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Table 1. Physical and chemical characteristics of soil in experimental site.

LJ sl U fd J.vb A gt J.vb r,_.w\:u JS O35 ;;\’lj.‘b/‘“ Colda
sl (Ao 3) wdeol G SAS e Ske) GRS ne Sk (L) G o)
texture  Organic matter pH Available P Available K Total N EC
(%) (mg.kg™) (mg.kg™) (%) (ds.m™)
o 0.68 7.76 60.00 420.35 0.08 3.1
Loam
ciS Jgl de s JT glesss e L oeS s o g b

St St gt glajlas oled oS 5503 5,15
(8) w8 Olites S skl o Lo o
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Ab i ol Jl s S padiad S
ol 0) wils Olaey S dsb p uls e
L Sosapdenl Grme Jl 3 S Jhuy, A
5 Sske slid e Sngeaind 3 4 015
AL axw s s Ay s (7)ol Sl 5581

213 s V) O S 9m 4 ool b

g5 S ol DL bl aps mls 1S, Jb
Sl s Grae Sl (Sl O as
Coils il ne i Oy Sy dgb L s
sk i ols 0L LSl alie (Vo)
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Tables 2. Analysis of variance for saffron leaf and corm characteristics under humic acid treatment.

PINEY) 4 sl . oy S O _ _
s e . _ i < SrFoss Sedsb
SO\C/: @51 Diameter 77 s Totr]al ¢ ~ Leaf fresh Leaf
e gf  ofcormel  Weightof  Number Welghtof eafdry  \eight length
cormel  of cormel corm weight
S
I}Li( 2 0.159™ 571" 0.125™ 7.19™ 0.0001™ 0.0001™ 11.29™
Blocl
T”f‘“’f@“ 1 14425™  139.417  0.041™ 0.10™ 0.0020”  0.01407 9126.42"
ype of use
E clle - - > * ok
S ] 3 60.74 13.71 0.708™ 20.24™ 0.0001 0.0001 95.50
concentration
X Jfa» C).v
P Sl 3 29.36™ 0.433"™ 0.708™ 2.73™ 0.0001™ 0.0001™ 265.16™
Concentrationx
type of use
U
14 12.10 4.03 0.220 7.743 0.0001 0.0001 16.14
Error
O s o o2
M( )’J 12.02 18.16 28.87 13.66 12.84 7.41 2.50
Cv (%

..Lpﬁ@)&Ju:}\ckﬂdﬁéjbd'u)éjl;@uﬁé%j@ #*

ks NS

ns, ** and * represent non significant at 1 and 5% level of probability, respectively.
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Tables 3. Effects of humic acid type of use and concentrations on leaf and corm growth characteristics of saffron.

E 'z g 2 £ o E £
4.5 a5 35 a9s_ 9% 3G 8
L .‘3._33,_/\ 3 T8 o8 RS . < 2 D S~
o M SE 3 2%a +% w259 ;2%>~a o S
Treatment As g hoxze 15 Fre° w52  x xfe
o~ =) : 2 = KR 1 3«
g % b BT} vy g ~ = vy & =8
=) = = E 4
S e 31.38° 13.46° 1.58° 20.42° 0.048° 0.163°
Soil application
_v‘; L*J’l’_” ) 26.47° 8.64° 1.66° 20.29° 0.026" 0.115°
Spraying application
S son sl 0 24.23 8.94° 1.16° 17.94% 0.031° 0.128°
z
O 53 e S8) 5 31.17° 12.46° 1.66° 21.28° 0.035% 0.145°
Coﬂﬁﬁr?ga;(l:?g of 10 30.53° 11.68° 1.66° 20.02° 0.041° 0.142°
(kg. ha) 15 29.78° 11.14% 2.00% 22.18° 0.040° 0.141%

2,5 LSD a3l ds s 0 éa.«ﬁ Sl pme OVl O gi a5 wlie Ly >
Similar letters in each column vas not significant at 5% level based on LSD.
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Tables 4. Interactive effects of humic acid concentrationx type of use on characteristics saffron leaf length.

