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Weed control in conventional soybean with pendimethalin
followed by imazethapyr+ imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl
R. Yadav, M.S. Bhullar, S. Kaur, T. Kaur, and A.J. Jhala

Abstract: The objectives of this study were to evaluate the efficacy of pendimethalin applied pre-emergence (PRE)
followed by post-emergence (POST) application of imazethapyr + imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl for weed control
and their effect on conventional soybean injury, yield attributes, and yield. Field experiments were conducted in
2013 and 2014 in conventional soybean. Herbicide treatments provided ≥90%, 70%, and 85% control of crowfoot
grass, large crabgrass, and goosegrass, respectively, and ≤80% control of false amaranth and horse purslane at
30 d after sowing (DAS). At 60 DAS, pendimethalin applied alone or followed by hand-hoeing/quizalofop-p-ethyl/
imazethapyr+imazamox provided 100% control of goosegrass and 65%–100% control of crowfoot grass/large crab-
grass. Pendimethalin followed by imazethapyr+ imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl as well as quizalofop-p-ethyl applied
alone resulted in complete control of crowfoot grass, large crabgrass, and goosegrass, but control of broadleaf
weeds was variable. Pendimethalin followed by imazethapyr + imazamox at 70 g ha−1 at 28 DAS, imazethapyr +
imazamox at 60 or 70 g ha−1 at 21 DAS followed by quizalofop-p-ethyl at 37.5 g ha−1 at 42 DAS resulted in soybean
branch numbers per plant, number of pods per plant, and soybean seed yield comparable to weed-free control.
Control of Benghal dayflower and purple nutsedge was not acceptable.

Key words: herbicide, sequential applications, soybean, weed control, yield loss.

Résumé : Cette étude devait évaluer l’efficacité de l’application de pendiméthaline avant la levée (PRE) puis celle
d’imazetapyr et du mélange imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl après la levée (POST) dans la lutte contre les mauvaises
herbes. Les auteurs ont aussi examiné les effets du traitement sur les dommages subis par le soja ordinaire, sur
les paramètres du rendement et sur le rendement proprement dit. Dans cette optique, ils ont effectué des
expériences sur des parcelles de soja ordinaire, sur le terrain, en 2013 et 2014. Le traitement détruit respectivement
≥90, 70 et 85 % du dactyloténion d’Égypte, de la digitaire sanguine et de l’éleusine de l’Inde, ainsi
que ≤ 80 % de Digera muricata et du pourpier courant, trente jours après les semis (JAS). Soixante jours après les
semis, l’application de pendiméthaline seule ou suivie d’un sarclage et de l’application de quizalofop-p-ethyl ainsi
que du mélange imazethapyr–imazamox entraîne la destruction complète de l’éleusine de l’Inde, de même que la
destruction de 65 % à 100 % du dactyloténion d’Égypte et de la digitaire sanguine. L’application de pendiméthaline
suivie par celle d’imazethapyr et du mélange imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl ainsi que l’application de quizalofop-
p-ethyl seul assure une destruction totale du dactyloténion d’Égypte, de la digitaire sanguine et de l’éleusine
d’Égypte, mais l’efficacité de ce traitement contre les dicotylédones varie. L’application de pendiméthaline puis
d’imazethapyr et d’imazamox à raison de 70 g par hectare 28 JAS, d’imazethapyr et d’imazamox à raison de 60
ou de 70 g par hectare 21 JAS puis de quizalofop-p-ethyl à raison de 37,5 g par hectare 42 JAS entraîne un nombre
de ramifications, un nombre de gousses par plant et un rendement grainier du soja comparables à ceux relevés
sur les parcelles désherbées. Ces traitements ne permettent pas une lutte acceptable contre la comméline du
Bengale et le souchet rond. [Traduit par la Rédaction]

Mots-clés : herbicide, applications séquentielles, soja, lutte contre les mauvaises herbes, diminution du rendement.
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Introduction
India is the fifth largest producer of soybean [Glycine

max L. (Merr.)] in the world, contributing about 3.3% of
global soybean production [United States Department
of Agriculture (USDA) 2014]. Soybean occupies the first
place among oilseed crops in terms of area and produc-
tion in India; it is cultivated on about 12.2 million hec-
tares with an annual production of about 12 million
tonnes (Anonymous 2013). Soybean–wheat (Triticum
aestivum L.) has become an important double-cropping
system in the Vertisols of the semi-arid tropical regions
of India. Soybean cultivation is being encouraged at the
national level as an alternative to rice (Oryza sativa L.)
due to the numerous problems arising in this system,
including nutrient imbalances, shifts in weed flora, the
evolution of herbicide-resistant weeds, and depleting
ground water in the Indo-Gangetic Plains of India, espe-
cially in Punjab and Haryana — the northern states of
India (Bhatt et al. 2016; Bhullar et al. 2016).

Weeds are a major limiting factor for optimum soy-
bean production in India. Grass weeds, including crow-
foot grass [Dactyloctenium aegyptium (L.) Willd.], large
crabgrass [Digitaria sanguinalis (L.) Scop.], goosegrass
[Acrachne racemosa (B. Heyne ex Roem. & Schult) Ohwi];
broadleaf weeds such as false amaranth (Digera
muricata (L.) Mart.), horse purslane (Trianthema portulacas-
trum L.), common waterhemp (Amaranthus rudis Sauer);
and perennial weeds such as purple nutsedge (Cyperus
rotundus L.), bermudagrass [Cynodon dactylon (L.) Pers.],
and johnsongrass [Sorghum halepense (L.) Pers.] have been
reported as major weeds in soybean production fields
(Kalpana and Velayutham 2004; Idapuganti et al. 2005;
Tuti and Das 2011). Slow initial growth and wide inter-
row spacing in soybean provide an ideal environment
for weed growth and development. Weeds emerging
early in the season compete the most with soybean
plants. For example, horse purslane emerges before or
with soybean, grows faster than soybean, and competes
from the seedling stage (Senthil et al. 2009). Several
weeds, including velvetleaf (Abutilon theophrasti) and
common ragweed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia), grow taller
than soybean, intercepting photosynthetically active
radiation, and reducing soybean yield (Coble et al. 1981;
Begonia et al. 1991).

