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Abstract: Although the application of chemical fertilizers to crops promotes plant growth and yield,
their continuous use affects soil heath and creates environmental pollution. On the other hand,
plant biostimulants improve nutrients absorption, plant growth, yield and produce quality and are
environment-friendly. Therefore, an experiment was conducted during 2021-22 to evaluate the effect
of some biostimulants on the performance of the apple cv. Anna, planted in a sandy loam soil at
Marsa Matruh governorate, Egypt. Ninety trees were randomly selected and sprayed with 4 or
6% moringa leaf extract (MLE), 0.3 or 0.4% seaweed extract (SWE), 0.1% or 0.2% Fulvic acid (FA),
4% MLE + 0.3% SWE + 0.1% FA (combination 1), or 6% MLE + 0.4% SWE + 0.2% FA (combination 2)
before flowering, during full bloom and one month later and compared with a control (untreated
trees). The results demonstrated that spraying MLE, SWE or FA or their combinations positively
improved the vegetative growth, fruit set %, fruit yield and fruit physical and chemical characteristics
as well as leaf nutritional status. The positive effect of MLE, SWE and FA was increased in parallel to
an increase in the used concentration of each one of them. The highest increments in the measured
parameters were accompanied by the application of combination 2 over the other treatments.

Keywords: Malus domestica; fulvic acid; moringa leaf extract; seaweed extract

1. Introduction

The apple (Malus domestica L.) cv. Anna is widely grown in Egypt. It contains total
soluble solids (TSS) h 12%, total sugars h 9.5%, acidity h 0.8%, dietary fibers h 2.3 g
and protein h 0.3 g. In Egypt, the apple is grown on an area of 27,417 hectares, with
an annual production of 697,936 tons; the total cultivated area of apples worldwide is
4,622,366 hectares and the worldwide total annual production is 86,442,716 tons [1].

Although the usage of mineral fertilization promotes plant growth and fruiting, it has
been documented that the excessive and extensive usage of chemical fertilizers reduces soil
quality by reducing its organic matter content and increasing soil pollution [2,3]. Moreover,
it also leads to an increase in environmental and underground water pollution, and an
increase in greenhouse gases released into the atmosphere, which are not only harmful
to humans but also reduce crop yield and food safety [4–7], resulting in soil degradation
and compaction, which consequently leads to root growth limitation, poor aeration and
drainage [8] and a decrease in the soil’s biological activities and nutrient absorption [9].

Plant biostimulants are defined as substances that can be applied to plants to enhance
nutrient availability, absorption and efficiency, growth, yield and produce quality charac-
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teristics and post-harvest shelf life. These also improve plant immune systems, tolerance to
abiotic and biotic stresses [10–17] and the degradation of organic compounds in the soil [18].

Soliman and Shanan [19] documented that MLE is equal to or better in its effective-
ness than synthetic plant growth regulators. Further, MLE is easy to prepare cheap and
environmentally friendly; therefore, it is a potential crop biostimulant [20]. Spraying MLE
on different fruit trees remarkably improved vegetative growth attributes, fruit yield, fruit
physical and chemical characteristics and plant mineral status as compared with untreated
trees [21–23]. As MLE contains numerous necessary elements, auxins, gibberellins, cy-
tokinins, proteins, sugars, proline and vitamins, it is helpful in improving the nutrition of
plants, vegetative growth, photosynthesis process, water use efficiency, root development,
mineral content, gas exchange traits, flower formation, yield and fruit quality. Besides, it
can improve the resistance of plants to abiotic stresses, salinity, drought, heavy metals, etc.,
by activating antioxidant enzymes and increasing compatible solutes [24,25].

Seaweed extract (SWE) is a good and cheap source of nutrients, organic matter and
plant growth stimulators, so a foliar spray of a seaweed extract is an efficient method to
increase vegetative growth, the photosynthetic rate, proline content and total soluble sugars,
biotic and abiotic stress tolerance, yield, fruit quality and fruit shelf life in fruit crops [26–33].
As SWE is characterized by a high content of auxins, cytokinins, gibberellins, abscisic acid,
vitamins, amino acids, antibiotics, polysaccharides, micro- and macro-nutrients, so it has
the ability to improve the growth and yield of crop plants [34–37]. Additionally, SWE
can modify gene expression, which is accountable for the internal biosynthesis of growth
hormones such as auxins, cytokinins and gibberellins [38].

