WY Jlo ¥ o )lad VO al> o5 acil> jo o5 sloingy

984295 obS 10 Ol Lax Gliae 1 (359,55 39405 9 (39 ¢SS Al aws GBI I
The Effect of Triple tensions Drought, Salinity and Nitrogen Deficiency on Water Absorption in Tomato
Plants
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Table 1- Evaluation models of simultaneous drought and nitrogen
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factor, N values of factors affecting growth, Cgc
and Cy Mitscherlich Coefficient for growth
effective factors
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Where h, hs, hy, h *, respectively, matric potential,
starting point of water stress, wilting point and dry
threshold, hsy is a matrix potential with a 50%
reduction in absorbance, P experimental parameter
related to plants, soil and climate, n dip response to
operating performance N, min of the minimum, Y
relative performance of the plant, oy reduction
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Table 2- Evaluation models of simultaneous drought, salinity and nitrogen
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Table 3- Physical and chemical properties of tested soil

FC S cél CU K+ N P oC ZN EC
soil texture mg kg™ ds/m pH
14.96 Sandy loam  1.18 55.5 20 2.05 3.73 3.73 3.53 7.24
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Table 4- Some chemical characteristics of water samples tested saline and non-saline wells

ol g Ca”? Mg* Na* Coy” HCo; SO, CL K* EC
Water Sourse mgkg dsm P H
Saline well 81.06  836.4 56 80 84.2 528 872.2 0.2 3.53 7.24
non-saline well 4.3 1.5 6 0.9 6.5 2.08 2.8 0.1 0.99 8.3
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Figure 1- Comparison of relative yield at different levels of nitrogen and irrigation water levels
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Figure 2- Comparison of measured and estimated the relative performance of different nitrogen levels and water
levels derived models MB-VG, MB-F, MB-H and F- LS.

Table 5- The calculated statistics for comparing models under simultaneous stress conditions of irrigation water

and nitrogen levels.

o Jo O3Sy 8990 S 9 69 )9] pin Joe 2l lbs ar iy Glao ;o8 Glae 08 Sl

Models) R? (CRM) EF) ME) RMSE) bll.s
MB-VG Model 0.98 0.01 0.95 6.61 5.61
MB -F Model 0.96 0.03 0.94 8.21 7.51
MB -H Model 0.96 0.07 0.92 10.21 9.64
LS -F Model 0.94 -0.09 0.9 12.86 12.9
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Figure 3- Comparison of relative yields by MB and LS models at different levels of nitrogen and under different

salinity
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Table 6- The calculated statistics for comparison of models based on soil nitrogen levels and irrigation water

salinity.
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and nitrogen based on modified LS and MB model
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Table 8- Calculated statistics for comparison of models under simultaneous stress conditions of water, salinity
and nitrogen
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