Despite the suitable climatic and edaphic conditions,
the average soybean yield in India is one-third
(0.78 t ha−1) of the world average (2.5 t ha−1) (USDA
2014). Yield losses in soybean due to weed interference
vary from 30% to 84% in India (Tiwari and Kurchania
1990; Gaikwad and Pawar 2002; Singh et al. 2003, 2004),
indicating the need for weed control for optimum
soybean production. The critical weed-free period in soy-
bean ranges from 9 to 14 d after emergence (Thurlow
and Buchanan 1972; Baysinger and Sims 1991;
Van-Acker et al. 1993) to as late as 6 wk after emergence
(Fellows and Roeth 1992). Thus, the critical period is not

static and is influenced by several factors, including
cropping practices, the time of weed emergence relative
to the crop, and the density and type of emerging weeds
in the field.

Hand-hoeing is a traditional method adopted by soy-
bean growers for weed control in India, though it is labo-
rious and time consuming. Often, hand-hoeing cannot
be performed at the correct time due to rain, unfavoura-
ble soil conditions, higher labour costs, and the
unavailability of labour. Under these situations, herbi-
cide use can be a viable option. Glyphosate-resistant soy-
bean has recently been investigated at public university
research trials; however, no herbicide-resistant soybean
is currently commercially available in India, therefore,
conventional soybean varieties developed by public and
(or) private sectors are being planted. Limited pre-
emergence (PRE) herbicides have been registered in
soybean in India, including alachlor, chlorimuron ethyl,
clomazone, diclosulam, metolachlor, metribuzin, pendi-
methalin, and pendimethalin + imazethapyr [CIBRC
2015]. However, weed control programs based only on
PRE herbicide is not adequate for providing season-long
weed control because weeds emerging later in the sea-
son compete with soybean and reduce seed yield.
Furthermore, if farmers are unable to apply PRE herbi-
cides due to unfavourable weather conditions, post-
emergence (POST) herbicides are needed for managing
weeds. The POST herbicides such as fenoxaprop-p-butyl,
fluazifop-p-butyl, imazamox + imazethapyr, imazetha-
pyr, propaquizafop, and quizalofop-p-ethyl have been
registered for weed control in soybean (CIBRC 2015).
The POST application of imazethapyr at 75 g ha−1 has
been effective for control of weeds in soybean
(Anonymous 2014). A PRE followed by POST herbicide
program provided better weed control in soybean com-
pared with a POST-only herbicide program in several
studies in the United States (Taylor-Lovell et al. 2002;
Jhala et al. 2015).

The objectives of this study were to evaluate pendime-
thalin applied PRE followed by POST application of ima-
zethapyr +imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl for weed
control in conventional soybean and to evaluate their
effect on soybean injury, yield, and yield attributes com-
pared with weed-free and untreated controls.

Materials and Methods
Description of the experiment

Field experiments were conducted during the summer
of 2013 and 2014 at Punjab Agricultural University,
Ludhiana, India. The soil at the experimental site was
loamy sand with 83% sand, 10% silt, and 7% clay, a pH of
7.1, 0.27% organic carbon, 182 kg ha−1 available nitrogen,
13 kg ha−1 available phosphorous, and 145 kg ha−1 avail-
able potassium. The rainfall received in the 2013 and
2014 cropping seasons was 740 and 420 mm, respectively
(Fig. 1). The field was ploughed once with a disc harrow
and cultivated twice with a cultivator, followed by
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planking (tractor-drawn light equipment used to crush
the hard clods to smoothen the soil surface and to com-
pact the soil lightly to obtain a fine seed bed). Soybean
cultivar SL 744 (140 d maturity) was seeded at 75 kg ha−1

on 8 June 2013 and 12 June 2014, with 45 cm spacing
between rows. A fertilizer application of 30 kg N ha−1

(80 kg urea) and 80 kg P2O5 ha−1 (500 kg single super
phosphate) was applied at the time of soybean seeding.

The experiment was arranged in a randomized com-
plete block design with four blocks and 2 m × 9 m plot
size. The experiment consisted of 16 weed control treat-
ments: (i) pendimethalin at 450 g ha−1 applied PRE alone
or (ii) pendimethalin at 450 g ha−1 applied PRE followed
by hand-hoeing at 40 d after sowing (DAS), (iii) imazetha-
pyr+ imazamox at 60 g ha−1 at 21 DAS, (iv) imazethapyr
+ imazamox at 60 g ha−1 at 28 DAS, (v) imazethapyr +
imazamox at 70 g ha−1 at 21 DAS, (vi) imazethapyr+ ima-
zamox at 70 g ha−1 at 28 DAS, (vii) pendimethalin at
450 g ha−1 applied PRE followed by imazethapyr+ imaza-
mox at 60 g ha−1 at 28 DAS, (viii) pendimethalin at
450 g ha−1 applied PRE followed by imazethapyr+ imaza-
mox at 70 g ha−1 at 28 DAS, (ix) quizalofop-p-ethyl at
37.5 g ha−1 at 21 DAS, (x) quizalofop-p-ethyl at 50 g ha−1

at 21 DAS, (xi) pendimethalin at 450 g ha−1 applied PRE
followed by quizalofop-p-ethyl at 37.5 g ha−1 at 28 DAS,
(xii) pendimethalin at 450 g ha−1 applied PRE followed
by quizalofop-p-ethyl at 50 g ha−1 at 28 DAS, (xiii)
imazethapyr+ imazamox at 60 g ha−1 at 21 DAS followed
by quizalofop-p-ethyl at 37.5 g ha−1 at 42 DAS, (xiv) imaze-
thapyr + imazamox at 70 g ha−1 at 21 DAS followed by
quizalofop-p-ethyl at 50 g ha−1 at 42 DAS, (xv) weed-free
control, and (xvi) untreated control. Pendimethalin was
applied on the day of sowing by mixing in 500 L ha−1of
water while other herbicides were applied by mixing in
375 L ha−1 of water. A knapsack sprayer fitted with a flat
fan nozzle was used for herbicide application at a pres-
sure of 280 kPa. The weed-free control plots were kept
weed-free by hand-weeding as required, and weeds were
not removed in untreated control plots.