Fulvic acid (FA) is a humic acid with a high oxygen content and low molecular weight,
which helps it to pass easily through living or artificial membranes’ micro holes [39]. It has
been reported that FA is considered as a plant growth and yield biostimulator because it
can enhance the permeability of the cell membrane, the nutrient translocation inside plants,
the photosynthetic and respiration rates and lessen the uptake of poisonous elements by
plants [40,41]. Fulvic acid is a natural material that results from the decay of plants, animals,
the remains of microbes and soil microbes’ metabolic activity [42]. It can also improve the
growth of plants under drought conditions because it is an anti-transpirant organic acid,
nontoxic, cheap and not pollutant to the soil. Moreover, FA molecules are small and can
bind nutrients easily. These can penetrate the roots, stems and leaves of plants and carry
minerals from plant surfaces to plant tissues [43].

Keeping in view the benefits of these natural substances, this study was conducted
to examine the spraying effects of MLE, SWE and FA as ecofriendly alternatives and safe
biostimulants on the vegetative growth attributes, yield, fruit quality and nutritional status
of Anna apple trees.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Experimental Trees and Treatments Application

The present study was carried out during 2021-22 on the apple (Malus domestica L.) cv.
Anna trees were budded on Malling-Merton 106 (MM 106) rootstock, planted at 3 × 4 m
in a sandy loam soil under drip irrigation in El Omid, Marsa Matruh governorate, Egypt.
Ninety trees, ten years old with uniform size and growth, were selected to perform this
study. All experimental trees were treated with same agricultural practices in the orchard
during the two study years. The physical and chemical composition of the experimental
orchard soil was determined according to [44] and is listed in Table 1. Before flowering,
during full bloom and one month later, the selected trees were sprayed with 4 or 6%
moringa leaf extract (MLE), 0.3 or 0.4% seaweed extract (SWE) and 0.1% or 0.2% Fulvic acid
(FA), 4% MLE + 0.3% SWE + 0.1% FA (combination 1), or 6% MLE + 0.4% SWE + 0.2% FA
(combination 2). A control (untreated trees) was also included for comparison.
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Table 1. Physicochemical properties of the experiment soil.

Depth Texture pH EC (dS/m)

0–60 cm Sandy loam 8.17 2.58

Soluble anions (%) Soluble Cations (%)

CaCO3
2− HCO3

− Cl− SO4
2− Na+ Mg2+ K+ Ca2+

26.7 5.0 14.5 6.0 15.2 4.00 1.6 5.00

The aforementioned treatments were distributed in a randomized complete block
design, and each treatment was comprised of ten replicates. The influence of the applied
treatments was investigated on the following parameters.

2.2. Vegetative Growth Parameters

At the start of vegetative growth (in the month of February during both years 2021
and 2022, eight shoots from each side of each experimental tree were chosen and labeled.
At the end of each growing season, shoot length (cm) and diameter (cm) were measured.
Relative chlorophyll content was measured in fresh leaves as SPAD by a chlorophyll meter
apparatus (SPAD-502; Minolta, Japan). Leaf area (cm2) was measured during the growing
seasons according to Equation (1) [45].

LA = −0.5 +
(

0.23 × L
W

)
+ (0.67 × L × W) (1)

where LA is a leaf area (cm2), L is leaf length (cm) and W is leaf width (cm).

2.3. Fruit Set and Fruit Drop Percentages

Four branches from each side of each experimental tree were selected carefully and
labeled in March during 2021 and 2022, and the number of flowers on each branch was
counted. The fruit set percentage was calculated according to Equation (2).

Fruit set (%) =
Number of set fruits

Number of opened flowers
× 100 (2)

Estimation of pre-harvest fruit drop was performed by counting the number of drop-
ping fruits after fruit setting until the harvesting date in June each year. Then, the fruit drop
was calculated as a percentage as follows.

Fruit drop (%) =
Number of droped fruits

Number of set fruits
× 100 (3)

2.4. Fruit Yield

In June 2021 and 2022, all the fruits from each experimental tree were harvested
and yield was estimated by using a digital weighing scale (Yongkang Beichen Weighing
Apparatus Co., Ltd., Jinhua, China). The yield in tons per hectare was calculated by
multiplying the yield of tree with total number of trees in a hectare.

2.5. Fruit Quality

In June 2021 and 2022 (time of harvesting), twenty fruits from each tree were taken
randomly to measure their physical and chemical characteristics.

