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Table 1. Physical and chemical characteristics of soil in experimental site
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Tables 2. Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for saffron leaf quantitative and qualitative characteristics
of saffron under humic acid treatment
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Bi)fk 2 607.781" 0.00002" 0.000009™ 0.0001™ 0.00001" 0.000001"™
J‘“”‘” “‘*‘“' 3 82.451™ 0.0004" 0.00006" 0.0007" 0.00008 " 0.000003™
Humic acid
Eur‘:r 6 69.134 0.00008 0.00001 0.0001 0.00002 0.000001
iy o 7.027 9.291 12.831 16.633 30.934 21.166
C.V. (%)
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" ** and *: represent non significant and significant at 1 and 5% probability levels, respectively
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Tables 3. Mean comparison for the effect of humic acid concentrations on leaf quantitative and qualitative

characteristics of saffron
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Total Chl content Y3 Y3 Leaf dry weight cal Tres Leaf length  Humic acid
(Mg.gF.W) Chlbcontent  Chl a content (@.ph) We'g_?t (mm) (Lhat)

(mg.gtF.W) (mg.gtF.W) (9-p%)
0.0042 0.0142 0.051° 0.019° 0.086° 111.133 0
0.0062 0.0162 0.0802 0.0282 0.1162 121.650? 5
0.0062 0.0252 0.069% 0.0292 0.099% 117.750? 10
0.0072 0.0142 0.0892 0.0272 0.098% 122.723? 15
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* Similar letters in each column are not significant at 5% probability level based on DMRT.
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Tables 4. Analysis of variance for saffron corm characteristics under humic acid treatment
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<ok 2 0.083™ 124.562" 23.539" 12.538"
Block
Seaged Sl 3 1.000™ 144.838" 15.186™ 78.142"
Humic acid
= 6 0.083 22.230 4.103 14.482
Error
() S g 2 15.754 31.035 25,854 14.372

CV (%)
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", ** and * represent non significant at 1 and 5% level of probability, respectively
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Table 5. Mean comparisons for the effects of humic acid concentrations on corm growth characteristics of

saffron
Snga s G50 4y dlaxi GrSS gbas IS 039 4 jglawgte (650 4y b bugie
(LS 4o ) CERLER) @ 50 p5) (p5) 5o o ek
Humic acid (I.ha'%) Number of daughter Total weight of Average weight of  Diameter of daughter
' corms (per.p?) daughter corms (g.pt) daughter corm (g) corm (mm)
0 1.000° 4.958° 4.9582 19.573°
5 2.0007 20.465% 10.2322 316732
10 2.0007 17.5992 8.7992 28.3372
15 2.3332 17.7452 7.3512 26.330%°
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* Similar letters in each column are not significant at 5% level of probability based on DMRT.
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Table 6. Analysis of variance for flower characteristics of saffron under humic acid treatments in the second

year
Oy qulio oliian I olaws F U5 oSles AW Job lawgio 5 a5 ,Sloc AN s S
SOV of Number of Fresh flower  Average stigma Fresh yield of Drv vield of stigma
e flower yield length stigma vy 9
Bfofk 2 476.583™ 0.057™ 0.922m 0.026 ™ 0.000007™
Seogad Al ns ns ns * *
Humic acid 3 290.972 0.208 0.918 0.101 0.00002
Eura;r 6 211.472 0.070 2.364 0.014 0.000003
) &lydd cap 25.327 10.795 4.837 24.006 7.188

CV (%)

* k% ns
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ns, ** and *: represent non significant and significant at 1 and 5% level of probability, respectively
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Table 7. Mean comparisons for the effects of humic acid concentrations on characteristics of saffron flower

in the second year
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OS2 (e ERSBET g (@emed) @ sed)
Humic acid Number of ° af?/c:a/er res Average stigma Fresh yield of Dry yield of stigma
(.ha) flower (No.m?) (am?) length (mm) stigma (g.m?) (g.m?)
0 42.672 2.0822 31.4642 0.267° 0.022°
5 63.002 2.6932 32.565% 0.7002 0.0272
10 61.672 2.5662 31.3302 0.473% 0.0272
15 62.332 24732 31.8042 0.5812 0.0292
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Abstract
The effects of humic acid on some quantitative and qualitative characteristics of saffron were evaluated under

field conditions. This experiment was carried out based on a randomized complete block design with three
replications at the Research Farm of University of Birjand, during cropping year 2015-2016. Treatments were
four levels of humic acid (0, 5, 10 and 15 I. ha). The results showed that humic acid improved the leaf
growth indices (fresh and dry weights) and chl a content. The highest leaf fresh weight (0.116 g. plant™) and
dry weight (0.029 g. plant™) were obtained 5 and 10 I. ha* humic acid while the lowest values were recorded
in control. Also, humic acid improved the corm growth indices (corm number and total fresh, daughter corm
weight and diameter of daughter corm). Stigma fresh and dry yield were influenced by humic acid in the
second year. The highest stigma fresh yield (0.7 g.m) and stigma dry yield (0.029 g.m?) were obtained in 5
and 15 I. ha humic acid. While the lowest values (with 0.267 and 0.022 g.m, respectively) were recorded in
control. But, no significant difference was found in flower number and fresh total yield. Thus, results showed
that application of 5 I. ha™* humic acid is useful to improve vegetative and reproductive characteristics of
saffron.

Keywords: Chlorophyll, Corm, Foliar spraying, Organic fertilizer, Stigma dry yield.