Data collection
Weed control was assessed visually at 30 and 60 DAS

using a scale of 0%–100%, with 0% meaning no control
and 100% meaning complete weed control. Weed den-
sities were recorded at 40 DAS and at soybean harvest
by counting the number of weeds by weed category
(broadleaves, grasses, or sedges) in two 0.45 m2 quadrats
placed randomly between the centre soybean rows in
each plot and are presented as number of plants m−2.
At 60 DAS, surviving weeds were cut at the soil surface
from two randomly selected 0.45 m2 quadrats per plot
and oven-dried at 65 °C until they reached a constant
weight. Data for soybean plant height, number of
branches, and number of pods per plant were recorded
from five randomly selected representative plants per
plot when soybean plants were mature with pods and
seed produced. The crop was manually harvested on
29 Oct. 2013 and 11 Nov. 2014. The harvested area for
grain yield was 13.5 m2 and yield was adjusted to
11% moisture content and converted to kg ha−1.

Statistical analyses
Data were subjected to analysis of variance (ANOVA)

using the PROC MIXED procedure in SAS version 9.3
(SAS 2011). Years and treatments were considered fixed
effects, whereas blocks (nested within year) were consid-
ered random effects in the model. Data were tested for
normality with the use of PROC UNIVARIATE. Weed den-
sity and biomass data were square-root transformed
prior to analysis and visual control rating data were
arc-sine transformed prior to analysis. Back-transformed
means are presented with mean separation based on
transformed values. Where the ANOVA indicated signifi-
cant treatment effects, means were separated with
Fisher’s protected least significant difference (LSD) test
at P≤ 0.05.

Results and Discussion
Year × treatment interactions for weed control, weed

density and biomass, yield attributes, and soybean yield
were significant; therefore, data were analysed and pre-
sented separately for both years. This might be due to
differences in rainfall received during both years (Fig. 1).

Weed control and weed density
Crowfoot grass, large crabgrass, and goosegrass were

the primary grass weeds, Benghal dayflower was the
monocot weed, and false amaranth and horse purslane
were the primary broadleaf weeds. Purple nutsedge, a
summer perennial sedge, was also found. At 30 DAS, all
herbicide treatments provided ≥90%, 70%, and 85% con-
trol of crowfoot grass, large crabgrass, and goosegrass,
respectively (Table 1). Quizalofop-p-ethyl provided 100%
control of crowfoot grass, large crabgrass, and goose-
grass, but no control of false amaranth, horse purslane, or
purple nutsedge. Goosegrass control with imazethapyr+
imazamox at 60 or 70 g ha−1 was 85% compared with

Fig. 1. Total monthly rainfall received during the cropping
season in 2013 and 2014 in a field experiment conducted at
Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana, India. [Colour
online.]
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>95% control with pendimethalin or quizalofop-
p-ethyl in 2013; however, in 2014, all herbicide treatments
were equally effective and achieved 100% control.
Imazethapyr + imazamox applied at 21 DAS at 60 or
70 g ha−1 provided 70%–80% control of false amaranth and
horse purslane (Table 1) and reduced density as low as
10 plants m−2 (data not shown). Pendimethalin applied
alone reduced density of crowfoot grass, large crabgrass,
and goosegrass as low as 0–11 plants m−2 (Table 2).
Benghal dayflower and purple nutsedge control was ≤60%
and ≤40%, respectively, in 2013 at 30 DAS; however, 90%
control of Benghal dayflower and 50%–70% control of pur-
ple nutsedge was achieved by imazethapyr+ imazamox in
2014 (Table 1) and reduced density of Benghal dayflower
(≤5 plants m−2) (Table 2). This might be due to the fact that
several herbicides are marginally effective for control of
Benghal dayflower. In previous research, control of
Benghal dayflower by glyphosate was only 53% at 21 d after
treatment (Culpepper et al. 2004) and <68% even at the
highest glyphosate rate of 2.58 kg a.e. ha−1 (Ulloa and
Owen 2009). Additionally, it has an aggressive growth
habit, alongwith the ability to creep along the soil and root
adventitiously at the nodes, increasing the potential for
survival (Kuhns and Harpster 2004). Among all treatments,
imazethapyr + imazamox applied at 60 g ha−1 at 21 DAS
reduced purple nutsedge density to 175 plants m−2 in
2013 and 18 plants m−2 in 2014 (Table 2). Similarly,
Kushwah and Vyas (2006) reported that imazethapyr at
75 g ha−1 or imazamox at 60 g ha−1 reduced Benghal day-
flower and purple nutsedge densities to ≥62% and ≥78%,
respectively.

At 60 DAS, pendimethalin applied alone or followed
by hand-hoeing/quizalofop-p-ethyl/imazethapyr + imaza-
mox provided 100% control of goosegrass and 65%–100%
control of crowfoot grass and large crabgrass, depending
on the treatment being investigated (Table 3). Control of
false amaranth and horse purslane at 60 DAS was similar
in 2013 and 2014; therefore, data were combined (Table 3).
Several treatments provided 100% control of false ama-
ranth, with the exceptions of pendimethalin or quizalofop-
p-ethyl applied alone (Table 3). Pendimethalin applied PRE
followed by hand-hoeing at 40 DAS provided 100% control
of false amaranth in 2013, but declined to 50% control of
horse purslane in 2014.

