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Table 1- Physical and chemical characteristics of soil in experimental site
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) of replacement corm traits of saffron as
affected by soil and foliar applications of nutrients
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Table 3- Mean comparison of corm traits of saffron as affected by soil and foliar
applications of nutrients
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Table 4- Mean comparison of corm traits of saffron as affected by soil and foliar
nutrients applications interaction effects
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Table 5- Analysis of variance (mean of squares) of saffronflower traits as affected by soil
and foliar applications of nutrients
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Table 6- Mean comparison of flower traits of saffron as affected by soil and foliar
applications of nutrients

5P 0 AW 5 039 JSSS gy WSS (459
2 S5 olaas P e 55kS) 2 5 5kS) P e55kS) P e55kS)
oy SUSa (s (s (;sa (;bsa
Treatment  Number of Fresh weight Fresh weight ~ Dry weightof  Dry weight of
flower per ha of flower of stigma flower (kg.ha”  stigma (kg.ha
((kg-ha* ((kg.ha™* ( (
SB ais
Soil
nutrition
kg.ha' 0 1870000 "* 749 ° 34.1° 97.7° 5.98°
kg.ha! 50 1870000 ° 743 ° 353" 101° 6.54°
kgha! 100 2140000 *° 845 39.0% 1087 6.75°
kg.ha vo- 2380000 ? 963 * 45.5° 120 7.90°
il sl
Foliar
spray
1000.0 1950000 * 7922 38.0° 104 ® 6.52°
1000.5 2170000 ° 839° 40102 110° 6.98°
1000.10 2060000 * 844° 37.4* 105 * 6.88°

OSby (glaiels wis 090)"‘ ool 3 a6 b gyl gime M agliite By 6 JBlus b oo 1Sl gty )3 9 455518 o (gl

Wl o yd i Jleis ] s 3
*: For each factor and in each column means followed by the same letters are not significantly different
by Duncan's test at 5% level of probability.
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Table 7- Mean comparison of saffron flower traits as affected by soil and foliar nutrients
applications interaction effects

. S S0l g S0k
A . 3 J5 dlusxs _ _ [S31) &
. gl 2 eSS kS) 2 eSS S) 5 5hS) JS
SB LS © 2 o 2
’ (b (Hus (iss o 207 $k5)
Number of Fresh Fresh Dr) Wei) h (L2
) Foliar umber o weight of weight of y Welg Dry weight
Soil flower per - of flower \
nutrition spray ha flower1 stlgmal (kg.ha of stigma
((kg.ha ((kg.ha ' ((kg.ha'*
1000.0 1790000 * 701 317 100 532
kgha - 1000.5 1890000 720 34.0 96.8 5.98
1000.10 2030000 826 36.6 96.1 6.65
1000.0 1800000 721 37.0 96.3 6.76
kgha'a- 10005 1980000 787 358 107 6.58
1000.10 1820000 721 33.6 99.5 6.27
1000.0 1880000 747 37.8 100 6.25
kehath 600 5 2180000 859 40.1 13 6.86
1000.10 2370000 927 39.2 112 7.15
Veoelo 2440000 996 453 121 7.76
kghatva- oy 2630000 991 50.8 125 8.49
Veer/ye 2030000 901 403 12 7.45
0l 2060000 825 38.5 107 6.79
Average

)5 2oy g Jlass] pdass 3> (S5Is (clasals dix g05] Lwlul 530380 b ()l gxe BB Lo pSSlie ¢ ygia i 5D s
*: In each column, means are not significantly different by Duncan's test at 5% level of probability.
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Abstract
Saffron (Crocus sativus L.) is one of the most important crops and medicinal plants.in Iran.

Appropriate application of nutrients has special important role on replacement corm growth
and flower yield of saffron. In order to investigate the effects_of different levels of soil and
foliar nutrients applications by using mixture fertilizer on replacement corm production and
flower yield of saffron, an experiment was conducted by using a factorial layout based on
complete randomized block design with three replications atithe Agricultural Research Station,
Ferdowsi University of Mashhad during 2011- 2012' growing .season. The experimental
treatments were all combinations of four levels of seil nutrition (0, 50, 100 and 150 kg.ha™)
and three levels of foliar spray (0, 5 and 10 per 1000). Results of variance analysis showed that
the soil application of treatments had positive significant effects on weight of replacement
corms and number and weight of flower and stigma yield of saffron but these treatments had no
significant effects on total corm number. The number and yield of replacement corms and
flowers were not affected by simple ‘effect of foliar spray and soil and foliar applications
interactions. The results of this research showed that the using 150 kg.ha™ of nutrients soil
application in early March had more pasitive and significant effect on yield of fresh and dry
flower (120 and 963 kg.ha™, respectively), yield of fresh and dry stigma (45.5 and 7.90 kg.ha,
respectively) and weight of replacement corms (1646 g.m™) than other treatments but foliar
application of nutrientsyin this time had no significant effects on flower and corm yield of
saffron.

Keywaords: Fertilization, Replacement corm, Spraying, Stigma of saffron.
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