2.5.1. Fruit Physical Characteristics

Fruit weight (g) was recorded using a digital weighing scale, while fruit length (cm)
and diameter (cm) were measured using a verier caliper and fruit size (cm3) was computed.
Fruit firmness (kg/cm2) was estimated using a Magness and Taylor pressure tester with
7/18-inch plunger [46].
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2.5.2. Fruit Chemical Characteristics

Total soluble solids (TSS %) in the juice of fruits were measured by using a hand refrac-
tometer (ATAGO, Tokyo, Japan). Total acidity (%) was determined according to [47], and
then TSS-acid ratio was calculated. By using the method of Nelson arsenate—molybdate col-
orimetric, the percentages of total and reducing sugars were estimated [48]. Non-reducing
sugars were calculated by the difference between total sugars and reducing sugars. Antho-
cyanin (mg/100 g fresh weight peel) was estimated as described by Nangle et al. [49].

2.6. Leaf Mineral Composition

During June 2021 and 2022, after harvesting the fruits, thirty leaves from the middle
part of the labeled shoots as described by [50] were selected from each tree and their
content of macro- and micro-nutrients was determined. The leaves were first washed
with running tap water, then rinsed with distilled water and dried at 70 ◦C until they
reached a steady weight. The dried leaves were ground well, digested by using H2SO4
and H2O2 and filtered until the solution became clear. The solution was used for the
determination of micro-nutrients such as Fe, Mn, Zn and B content by atomic absorption
spectrophotometry. Nitrogen content was measured by the micro-Kjeldahl method [51],
phosphorus by the vanadomolybdate method [52] and potassium using a flame photometer
(SKZ International Co., Ltd., Jinan, China) [53].

2.7. Statistical Analysis

Results of the experiments were statistically analyzed separately for 2021 and 2022 by
using one way ANOVA [54] followed by least significant difference (LSD) at 0.05% to make
the comparison among the treatment means.

3. Results
3.1. Vegetative Growth Parameters

The foliar application of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations significantly
increased the vegetative growth in terms of shoot length and diameter, leaf area and
relative leaf chlorophyll content compared with untreated trees during 2021 and 2022
(Table 2). Moreover, combination 2 and combination 1 gave the highest increments in shoot
length, shoot diameter, leaf chlorophyll content and leaf area over the untreated trees. The
results also demonstrated that the effects of 6% MLE, 0.4% SWE and 0.2% FA were better
than the lower applied concentrations of these biostimulants or control during the years
2021 and 2022.

3.2. Fruit Set, Drop and Yield

The results demonstrated that the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combi-
nations significantly improved the fruit set and fruit yields per tree and per hectare over
the untreated trees during both the years, i.e., 2021 and 2022 (Table 3). Besides, the same
treatments markedly reduced the fruit drop. The most effective treatment, which achieved
the most increments in fruit set and fruit yield, was the application of combination 2,
compared to the other applied treatments during both the years. Moreover, combination 1
and 6% MLE, 0.4% SWE and 0.2% FA also had a positive influence in increasing the same
measured parameters during 2021 and 2022 with respect to the other applied treatments.
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Table 2. The influence of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations on some
vegetative growth parameters of apple cv. Anna during 2021 and 2022.

Treatments
Shoot Length (cm) Shoot Diameter (cm) Leaf Area (cm2) Relative Leaf Chlorophyll

