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Study the effect of foliar spray with humic acid on tomato

Abstract

Tomato is one of the most important vegetables as a farming in the world. The ability of
producing and having fresh tomato and to be rich from anthioxidants, is the one of the reasons
that has lead to quick extend and its admission as an essential vegetable through the different
human communities. Humic substances (humic and fuluic acid) constitue 65- 70% of the organic
matter in soils. these material have multiple roles and benefit effects on plant growth and has
hormone — like activity, also improve yield and quality of the plants. To determine the effect of
humic acid (HA) on growth, yield, and some quality parameters of tomato cv.Miro an
investigation was conducted on 1387 in a plastic- tunnel of Agriculture Faculty the Guilan
University using randomized completely design with four treatments (0, 1, 2, 3 mg/l) and three
replications HA was sprayed four times during the vegetation period with 10- day intervals three
weeks after planting. Results showed that there was significant difference (P<5%) between HA
treatment on the yield, amount of phenol, fruit number, diameter and length. The highest yield
and fruit numbers were observed by 3% HA with an amount of 9.658 kg/pl and 96.33
respectively. There were’nt any effect in TSS, TA, leaf number and plant height between the
treatments.
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