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one of the most valuable agricultural and medicind® crops to its unique flavor, color, and
aroma in culinary applications, in addition tQ its widesranging health benefits. Contemporary
investigations underscore saffron's robust antioxi ti-inflammatory, neuroprotective, and
anticancer attributes, establishing it as an nstituent in functional foods and
pharmaceutical formulations. Saffron is abundant rotenoids (crocin and crocetin, responsible
for color), picrocrocin (contributing to taste), safran @roma), and terpenes. These carotenoids
and terpenes confer hepatoprotectivegantiviral, anti-inflammatory, and analgesic effects, while
mitigating risks associated with _can d cardiovascular ailments. Furthermore, saffron serves
as a rich source of flavonoids, |cagids, and phytosterols, exhibiting enhancements in
learning and memory\unctions, byhualifying it as a highly nutritious and therapeutic food
commodity. In semixarithzon -fed systems intensify these challenges, as discrepancies
between planting,schediles and e ng climatic patterns culminate in diminished output. Weeds
constitute a @'Notic imitation in saffron cultivation, profoundly affecting yields through
competition forwater, ients, and light, while also promoting pest and disease proliferation.
saffron fields, particularly narrow-leaved varieties, demand integrated
egies to ensure enduring productivity and soil integrity. Efficient weed
suppre markedly elevate productivity. The application of polyethylene (PE) mulch
diminishes\weed populations by 70-90%, augments soil moisture conservation, and elevates
stigma yieldby up to 25% absent chemical interventions. Herbicides offer a viable approach for
weed management in saffron, with contemporary analyses affirming the effectiveness of synthetic
agents including haloxyfop R-methyl ester and pre-emergent formulations such as atrazine and
metribuzin. Adjuvants are supplementary agents incorporated with herbicides to bolster their
efficacy via improved spray retention, droplet dispersion, penetration into weed tissues, and
absorption, frequently permitting reduced herbicide rates to curtail environmental impacts and
crop phytotoxicity. Haloxyfop R-methyl ester with adjuvants at attenuated rates (e.g., 0.11-0.5
L/ha), merged with escalating concentrations of adjuvants like non-ionic surfactants or crop oil

Introduction: Saffron (Crocus sativus L.), commonly refwdt#he "golden spice," represents
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concentrates, demonstrating amplified grassy weed control; Efficacy escalates markedly with
elevated adjuvant proportions, yielding no detrimental impacts on saffron flowering or growth,
alongside prospective yield increments via superior weed repression. Today, haven’t any study
about herbicide application with or without adjuvants on saffron stigma quality, therefore this
study were conducted under field conditions.

Materials and Methods: To assess the response of the saffron stigma quality response to
difference concentrations of the herbicide haloxyfop-R-methyl wwith or without@djuvants, a field
study was carried out in a four-year-old saffron field located in the Sarayan regionjn 2Q22. The

study was designed as a factorial experiment based on a randomized complete bl esign.
Treatments included four concentrations of haloxyfop-R-methyl (0, §4, 81, an &(jve
ingredient ha™') and three adjuvant treatments: no additive, Sitogate adju rn 0|I (each
at 0.5% v/v). Crocin, Picrocrocin, and Safranal quality were det i er ar‘estlng in
November 2023, by spectrophotometric methods. Crocin, Picrocroci ranal) absorbance
was measured at 440, 257, and 330 nm by using a spectroph!@mete ectively. Data were

statistically analyzed using SAS software version 9.4, an mean
using the FLSD test at the 5% significance level.

parisons were performed

Results and Discussion: The experimental resultsmdlca
R-methy!l herbicide, had significant effect
content. Results state by an experimental field
herbicide effects on crocin, picrocrocin, and sa stigma content. Whereas, The highest
safranal content in the stigma was recorded from faetribuzin treatment with 8.00 mg.g™%, and the
lowest was in the pendimethalin+ tepraloxy treatment with 1.26 mg.g~t. Moreover, hand
hoeing showed the highest content qQf saffron st Crocin. It seems that quality response of
saffron stigma to herbicide was dep 0 herbicide types and concentrations.

i o%s of this study, hand hoeing had the highest effects
be(ﬁuse of weed control. By increasing haloxyfop-R-methyl
herbicide concentration thie.crocin, pierocrocin, and safranal saffron stigma content was increased.
Moreover, adj ts apphication 0 improved crocin, picrocrocin, and safranal saffron stigma
content. Finally, i ms that application of haloxyfop-R-methyl with adjuvants led to improved
quality of\sgffr a under field conditions.
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the concentration of haloxyfop-
ocin, and safranal saffron stigma
ed that the application of soil-applied

\
Conclusion: According Based o
on increase quality of Saffron stig
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100 % Fego nded dose + corn oil 20 ane 228 ora
S s — oS Al odbiapog o w0 o0 51,5 222,67 ab 81.67 ab 30.33 ab
100 % recomimended dose + sitogate ofa ofa oo
ip SBELe Jolf a2y aali 230.33a 89.67 a 32.67a
Complete weed control
3p gadle pug pac wald 139.67 d 60.33 ¢ 2233 ¢

Incomplete weeding control

3l s tme WS J8las g3l @ azgi LT 0 Jletol mhaws 50 (60 sire Diglds gt 1o 40 awline By, sl slanSile
The means with the same letter in each column are not significantly different at the 0.05 level of probability according to the LSD test.
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