Content (SPAD)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

Control 0 40.15 f

±1.50
40.67 e

±2.17
0.77 d

±0.06
0.8 e

±0.04
28.81 e

±1.48
30.90 d

±2.32
43.01 e

±2.19
44.12 d

±.69

MLE
4% 41.81 ef

±1.09
43.20 de

±2.27
0.78 d

±0.02
0.82 de

±0.02
30.57 cde

±2.59
32.57 cd

±2.51
45.69 d

±1.36
47.62 c

±1.19

6% 44.98 bcde

±0.81
46.20 cd

±1.35
0.86 c

±0.02
0.88 bc

±0.01
32.13 bcde

±1.45
34.43 bc

±1.07
50.42 bc

±1.64
51.85 b

±2.40

SWE
0.3% 44.03 cde

±1.00
45.70 cd

±0.46
0.84 c

±0.03
0.82 de

±0.02
32.33 bcd

±1.45
33.43 bcd

±1.93
48.05 c

±1.24
50.40 b

±1.48

0.4% 46.35 bc

±3.32
48.60 bc

±2.21
0.89 bc

±0.02
0.90 b

±0.02
33.81 abc

±1.43
35.03 abc

±1.50
52.53 ab

±1.78
55.10 a

±2.26

FA
0.1% 42.30 def

±0.39
43.63 de

±0.45
0.78 d

±0.03
0.85 cd

±0.03
29.71 de

±3.10
33.43 bcd

±1.07
49.15 c

±1.07
51.00 b

±0.78

0.2% 45.55 bcd

±1.01
47.27 bc

±0.95
0.89 bc

±0.03
0.91 b

±0.02
32.66 bcd

±1.01
34.30 bc

±1.15
53.39 a

±2.40
54.45 a

±2.12

Combination
1 47.96 b

±3.09
50.27 ab

±2.00
0.94 ab

±0.01
0.95 a

±0.01
35.46 ab

±1.29
36.53 ab

±0.65
52.98 a

±1.69
54.85 a

±0.78

2 51.28 a

±2.24
52.63 a

±2.61
0.95 a

±0.02
0.96 a

±0.01
36.27 a

±1.71
37.87 a

±1.53
53.75 a

±1.13
56.57 a

±1.05

LSD0.05 3.23 3.06 0.05 0.04 3.15 2.81 2.33 2.23

The treatment means that have the same letter(s) in one column indicate that there were non-significant differences
between them. The treatment means are followed by ±SE.

Table 3. The influence of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations on fruit set and
drop % and yields per tree and per hectare of apple cv. Anna during 2021 and 2022.

Treatments
Fruit Set (%) Fruit Drop (%) Fruit Yield/Tree (kg) Fruit Yield/Hectare (tons)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

Control 0 16.77 e

±1.62
17.33 e

±1.11
73.38 a

±2.45
69.65 a

±2.06
50.61 e

±2.01
51.90 f

±1.54
40.49 e

±1.61
41.52 f

±1.23

MLE
4% 16.97 e

±1.50
18.75 de

±1.55
66.34 b

±0.72
66.01 ab

±2.25
53.42 de

±1.73
54.20 ef

±3.00
42.73 de

±1.39
43.36 ef

±2.40

6% 20.17 cd

±1.37
22.80 bc

±1.61
56.64 d

±1.69
58.38 cd

±2.36
59.19 bc

±1.95
59.5 cd

±2.64
47.35 bc

±1.56
47.60 cd

±2.12

SWE
0.3% 18.83 de

±1.60
20.83 cd

±1.62
60.55 c

±2.67
62.25 bc

±3.10
55.48 cd

±2.33
56.88 de

±2.07
44.38 cd

±1.86
45.50 de

±1.66

0.4% 24.54 b

±1.17
25.29 b

±1.10
53.63 d

±1.99
55.35 de

±1.93
60.73 b

±2.59
63.61 b

±1.46
48.59 b

±2.07
50.88 b

±1.17

FA
0.1% 18.77 de

±1.36
20.43 cd

±1.80
63.75 bc

±1.91
61.51 c

±2.19
55.68 cd

±2.10
58.03 de

±2.50
44.55 cd

±1.68
46.43 de

±2.00

0.2% 22.13 bc

±1.95
23.70 b

±1.25
54.18 d

±2.87
56.23 de

±1.57
59.70 b

±2.65
63.00 bc

±1.37
47.76 b

±2.12
50.40 bc

±1.10

Combination
1 24.53 b

±1.15
25.33 b

±0.96
53.41 d

±2.14
53.45 e

±2.05
62.42 b

±1.64
64.00 b

±1.51
49.94 b

±1.31
51.20 b

±1.21

2 27.96 a

±2.55
30.1 a

±2.42
49.07 e

±2.36
49.22 f

±3.14
66.67 a

±1.85
67.97 a

±2.60
53.34 a

±1.48
54.37 a

±2.08

LSD0.05 2.81 2.66 3.73 4.02 3.64 3.71 2.92 2.96

The treatment means that have the same letter(s) in one column indicate that there were non-significant differences
between them. The treatment means are followed by ±SE.

3.3. Fruit Quality
3.3.1. Physical Fruit Characteristics

The spraying of 4 or 6% MLE, 0.3 or 0.4% SWE and 0.1% or 0.2% FA had positive
influences on increasing the fruit weight, size, length and diameter as well as fruit firmness
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(Table 4). The results also indicated that their influences on fruit physical characteristics
were much better when their combinations or their higher concentrations were applied
during both years, i.e., 2021 and 2022. The most effective treatment, which resulted in the
highest values of these parameters, was the application of combination 2 as compared with
all the other applied treatments. The fruit weight, size and diameter were also significantly
increased by the application of combination 1 compared with the rest of the sprayed
treatments and the control during both the years of experimentation.