Pendimethalin followed by hand-hoeing or quizalofop-
p-ethyl and quizalofop-p-ethyl applied at 21 DAS provided
100% control of crowfoot grass and large crabgrass in
2013, but resulted in ≤90% control in 2014, with the
exception of pendimethalin followed by hand-hoeing
(100% control) (Table 3). Pendimethalin followed by
imazethapyr + imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl, as well as
quizalofop-p-ethyl applied alone, resulted in no density
of crowfoot grass, large crabgrass, and goosegrass
(Table 2). Kumar et al. (2008) reported complete control
of large crabgrass with quizalofop-p-ethyl at 50 g ha−1.
Pendimethalin followed by quizalofop-p-ethyl resulted
in no density of grass weeds at 40 DAS; BenghalT
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dayflower, however, was the exception, and resulted in a
density of 6–13 plants m−2. Younesabadi et al. (2013)
reported that a tank mixture of pendimethalin at
500 g ha−1 + imazethapyr at 75 g ha−1 reduced density
and biomass of goosegrass, crowfoot grass, purple nut-
sedge, and false amaranth to >72% compared with the
untreated control.

The PRE application of pendimethalin prevented the
germination and establishment of the first cohort of
grass weeds; therefore, the plots were relatively clean.
It has been reported; however, that the persistence of
pendimethalin under hot and moist conditions tends to
be limited. Goosegrass control with imazethapyr +
imazamox at 60 or 70 g ha−1 at both application timings
was 0% in 2013 and ≤50% in 2014. Benghal dayflower was
the most difficult to control, as ≤40% control was
achieved. No herbicide treatment controlled purple nut-
sedge at 60 DAT (data not shown). Purple nutsedge is a
troublesome weed worldwide (Webster and Grey 2014)
and it is difficult to control because its reproduction is
mainly by rhizomes and tubers, persisting for 3–5 yr
(DeFelice 2002).

A premix of imazethapyr and imazamox at 70 g ha−1

applied at 21 DAS resulted in 60%–75% control of crow-
foot grass and large crabgrass compared with the same
premix applied at 28 DAS or at 60 g ha−1 at 21 or 28 DAS
(Table 3). Weeds were at the 2–3 and 4 to 5 leaf stage at
21 and 28 DAS, respectively; hence, the weed control
was relatively higher when herbicides were applied at
21 DAS compared with 28 DAS, indicating that the stage
of weeds and timing of herbicide application can affect
efficacy. In a similar study, Hong et al. (2009) reported
reduced efficacy of imazethapyr from 100% control of
Asiatic dayflower (Commelina communis L.) when applied
at the 1-leaf stage to <90% and <53% control at the
2- and 4-leaf stage, respectively.

For broadleaf weeds, imazethapyr + imazamox
applied at 60 or 70 g ha−1 at 21 or 28 DAS showed differ-
ential efficacy against false amaranth and horse purslane
with 100% and 0% control, respectively (Table 2), indicat-
ing the herbicide can control the larger plants of sensi-
tive broadleaf weeds even at lower rates. Meena et al.
(2011) reported that imazethapyr applied at 50 g ha−1

reduced broadleaf weed density and biomass by 50%. In
this study, imazethapyr + imazamox resulted in <70%
control of Benghal dayflower and purple nutsedge.
Kumar et al. (2012) reported 50% control of purple nut-
sedge with imazethapyr at 75 g ha−1 and that at 100 g
ha−1 it reduced whitemouth dayflower (Commelina erecta
L.) biomass to ≥83% of the nontreated control (Arregui
et al. 2006).

Weed biomass
Herbicide treatments reduced grass/monocot and

broadleaf weed biomass compared with the untreated
control (Table 4). Pendimethalin followed by hand-
hoeing provided the lowest grass weed biomass in 2013,T
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Table 3. Effect of herbicide treatments on weed control at 60 d after sowing (DAS) in field experiments conducted in soybean at Punjab Agricultural University, India, in
2013 and 2014.

Treatment Timing
Rate
(g a.i. ha−1)

Weed control (%)

Crowfoot
grass

Large
crabgrass Goosegrass

Benghal
dayflower

False
amaranth

Horse
purslane

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013–2014a 2013–2014a

Pendimethalin PRE 450 70d 70cd 65c 65d 100a 100a 0 0c 0b 30b
Pendimethalin fb hoeing PRE fb 40 DAS 450 100a 100a 100a 100a 100a 100a 0 0c 100a 50a
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 21 DAS 60 70d 60d 75c 60d 0b 50b 0 30b 100a 0c
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 28 DAS 60 0f 30e 0e 30e 0b 0c 0 0c 100a 0c
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 21 DAS 70 75d 60d 75c 60d 0b 50b 0 40a 100a 0c
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 28 DAS 70 60e 30e 50d 30e 0b 0c 0 0c 100a 0c
Pendimethalin fb Imazethapyr+ imazamox PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 60 95b 95b 95b 95b 100a 100a 0 0c 100a 30b
Pendimethalin fb Imazethapyr+ imazamox PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 70 95b 95b 95b 95b 100a 100a 0 0c 100a 30b
Quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS 37.5 100a 60d 100a 60d 100a 100a 0 0c 0b 0c
Quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS 50 100a 90b 100a 90b 100a 100a 0 0c 0b 0c
Pendimethalin fb quizalofop-p-ethyl PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 37.5 100a 60d 100a 70cd 100a 100a 0 0c 0b 30b
Pendimethalin fb quizalofop-p-ethyl PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 50 100a 70cd 100a 80c 100a 100a 0 0c 0b 30b
Imazethapyr+ imazamox fb quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS fb 42 DAS 60 fb 37.5 90c 80c 90b 80c 100a 50b 0 30b 100a 0c
Imazethapyr+ imazamox fb quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS fb 42 DAS 70 fb 37.5 95b 80c 95b 80c 100a 50b 0 40a 100a 0c

Note: fb, followed by; PRE, pre-emergence. Data were arc-sine transformed before analysis; however, back-transformed actual mean values are presented based on
the interpretation from the transformed data. Means followed by different lowercase letters within each column are significantly different according to Fisher’s protected
LSD test where P≤ 0.05.

aControl of false amaranth and horse purslane was similar in 2013 and 2014; therefore, data were combined.
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Table 4. Effect of herbicide treatments on biomass of grass–monocot, broadleaf, and sedge weeds at 60 d after sowing (DAS) in field experiments
conducted for weed control in soybean at Punjab Agricultural University, India, in 2013 and 2014.

