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Table 1- Results of mean comparison of flower yield and stigma dry yield affected by planting method (A), irrigation date (B)

and year (C)
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Table 2- Results of analysis of variance for some vegetative indexes of saffron
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*,**and ns are significant at the 0.05 and 0.01 level of probability and no significant, respectively.
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Table 4- Results of mean comparison for some vegetative indices of saffron affected by space sowing
. . 198 ay losy
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Total weight . Total Total weight of Number of Number of Number of o
of cormsg(] ) Total weight of corm  \ygjght of corm without replacement  replacement mother cwils
9) withoutscale to total  gcales (g) scale (g) corm per corm corm
weight of scales mother corm
380a* 3.8b 80a 300a 5.9a 156a 26.7a 5*20
268ab 5.1ab 46b 221a 5.3a 80b 15h 10*20
240b 5.3a 41b 200a 5.3a 84b 16b 15*20
258ab 4.7ab 48b 210a 5.8a 89b 15.2b 20*20
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* Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 5% level of probability.
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Table 5- Results of mean comparison for some vegetative indices of saffron affected by space sowing
buwgia buwgs
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Forage dry fresh weight (9) corms with total buds number of verad of space
weight (kg.ha'®) o abnormal diameter
(kg.ha™) root bud of corms corms
(cm) (9
1276a* 3916a 1287a 23.6a 18.6a 442a 2.8b 1.1b 2.0b 5*20
982a 3551a 664b 17.6a 16.1a 300a 4.1ab 1.5a 2.9a 10*20
484b 1535h 603b 12.0a 15.0a 347a 3.9ab 1.4ab 2.5ab 15*20
577b 1928h 600b 15.5a 23.7a 393a 4.5a 1.4ab 2.5ab 20*20
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* Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 5% level of probability.
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Fig. 1- Distribution of corm weight affected by different planting methods
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Means with different letter are significantly different based on Duncan test (a=0.05).
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Fig. 2- Distribution of corm diameter affected by different planting methods
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Means with different letter are significantly different based on Duncan test (0=0.05).
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Table 6- Results of mean comparison for some vegetative indices of saffron affected by irrigation date
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* Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 5% level of probability.
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Table 7- Results of mean comparison for some vegetative indices of saffron affected by irrigation date
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* Mean followed by similar letters in each column, are not significantly different at the 5% level of probability.
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Fig. 3- Distribution of corm weight affected by different irrigation dates
Means with different letter are significantly different based on Duncan test (0=0.05).
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Fig. 4- Distribution of diameter weight affected by different irrigation dates
Means with different letter are significantly different based on Duncan test (¢=0.05)
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