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Abstract

Generally, in the organic farming, plants high productivity without compromising quality is a very
important goal in agriculture. The brussels sprouts are one of the vegetable crops that cultivated in
cold regions that are rich in vitamins A and C and nutrient and provide the human nutrient
requirements. This research was conducted on the basis of a completely randomized design (CRD)
with three replications. Treatment was included humic acid in concentrations of 500, 1,000 and 1,500
mg/l in the greenhouse, Agriculture faculty, University of Shiraz. The results of this study was shown
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that highest yield compared to the control at a concentration of 1,500 mg/l. Indeed, the maximum
diameter of the button and shoot were abtained at concentrations of 1,000 and 1,500 mg/l. Overall,
results showed that with increasing humic acid concentration the number buttons, stem height, button
diameter and yield were increased.
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