Treatment Application timing Rate (g a.i. ha−1)

Weed biomass (g m−2)

Grass/
monocota Broadleafa Sedgea

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014

Pendimethalin PRE 450 137b 446b 105c 170b 99a 39abcd
Pendimethalin fb hoeing PRE fb 40 DAS 450 0h 97g 0d 10d 70bc 47ab
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 21 DAS 60 52d 402bc 0d 15d 63bc 45ab
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 28 DAS 60 209a 421bc 0d 20d 31f 9f
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 21 DAS 70 39d 479b 0d 15d 51cde 15f
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 28 DAS 70 80c 405bc 0d 18d 33f 14f
Pendimethalin fb Imazethapyr+ imazamox PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 60 4fg 100g 0d 10d 71bc 25e
Pendimethalin fb Imazethapyr+ imazamox PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 70 4fg 93g 0d 8d 73bc 31de
Quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS 37.5 10ef 312cd 109bc 170b 68bc 42abcd
Quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS 50 10ef 218ef 151a 185b 66bc 50a
Pendimethalin fb quizalofop-p-ethyl PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 37.5 9efg 266de 110bc 80c 79ab 42abc
Pendimethalin fb quizalofop-p-ethyl PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 50 14e 229de 147a 85c 77ab 39abcd
Imazethapyr+ imazamox fb quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS fb 42 DAS 60 fb 37.5 12e 157fg 0d 10d 57bcd 33cde
Imazethapyr+ imazamox fb quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS fb 42 DAS 70 fb 37.5 9efg 150fg 0d 79c 36ef 36bcd
Untreated Control — — 218a 890a 126b 445a 41def 33cde

Note: DAS, days after sowing; fb, followed by; PRE, pre-emergence. Data were square-root transformed before analysis; however, back-transformed
actual mean values are presented based on the interpretation from the transformed data. Means followed by different lowercase letters within each
column are significantly different according to Fisher’s protected LSD test where P≤ 0.05.

aPrimary grass weeds included crowfootgrass, large crabgrass, and goosegrass; monocot weed was Benghal dayflower; broadleaf weed included false
amaranth and horse purslane; and purple nutsedge was the sedge species.
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but in 2014 this treatment was comparable with some
other treatments. Pendimethalin followd by imazetha-
pyr +imazamox, or imazethapyr + imazamox followed
by quizalofop-p-ethyl reduced grass weed biomass ≥94%
and ≥82% in 2013 and 2014, respectively. Imazethapyr +
imazamox resulted in complete control of broad-
leaf weeds and no biomass was recorded in 2013.
Taylor-Lovell et al. (2002) reported ≥80% control of many
grass and broadleaf weeds with imazethapyr at 71 g ha−1

or imazamox at 36 g ha−1 in soybean and similar levels of
reduction in weed biomass. Herbicide treatments had no
effect on sedge biomass in 2013; however, in 2014,
imazethapyr + imazamox applied at 60 g ha−1 30 DAS
reduced 70% sedge weed biomass (Table 4).

Quizalofop-p-ethyl maintained control of crowfoot
grass and large crabgrass and recorded lower biomass
of most grass weeds; however, it did not control
Benghal dayflower. The infestation of Benghal dayflower
is increasing, especially in areas where corn is a crop in
rotation, as atrazine commonly used for weed control
in maize does not provide satisfactory control (M.S.
Bhullar, personal observation). Quizalofop-p-ethyl con-
trols several grass weeds in soybean and can be tank-
mixed with other broadleaf herbicide(s) to provide
broad-spectrum weed control (Peterson et al. 2001).
Hand-hoeing was accomplished at 40 DAS, after weed
density data collection; however, weed biomass data
reported a significant reduction (<100 g m−2) when pen-
dimethalin was followed by hand-hoeing compared with
pendimethalin applied alone. Chhokar and Balyan (1999)
reported 61 plants m−2 of junglerice [Echinochloa colona
(L.) Link] in plots treated with pendimethalin at
1 kg ha−1 compared with <5.0 plants m−2 when pendime-
thalin was integrated with one instance of hand-weeding
later in the season. Poor control of Benghal dayflower
and broadleaf and sedges in this treatment combination
resulted in higher weed biomass. Hence, PRE followed by
POST application of grass herbicides may work well in
fields dominated by grass weeds, excluding Benghal day-
flower. Similarly, it was reported that pendimethalin
had no effect on Benghal dayflower, and due to elimina-
tion of competition of other grass weeds by this herbi-
cide, Benghal dayflower plants attained maximum
vigour and biomass.

Soybean yield and yield attributes
Herbicides applied PRE showed no adverse effects on

the germination and (or) emergence of soybean seed-
lings, and all POST herbicides were also safe on soybean
plants in both years (data not shown). In 2013, soybean
plants were taller and produced a higher number of
branches, number of pods per plant, and seed yield com-
pared with the 2014 growing season (Table 5). This might
be due to higher rainfall and distribution over the crop-
ping period (Fig. 1), resulting in higher soybean yield
and yield attributes in 2013. Soybean yield attributes
and seed yields were greatly reduced in the untreated

control where full-season weed interference occurred.
Soybean plants in the weed-free treatment produced
the highest number of branches compared with other
treatments in 2013. Similarly, plants in the weed-free
treatment had the highest plant height and number of
branches compared with all other treatments; however,
in 2014 several herbicide treatments were comparable
with the weed-free treatment (Table 5). In 2013, all herbi-
cide treatments, except pendimethalin or imazethapyr+
imazamox at 60 g ha−1 applied at 30 DAS, produced a
number of pods comparable with the weed-free treat-
ment. In 2014; however, relatively fewer treatments were
comparable with the weed-free treatment.

