 60.0 ¢ 32.8a-c 54.8 ab

Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significant by Duncan’s Multiple Range Test at 5% or 1% probability level.
All treatments had twice application with one week interval except of Glufosinate-ammonium
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Abstract:

In order to control the invasive weed, Eichhornia crassipes (Mart.), two experiments were carried out
during 2017 and 2018 in Bandar Anzali, Gilan province. The first experiment was carried out in Anzali
Lagoon to investigate the efficacy of Glyphosate (41%SL) at 2 and 3 Lha™ (two applications), Glyphosate
at 2 and 3 Lha? plus Dasher Adjuvant (0.5%) (two applications), Glyphosate at 2 and 3 Lha* plus
Ammonium Sulfate Adjuvant (2%) (two applications) and Glufosinate-ammonium (15% SL) at 2.5 and 5
Lha. The second experiment was carried out in mesocosm to compare the efficacy of Glyphosate at 3
Lha? (two applications), Glyphosate at 3 Lha™ plus Ammonium Sulfate (two applications), Glufosinate-
ammonium at 5 Lha?! and Bispyribac sodium (12.5% SC and 10%OF) at 200 and 300 mlha? (two
applications). EWRC rating scale for visual control and the wet and dry weight reduction of water
hyacinth were checked in comparison with the weedy check within 30 days after herbicide application.
The Results of visual control in both the experiments indicated that the best treatment was Glyphosate at
3 Lha® with 98% weed control and in the second experiment in this treatment wet and dry weight
reduction was 56% and 64% compared to weedy check, within 30 days after herbicide application and
complete control within three months after application respectively. Bispyribac sodium (10%OF) at 200
mlha! had 63% visual control, 33% and 56% wet and dry weight reduction compared with the weedy
check within 30 days after herbicide application and complete control within three months after
application, respectively.
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