oles (;mﬁp.f,mg,mc,w o) S 5 b
Treatment Concentration (kg.ha™) Leaf length (mm)
0 170.97°
S B 5 194.53°
Soil application 10 178.30
PP 15 176.54™
0 139.87%
bl 5 135.78°
application Sprayin 10 143.30
i praying 15 145.40°

105 LSD 5051 Ao ys 0 ch.«ﬁ Sl pme OVl O gi a5 wlie Ly >
Similar letters in each column vas not significant at 5% level based on LSD.
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Tables 5. Analysis of variance for saffron flower characteristics under humic acid treatment in second year of study.

2 S S s Sles S AN s S NS Jb Law e ijJS%f\LQ& Jf:l.bu"

Cds b B
SOV &3l Yield of dry Yield of fresh Average of Yield of fresh ~ Number of
" df stigma stigma stigma length flower flower
S *
s 2 0.0001™ 0.003™ 1.06™ 15.85 44.11™
Block
s 1 0.0830™ 0.384™ 6.88" 30.44™ 452.83™
Type of use
E clle . . . .
e ] 3 0.0001 0.088 3.21™ 11.34 220.87
Concentration
X Jfa» C).v
E clle . .
e 3 0.0001 0.053™ 1.54™ 10.30™ 147.18
Concentration
x type of use
o
14 0.0001 0.019 1.207 3.290 43.20
Error
ekl o
SR 4.73 21.08 3.51 10.68 20.56
Cv (%)

R el S Jleas! Cla.« 03 Golsme 5 o pae b S a5 NS
ns, ** and * represent non significant at 1 and 5% level of probability, respectively

Godns s slaay Wgos i ol Gz &S ol Ol (YYD K8
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Tables 6. Effects of humic acid concentration and type of use on characteristics of saffron flower in second year of study.

© j'h < g
£ £ A= 2 5
\% (=) Q2 2@ O < . =
e 2 08 o 08 w2E 4 0FE a2 1%BE
Treatment N & 52 § & =2 < 7= v, & -2 v »38
4 V2 a, Vo 3 R LIS ~E
S E » P2 :(3 g a2 E
= D8 2
> j\ Z E
= o
N e 0.147° 0.781° 31.79° 18.10° 36.31°
Soil application
;L .
o e 0.029° 0.528" 30.79° 15.85° 27.62°
Spraying application
<. 0 0.083° 0.475° 30.28° 15.02° 23.79°
i C’:k“ 5 0.087% 0.692° 31.87° 17.10% 32.33°
O 55 p S5 10 0.092° 0.738° 31.09° 18.20% 38.41°
Concentration of
humic acid 15 0.089° 0.713° 31.76° 17.57% 33.33°
(kg. ha™)

L ,lu LSD Ao s gy a3 (ol me IV O a3 alie By -
Similar letters in each column vas not significant at 5% level based on LSD.
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Tables 7. Interaction effects of humic acid concentration x type of use on characteristics of saffron flower in second

year of study.
b s bl S S s Sas ( ey
- > ~ < .JAJ:A J> ? M
b OLSe 53 ¢ 5 545) (g2 £5) I\CI:umber offower
Treatment Concentration Yield of dry stigma (per m?)
(kg.ha)) @m?
0 0.136° 23.75°
St e 5 0.144° 33.00™
. _— 10 0.158% 48.83°
Soil application
pp 15 0.149° 39.66%
0 0.029° 23.83°
5 ks 5 0.0303 31.66"
Spraying application 10 0.027 28.00°
praying app! 15 0.029¢ 27.00°

L, LSD Ao s gy a5 (ol me IV O a3 alie By -
Similar letters in each column vas not significant at 5% level based on LSD.

woaxg b s syl Ol ey s Shes Julssl s
Sl ml W Ok b Slhosas
Lles 5 alS 1 alesl
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