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ABSTRACT
To evaluate the amount of yield changes, some yield components and weeds control under the presence or
absence of airborne dust, an experiment was conducted in the research field of the University of Kurdistan,
(Dehgolan) in 2017. The experimental design was a randomized complete block in which treatments were
arranged as split-plot with four replications. The experimental treatments include the levels of the airborne
dust application (the existence of airborne dust and non-existence of airborne dust as the control) and also
application of various herbicides included mesosulfuron-methyl + iodosulfuron (Atlantis OD), 2,4-D +
MCPA, clodinafop propargyl, weedy control, and hand weeding control, which all can be considered as the
main factor .The results showed that the highest dry weight of weeds, decreased yield and studied traits

(6.3% decrease in height, 2.9% number of grains per spike, 4.72% the thousand seed weight and finally
10.3% decrease in grain yield) was observed due to the existence of airborne of dust. The most negative

impact of dust on the 2,4-D herbicide (reduction of 64% herbicide efficiency) was observed, but the
efficiency of mesosulfuron-methyl + iodosulfuron didn’t decrease under the effect of airborne dust. In
conclusion, the highest weed dry weight loss was related to mesosulfuron-methyl +iodosulfuron treatment.

Keywords: 2,4-D, airborne dust, weed, west of Iran, wheat cultivation.
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Table 1. Weed spicies in experimental plots

Scientific Name Persian Name Scientific Name Persian Name
Galium aparine L. s Cardariadraba L. Sl
Polygonum aviculare L. Ak e dle Anthemis cotula L. b
Lamium amplexicaule L. Sy Convolvulus arvensis L. sl e Sy
Adonis aestivalis L. ol 8 Acroptilon repens L. axl
Centaurea depressa L. paS 5 Descurainia Sophia L. Syore piSl
Carthamus oxyacanthus L. iy I8 Papaver spp. &lad
Turgenia latifolia L. Sgile Geranium tubersum L. Sl
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Table 1. The variance analysis of different levels of the airborne dust effect on herbicides efficiency associated
traits such as weed dry weight, plant height, number of grains per spike, the thousand seeds weight and grain

yield
3glrjiract(ieo(r)1]c df Plant height gr;\:rlljsmpbeerrs?)fike thouvé/aer:ghsteeds Grain yield inee;jgﬁ:y
Replications (R) 3 275" 18.2 20.75™ 446739 ™ 593.3™
Airborne dust (A) 1 3721 6.4 25.06 ™ 36227.8™ 1488.4 ™
(R)x(A) 3 12.6 0.13 0.41 694.4 40.9
Herbicides (H) 4 779.6 ™ 48.12™ 26.45™ 132778.9™ 36081.3
(A)x (H) 4 7.7 1.110 0.76" 633.2" 357.8"
Error 24 11.04 0.67 0.77 2017.26 108.01
C.V %) 8.3 9.2 33 8.1 174

Sl gire BB 065 g o0 0 ) Jloisl mhaw 1o o sxe i A ns X
** * nssignificant at 1 and 5% level and non-significant, respectively.
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Figure 1. The effect of treatments studied on weed dry weight in three stages of sampling (first stage: before

treatment, second stage: 20 days after treatment, third stage: at the harvest time) (Common letters indicate no
significant difference).
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Figure 2.The Mean comparisons of interaction effects the studied treatments on weed dry weight (Harvest
step) (Common letters indicates no significant difference).
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Figure 5.The Mean comparison of the airborne effect on the thousand seed weight (Common letters indicate
no significant difference).
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