The weed-free control treatment had the highest soy-
bean yield (Table 5). The season-long weed infestation in
the untreated control reduced soybean seed yield by
37%–54% compared with the weed-free control (Table 5).
Pendimethalin applied alone resulted in a soybean yield
of <1730 kg ha−1 due to the higher weed density and bio-
mass accumulation of grass weeds (Tables 3 and 4). This
indicated that pendimethalin applied alone could not
provide weed control sufficient to maintain optimum
soybean yields even in fields dominated by grass weeds,
and needs to be integrated with other weed control prac-
tices at later stages. For example, pendimethalin fol-
lowed by hand-hoeing resulted in soybean yields of
1900 and 1433 kg ha−1 in 2013 and 2014, respectively.
Chhokar and Balyan (1999) reported that pendimethalin
applied at 1 kg ha−1 provided 32% lower soybean yield
compared with the weed-free control; whereas, pendi-
methalin followed by hand-weeding provided soybean
yield similar to the weed-free control. In contrast,
Rajput and Kushwah (2004) reported that pendimethalin
applied at 1.5 kg ha−1 produced a soybean seed yield sim-
ilar to the weed-free treatment; however, at 1 kg ha−1

it needed to be integrated with hand-weeding.
Additionally, pendimethalin followed by quizalofop-p-
ethyl was unable to prevent soybean yield loss due to
the high weed density (Table 3) and biomass (Table 4) of
broadleaf and sedge weeds in the absence of competition
from grass weeds.

The critical period for weed control is relatively long
and varies with the time of emergence, density, and type
of weed present (Fellows and Roeth 1992; Van-Acker et al.
1993). Some herbicide programs tested in this study pro-
vided soybean seed yields similar to the weed-free con-
trol. For example, pendimethalin followed by
imazethapyr +imazamox at 70 g ha−1 applied at 30 DAS;
imazethapyr +imazamox at 70 g ha−1 applied at 21 DAS
followed by quizalofop-p-ethyl applied at 42 DAS provided
a soybean seed yield similar to the weed-free control
(P ≤ 0.05), probably due to reduced crop–weed competi-
tion during the critical period. Aichele and Penner (2005)
reported the half-lives of imazamox and imazethapyr to
be 1.4 and 16 wk, respectively. Younesabadi et al. (2013)
reported that tank-mixing pendimethalin at 500 g ha−1

with imazethapyr at 75 g ha−1 resulted in a soybean seed
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Table 5. Effect of herbicide treatments on yield attributes and yield of soybean in field experiments conducted for weed control in soybean at Punjab Agricultural
University, India, in 2013 and 2014.

Treatment Application timing Rate (g a.i. ha−1)

Plant height
(cm)

Branches
(no. plant−1)

Pods
(no. plant−1)

Seed yield
(kg ha−1)

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014

Pendimethalin PRE 450 100b 73e 7.3b 5.3fg 132bc 61gh 1728c 923hi
Pendimethalin fb hoeing PRE fb 40 DAS 450 95cd 80bcde 6.6c 5.375fg 154a 80abcd 1901abc 1433def
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 21 DAS 60 100b 80bcde 7.4b 7.15bcd 150a 76cdefg 1981ab 1486cde
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 28 DAS 60 94d 75de 6.5c 5.9ef 128c 80bcde 1688c 1168g
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 21 DAS 70 100b 89a 7.6b 8.45a 151a 96a 1853abc 1557bcd
Imazethapyr+ imazamox 28 DAS 70 102b 76de 7.5b 5.45fg 150ab 64efgh 1868abc 1127g
Pendimethalin fb Imazethapyr+ imazamox PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 60 95cd 87ab 7.5b 8.1ab 150ab 91abc 1793abc 1547bcd
Pendimethalin fb Imazethapyr+ imazamox PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 70 94d 84abc 7.4b 7.9abc 153a 93ab 1983ab 1680ab
Quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS 37.5 101b 77cde 7.5b 4.7g 145abc 61gh 1875abc 930hi
Quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS 50 100b 75e 7.3b 6.65de 146abc 70defgh 1820abc 1325f
Pendimethalin fb quizalofop-p-ethyl PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 37.5 99bcd 73e 7.4b 5.35fg 142abc 59h 1787bc 949h
Pendimethalin fb quizalofop-p-ethyl PRE fb 28 DAS 450 fb 50 99bcd 83abcd 7.4b 6.95cde 140abc 77bcdef 1781bc 1358d
Imazethapyr+ imazamox fb quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS fb 42 DAS 60 fb 37.5 101b 88a 7.5b 7.35a-d 152a 86abcd 1991ab 1601abc
Imazethapyr+ imazamox fb quizalofop-p-ethyl 21 DAS fb 42 DAS 70 fb 37.5 101b 90a 7.3b 8.2ab 154a 90abc 2005ab 1662ab
Weed-free Control — — 106a 90a 8.4a 8.3a 152a 91abc 2025a 1740a
Untreated Control — — 85e 73e 5.8d 5.5fg 105d 63fgh 1275d 802i

Note: DAS, days after sowing; fb, followed by; PRE, pre-emergence. Means followed by different lowercase letters within each column are significantly different
according to Fisher’s protected LSD test where P≤ 0.05.
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yield similar to the weed-free control. The reduced weed
pressure under these treatments over a longer period
(>60 d) is reflected in the taller soybean plants with a
higher number of branches, higher number of pods, and
increased seed yield (Table 5). The results indicated that
PRE application of pendimethalin followed by imazetha-
pyr+ imazamox or quizalofop-p-ethyl can be adopted for
control of weeds in conventional soybean with no carry-
over concern on crops grown in rotation with soybean in
Punjab (Yadav and Bhullar 2014).

