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Table 1- Physical and chemical properties of the experimental field soil at the depth of 0 -30 cm.
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Figure 1- Mean comparison of humic acid spraying time on height of triticale.
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Table 3- Mean comparison of concentration and time of humic acid spraying on some morphological and
qualitative characteristics of triticale.
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Figure 2- Mean comparison of humic acid spraying concentration on number of spikes per square meter of
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Figure 3- Mean comparison of humic acid spraying time on number of grain per spike of triticale.
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Figure 4- Mean comparison of humic acid spraying concentration on 1000 grain weight of triticale.
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Table 4- Mean comparison of concentration and time of humic acid spraying on biological yield and Nitrogen of

triticale.
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Coulums followed by the same letters are not significantly different at p<0.05, using LSD test.
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Figure 5- Mean comparison of concentration and time of humic acid spraying on grain yield of triticale.
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Figure 6- Mean comparison of concentration and time of humic acid spraying on harvest index of triticale.
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