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Table 1. Soil at the experimental site (0-30 cm) Omic emulsion and Shield supplement properties
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Table 2. Humic acid (Humax®) properties
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for the effects of fertilizer and corm size on dried stigma weight, dried flower
weight, number of flowers, dried bud weight and number of buds in saffron

lapo (Sileo
. >y Mean of squares - '
% &L - S0l &y dilg2 (459
ol ... § s ) § olowy
s.0.v &=l A LS 439 S T o S 5 Gloj 53
df Dried stioma weight Dried flower Number g :
L1 g weight of flowers Dried bud weight
at anthesis
S
ok 2 202.57" 21235.5™ 7.57n8 13816691.6 "
Block
F) o, oo
(1) 08 0023 2924y 907.28 " 209329.1" 3257 225342113
Fertilizer (F)
C - D'l l sk sk *x sk
(€ 4z 05l 17819.92 2279824.9 641.0 213400225.4
Corm size (C)
F xC 6 723.15™ 326012.1" 30.0™ 10811389.1™
= 21 474.00 676985.9 7.5m 8942479.0
Error
R 63.29 64.61 62.07 45.35

CV (%)
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ns, * and **: indicates non-significant and significant difference at 5 and 1% probability levels, respectively.

Table 3. Continued
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RSB B .
s.0.v ; ) SrS o
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Dried bud Number of buds Number of buds daughter eight of
weight 2 weeks . 2 weeks after corms daughter corms
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Uas-
11170806.8 3806.2 3631.1 11461.9 49593.4
Error
O et 44.99 23.96 22.13 34.51 38.17

CV (%)

In each column, * **
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: and ns, indicates significant difference at 5 and 1% and non-significant, respectively.



VaL0bae s an 5 €5 Ses 5 gpolean 055 5 JT slas S 5,8 560K 5 aual !

S92 oS ool et 05 g, b cdile ams
5| oeims plos SLi1S b b b s 4 Lol il 03gas
5 Sz58 aallbe alox 5l plhie; ;o0 I ey cnl 08
6oLl Bl 5,305 «(Koocheki et al., 2016) ) Sen
(Golzari Jahan Abadi et al., 2016) :)\\Sen 4
5 Sylgrm «(Ahmadi et al., 2017) ;)\ SKen 5 g0z
5 ol g (Sabzevari & Khazaie, 2009) <y
el W s )ls & plee Arancon et al., 2006) ) ,Son
svbe 4 (SI)ly sl Seeger (nl 55, i Sl
drog lie; el 3 ol ow Aok pae b

D9 s

YAIVY o YAUS) b s @ 5 amls o Saal Lo
09,5 S ;o 5 5o 055 slar Sl e @ )0 5 e
s gl il Ll Jga) 42,5 3 (s L
Tobe 51 o e 0w ojlail g ol he; o Slee (o Iiome
Lk () s liaabed 330 aglie 5 4,335 55,555
o3Il Gl L o Shos al Bl jiiay a5 S90d et
axly o Glilay o5 Lo VYY) Sl 065 jland jo iy
Lbld 4 a5 cul ouls Joolo (g 0k 4 (39 Lilsdl
FIOV) Slagan jlos b (sloicine yoku 55 )bl
B (550ke an 59 Gl oty yo Gl 4 )5 s
RIS SRR PRES RUWIN
53 oles o Shee (Rl il 5 0 Shos (09 by
3 Sl (S az)F aals b alie jo (uSlogs e

9 S0l A dilg (439 (S5 Sload (S5 (y59 AN (39 w50l Ay oIl g Al £oi P Kl dmlio F Jouor

olse) )0 ook 4o ailgs olaws

Table 4. Mean comparisons for the effect of nutrition treatment and mother corm size on dried stigma
weight, dried flower weight, number of flowers, dried bud weight and number of buds in saffron

F s 059 5 sl Goobo ay dile (439 (5ol 4y e (439
o A SUS (59 Driedﬂower Number SBS boj 4o PS5 g asid g0
Treatment Drileld stigma, (Zgi ht ) of flowers  Dried bud weight  Dried bud weight at
weight (mg.m™) (No.m™) at anthesis (mg.m™) 2 weeks after
anthesis (mg.m™)
PURYY)
Nutrition
L:J *
C“”’ l 38.72¢ 321.8¢ 7.6¢ 5696 6892 b
ontro
g5'°b ‘)55 a a a a a
c 41.80 3315 7.8 8501 9833
ow manute
L
;‘5 "; 15.35° 117.4° 3.1° 4475° 5343°
umax
Sl
Omic® 39.61° 3229¢ 7.6¢ 7465 7412
mic
Corm size
S
< ”’5 y 0.431°¢ 43¢ 0.1°¢ 2645°¢ 4262°¢
maltl-size
h‘d .-
Medi a y 24.52° 200.4° 4.9° 5975 7459°
eaium-size
S .
5 7 y 82.22¢ 660.8° 15.6° 11575° 10849 °
1g-Size
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*In each column and for each column and each component, means with at least one similar letter are not significantly

different, according to Duncan test.
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Table 4. Continued
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Treatment Number of buds at Number of buds at Number of daughter corms
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*In each column and for each column and each component, means with at least one similar letter are not
significantly different, according to Duncan test.
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Fig. 1. Regression
nutritioning

lines fitted between dried stigma weight and mother corm size for different levels of
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Table 5. Coefficient of determination (R2), slope (b), standard Error for the slope (se) and equation of
fitted regressions between mother corm size and dried stigma weight
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*k
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2.7 0.72 y=12.9x-37.8
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Fig. 2. Slicing the interaction of mutrition type and mother corm size at levels of mother corm size for number

of buds two weeks after flowering
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Fig. 3. Harvested daughter corms from saffron farm after plant growth period in May (corms belong to

second block of com manure-big corm treatment).
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Abstract

This study was conducted to study the effects of mother-corm size (0-4, 4.1-8 and 8.1-12 g) and different
organic fertilizers (such as cow manure, humic acid (Humax® 95-WSG), an organic-mineral-based emulsion
(Omic®) and unfertilized control) on flower and corm yield of saffron. The experiment was conducted as
factorial layout based on a randomized complete block design with three replications in the Research
Complex of Medicinal Plants, ACECR of Southern Khorasan Province, Iran durung growing season of 2017-
2018. Studied traits were dried stigma weight, dried flower weight, number of flowers, number of buds, dried
bud weight, total number of corms and total weight of corms. According to the results, mother-corm size
significantly affected these studied traits. The highest and lowest amount of traits were obtained in big- and
small-sized corms, respectively. Dried stigma weight in big-sized corm with 82.22 mg.m~ was about 190 times
bigger than small-sized corm. In addition, the highest number (466.36 corms.m>) and weight (936.55 g.m™) of
daughter corms were belonged to mother-corm size between 8.1 to 12 g. These results justify bearing the cost
of providing big corms (over 4 g) in saffron cultivation. Evaluating the main effect of nutrition factor revealed
no significant impact on most studied traits. Comparing the slope of linear regression between dried stigma
weight and corm size showed that the highest yield increasing happened in Omic treatment (12.91 mg in
exchange for one unit of mother corm weight increasing). These results clearly showed that despite
significant effect of mother corm size on yield of saffron, using organic fertilizers has no significant effect on
these traits in the first year. However, using organic fertilizers might have positive effects in the next coming
years that needs to be studied.
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