No herbicide program tested in this study provided
control of all weed species; therefore, selection of herbi-
cide program should be based on weed species present
in the production field. Additionally, Benghal dayflower
and purple nutsedge were difficult weeds to control in
this study and more research is needed. Herbicide-
tolerant soybean cultivars, specifically glyphosate-
tolerant cultivars, have been recently tested at certain
public universities in India; however, their approval
and commercial cultivation is uncertain. Therefore,
under the current situation, use of registered herbicides
is one of the best options to achieve acceptable
weed control and secure higher yield in soybean.
Additionally, several herbicides, including flumioxazin,
pyroxasulfone, and sulfentrazone have not yet been
tested or registered for weed control in soybean in
India. There is a need to evaluate the efficacy and crop
safety of new herbicide tank mix partners so that guide-
lines can be developed for use of herbicides with multi-
ple modes of action to avoid selection pressure and the
evolution of herbicide-resistant weeds.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank the Indian Council of

Agricultural Research, New Delhi, India, for financial
support to the graduate student involved in this study
through the Junior Research Fellowship program. We
are thankful to the Punjab Agricultural University,
Ludhiana, India, for providing facilities to conduct this
research project. We thank the associate editor and
anonymous reviewers for their useful suggestions in
improving this manuscript.

References
Aichele, T.M., and Penner, D. 2005. Adsorption, desorption and

degradation of imidazolinones in soil. Weed Technol. 19:
154–159. doi:10.1614/WT-04-057R.

Anonymous. 2013–2014. Socio-economic statistical information
about India. [Online]. Available: http://www.indiastat.com/
agriculture/2/oilseeds/17204/soyabean/19597/stats.aspx.

Anonymous. 2014. Package of practices for crops of Punjab-
kharif 2014. Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana, India.
200 pp.

Arregui, M.C., Scotta, R., and Sanchez, D. 2006. Improved weed
control with broadleaved herbicides in glyphosate-tolerant
soybean (Glycine max). Crop Prot. 25: 653–656. doi:10.1016/j.
cropro.2005.09.006.

Baysinger, J.A., and Sims, B.D. 1991. Giant ragweed
(Ambrosia trifida) interference in soybeans (Glycine max).
Weed Sci. 39: 358–362.

Begonia, G.B., Aldrich, R.J., and Salisbury, C.D. 1991. Soybean
yield and yield components as influenced by canopy heights
and duration of competition of velvetleaf (Abutilon theophrasti
Medik.). Weed Res. 31: 117–124. doi:10.1111/j.1365-3180.1991.
tb01750.x.

Bhatt, R., Kukal, S.S., Busari, M.A., Arora, S., and Yadav, M. 2016.
Sustainability issues on rice-wheat cropping system. Int. Soil
Water Conserv. Res. 4: 68–83. doi:10.1016/j.iswcr.2015.12.001.

Bhullar, M.S., Kumar, S., Kaur, S., Kaur, T., Singh, J., Yadav, R.,
Chauhan, B.S., and Gill, G. 2016. Management of complex
weed flora in dry-seeded rice. Crop Prot. 83: 20–26.
doi:10.1016/j.cropro.2016.01.012.

Chhokar, R.S., and Balyan, R.S. 1999. Competition and control of
weeds in soybean. Weed Sci. 47: 107–111.

CIBRC. 2015. Major uses of pesticides/herbicides. Central
Insecticides Board and Registration Committee, Government
of India. [Online]. Available: http://www.cibrc.nic.in/.

Coble, H.D., Williams, F.M., and Ritter, R.L. 1981. Common rag-
weed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia) interference in soybeans
(Glycine max). Weed Sci. 29: 339–342.

Culpepper, A.S., Flanders, J.T., York, A.C., and Webster, T.M.
2004. Tropical spiderwort (Commelina Benghalensis) control in
glyphosate-resistant cotton. Weed Technol. 18: 432–436.
doi:10.1614/WT-03-175 R.

DeFelice, M.S. 2002. Yellow nutsedge (Cyperus esculentus L.):
snack food of the gods. Weed Technol. 16: 901–907.
doi:10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016[0901:YNCELS]2.0.CO;2.

Fellows, G.M., and Roeth, F.W. 1992. Shattercane (Sorghum
bicolor) interference in soybean (Glycine max). Weed Sci. 40:
68–73.

Gaikwad, R.P., and Pawar, V.S. 2002. Chemical weed control in
soybean. Indian J. Weed Sci. 34: 297–298.

Hong, M., Hong, G.C., and Bo, T. 2009. The tolerance to imaze-
thapyr in different leaf stages of dayflower (Commelina
communis L.). Acta Phytophylacica Sinica. 36: 450–454 [In
Chinese, English abstract].

Idapuganti, R.G., Rana, D.S., and Sharma, R. 2005. Influence of
integrated weed management on weed control and
productivity of soybean (Glycine max). Indian J. Weed Sci.
37: 126–128.

Jhala, A.J., Malik, M.S., and Willis, J.B. 2015. Weed control and
crop response of micro-encapsulated acetochlor applied
sequentially in glyphosate-resistant soybean. Can. J. Plant
Sci. 95: 973–981. doi:10.4141/cjps-2014-422.

Kalpana, R., and Velayutham, A. 2004. Effect of herbicides on
weed control and yield of soybean. Indian J. Weed Sci. 36:
138–140.

Kuhns, L.J., and Harpster, T.L. 2004. Response of dayflower to
pre- and postemergence herbicides. [Online]. Proc. Annu.
Meet. Northeast Weed Sci. Soc. 58: 92–93. Available: http://
www.newss.org/proceedings/proceedings_2004_vol58.pdf.

Kumar, M., Das, T.K., and Yaduraju, N.T. 2012. An integrated
approach for management of Cyperus rotundus (purple
nutsedge) in soybean–wheat cropping system. Crop Prot.
33: 74–81. doi:10.1016/j.cropro.2011.11.016.

Kumar, S., Angiras, N.N., Rana, S.S., and Thakur, A.S. 2008.
Evaluation of doses of some herbicides to manage weeds in
soybean (Glycine max). Indian J. Weed Sci. 40: 56–61.

