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0 ABSTRACT [

The effect of treating three hybrids of tomato with 100 ppm humate on yield and
resistance to three fungal diseases, namely (Powdery mildew, Late blight, Gray mold)
was studied. The Randomized Complete Block Design was used, and tomato plants
were grown during two seasons (2001/2 — 2002/2003) in the greenhouse.

The results showed that soaking the seeds in the humate solution improved their
germination, and that irrigating the plants with the solution increased initial production
by 22, 21, and 24% and final yield by 23, 23 and 22% for the hybrids Amal, Razan and
Pheron respectively.

In addition, soaking seeds in humate solution before planting, and irrigating the
plants during growth increased resistance of plants to fungal diseases. The rate of
disease spreading decreased for powdery mildew by 50, 48, 54 %,and for Gray mold by
57, 44, 40 % in the hybrids Amal, Razan, and Pheron respectively. Severity of the
disease decreased also in case of powdery mildew by 49, 40, 52 %, and in late blight by
54, 49, 58 %, and in gray mold by 57, 55, 50 % in the above mentioned three hybrids
respectively.

Key words: Tomato, Organic fertilizer extract, Greenhouse, Fungal diseases .
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