Kushwah, S.S., and Vyas, M.D. 2006. Efficacy of herbicides
against weeds in rainfed soybean (Glycine max) under
Vindhyan Plateau of Madhya Pradesh. Indian J. Weed Sci.
38: 62–64.

Meena, D.S., Ram, B., Jadon, C., and Tetarwal, J.P. 2011. Efficacy
of imazethapyr on weed management in soybean.
Indian J. Weed Sci. 43: 169–171.

Yadav et al. 663

Published by NRC Research Press

C
an

. J
. P

la
nt

 S
ci

. D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 w
w

w
.n

rc
re

se
ar

ch
pr

es
s.

co
m

 b
y 

U
ni

v 
of

 N
E

-L
in

co
ln

 L
ib

r.
 o

n 
08

/0
1/

17
Fo

r 
pe

rs
on

al
 u

se
 o

nl
y.

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/WT-04-057R
http://www.indiastat.com/agriculture/2/oilseeds/17204/soyabean/19597/stats.aspx
http://www.indiastat.com/agriculture/2/oilseeds/17204/soyabean/19597/stats.aspx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2005.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2005.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3180.1991.tb01750.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3180.1991.tb01750.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iswcr.2015.12.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2016.01.012
http://www.cibrc.nic.in/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/WT-03-175&nbsp;R
http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016[0901:YNCELS]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.4141/cjps-2014-422
http://www.newss.org/proceedings/proceedings_2004_vol58.pdf
http://www.newss.org/proceedings/proceedings_2004_vol58.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cropro.2011.11.016


Peterson, D., Thompson, C.R., Regehr, D.L., and Al-Khatib, K.
2001. Herbicide mode of action. Manhattan, KS, Kansas
State University Agricultural Experiment Station and
Cooperative Extension Service. Publication C-715.

Rajput, R.L., and Kushwah, S.S. 2004. Integrated weed manage-
ment in soybean on farmers field. Indian J. Weed Sci. 36:
210–212.

SAS. 2011. SAS user’s guide. SAS institute, Cary, NC.
Senthil, A., Chinnusamy, C., Prabu, K.G., and Prabhakaran, N.K.

2009. Identification of threshold level of horse purslane
(Trianthema portulacastrum) in irrigated cowpea (Vigna unguicu-
lata). Indian J. Crop Sci. 4: 141–143.

Singh, R., Singh, G., and Singh, M. 2003. Bio-efficacy of
acetochlor for weed control in soybean. Indian J. Weed Sci.
35: 67–69.

Singh, R., Singh, G., Singh, R.G., and Singh, M. 2004. Effect of
doses and stages of application of trifluralin on soybean and
associated weeds. Indian J. Weed Sci. 36: 199–202.

Taylor-Lovell, S., Wax, L.M., and Bollero, G. 2002. Pre-emergence
flumioxazin and pendimethalin and post-emergence herbi-
cide systems for soybean (Glycine max). Weed Technol. 16:
502–511. doi:10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016[0502:PFAPAP]2.0.
CO;2.

Thurlow, D.L., and Buchanan, G.A. 1972. Competition of sickle-
pod with soybeans. Weed Sci. 20: 379–384.

Tiwari, J.P., and Kurchania, S.P. 1990. Survey and management
of weeds in soybean (Glycine max) ecosystem in Madhya
Pradesh. Indian J. Agric. Sci. 60: 672–676.

Tuti, M.D., and Das, T.K. 2011. Sequential application of metri-
buzin on weed control, growth and yield of soybean (Glycine
max). Indian J. Agron. 56: 57–61.

Ulloa, S.M., and Owen, M.D.K. 2009. Response of Asiatic day-
flower (Commelina communis) to glyphosate and alternatives
in soybean. Weed Sci. 57: 74–80. doi:10.1614/WS-08-087.1.

USDA. 2014. U.S. Department of Agriculture-Foreign
Agricultural Service/Production, Supply and Distribution
(2014–15). [Online]. Available: http://apps.fas.usda.gov/
psdonline/psdHome.aspx.

Van-Acker, R.C., Swanton, C.J., and Weise, S.F. 1993. The critical
period for weed control in soybean (Glycine max). Weed Sci.
41: 194–200.

Webster, T.M., and Grey, T.L. 2014. Halosulfuron reduced purple
nutsedge (Cyperus rotundus) tuber production and viability.
Weed Sci. 62: 637–646. doi:10.1614/WS-D-14-00032.1.

Yadav, R., and Bhullar, M.S. 2014. Residual effects of soybean
herbicides on the succeeding winter crops. Indian J. Weed
Sci. 46: 305–307.

Younesabadi, M., Das, T.K., and Sharma, A.R. 2013. Effect
of tillage and tank-mix herbicide application on weed
management in soybean (Glycine max). Indian J. Agron. 58:
372–378.

664 Can. J. Plant Sci. Vol. 97, 2017

Published by NRC Research Press

C
an

. J
. P

la
nt

 S
ci

. D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 w
w

w
.n

rc
re

se
ar

ch
pr

es
s.

co
m

 b
y 

U
ni

v 
of

 N
E

-L
in

co
ln

 L
ib

r.
 o

n 
08

/0
1/

17
Fo

r 
pe

rs
on

al
 u

se
 o

nl
y.

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016[0502:PFAPAP]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/0890-037X(2002)016[0502:PFAPAP]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/WS-08-087.1
http://apps.fas.usda.gov/psdonline/psdHome.aspx
http://apps.fas.usda.gov/psdonline/psdHome.aspx
http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/WS-D-14-00032.1

	Weed control in conventional soybean with pendimethalin followed by imazethapyr&thinsp;&plus;&thinsp;imazamox/quizalofop-p-ethyl
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Description of the experiment
	Data collection
	Statistical analyses

	Results and Discussion
	Weed control and weed density
	Weed biomass
	Soybean yield and yield attributes

	Acknowledgements
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /RelativeColorimetric
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 2.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 2.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 2.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