Table 4. The influence of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations on fruit weight,
size, length, diameter and fruit firmness of apple cv. Anna during 2021 and 2022.

Treatments
Fruit Weight (g) Fruit Size (cm3) Fruit Length (cm) Fruit Diameter (cm) Fruit Firmness (kg/cm2)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

Control 0 175.33 e

±5.03
179.33 f

±5.03
192.00 e

±2.00
193.00 f

±4.58
44.67 e

±1.56
48.70 c

±1.37
44.53 f

±3.41
46.43 d

±1.10
1.32 e

±0.07
1.44 c

±0.04

MLE
4% 178.33 e

±3.51
184.33 ef

±3.05
193.33 e

±3.05
198.33 ef

±2.89
49.60 d

±2.35
51.23 c

±1.21
49.1 de

±1.68
48.07 d

±1.98
1.34 de

±0.07
1.45 c

±0.07

6% 190.00 d

±5.00
197.00 d

±3.00
205.00 d

±5.00
211.00 d

±2.64
53.53 c

±1.70
57.20 b

±1.2
52.30 b

±1.70
54.30 b

±2.00
1.55 bc

±0.03
1.59 b

±0.05

SWE
0.3% 182.33 e

±2.52
186.00 e

±3.60
196.67 e

±3.05
199.00 e

±2.64
47.93 de

±2.40
50.33 c

±1.90
46.11 ef

±1.65
51.70 bc

±1.54
1.45 cd

±0.08
1.48 c

±0.06

0.4% 200.00 c

±5.00
204.00 c

±3.60
214.33 c

±4.04
217.33 c

±4.04
59.20 b

±0.87
58.53 b

±1.02
51.16 bc

±1.18
54.13 b

±2.50
1.55 bc

±0.03
1.61 b

±0.03

FA

0.1% 178.00 e

±2.00
183.00 ef

±3.60
194.33 e

±2.31
197.00 ef

±3.00
48.53 d

±1.78
50.87 c

±1.42
47.36 de

±1.07
49.07 cd

±2.11
1.42 de

±0.07
1.46 c

±0.10

0.2% 195.00 cd

±5.00
201.33 cd

±4.16

208.67
cd

±6.03

216.00 cd

±3.60
54.80 c

±1.78
59.17 b

±1.64
52.43 b

±2.26
54.10 b

±1.57
1.57 b

±0.06
1.59 b

±0.02

Combination
1 210.33 b

±2.52
212.67 b

±2.52
222.67 b

±2.52
227.00 b

±2.64
59.37 b

±1.62
59.55 b

±1.17
56.73 a

±1.05
58.07 a

±1.70
1.58 b

±0.04
1.64 b

±0.03

2 217.67 a

±2.52
220.33 a

±2.52
231.00 a

±3.60
233.67 a

±1.53
62.93 a

±2.06
63.17 a

±2.81
58.21 a

±1.93
60.67 a

±2.66
1.70 a

±0.06
1.76 a

±0.03

LSD0.05 6.85 5.63 5.83 5.28 3.29 2.86 2.69 3.24 0.10 0.10

The treatment means that have the same letter(s) in one column indicate that there were non-significant differences
between them. The treatment means are followed by ±SE.

3.3.2. Fruit Chemical Characteristics

Concerning the influence of the applied treatments on fruit chemical characteristics
(Table 5), the results demonstrated that the fruit juice TSS, TSS-acid ratio and peel antho-
cyanin content were significantly increased by the application of combination 2, which gave
the highest increments in the mean values of these parameters. In contrast, combination 2
registered the lowest value for fruit juice acidity during both the years (2021 and 2022) with
respect to the untreated trees. Besides, the application of combination 1, 6% MLE, 0.4%
SWE and 0.2% FA also gave good results in increasing the fruit juice TSS, TSS-acid ratio
and peel anthocyanin content, but on the other hand these treatments reduced the fruit
acidity during both the years. The differences among the influences of combination 1, 6%
MLE, 0.4% SWE and 0.2% FA were very slight on the TSS, acidity and anthocyanin content,
mostly being statistically non-significant.

The total, reduced and non-reduced sugar contents of the fruits considerably increased
as a result of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations with respect to the
untreated trees during the two year study (Table 6). The highest percentages of total and
reduced sugars were obtained by the application of combination 2 compared with the other
treatments during the years 2021 and 2021. The non-reducing sugar content was markedly
increased by the spraying of combinations 2 and 1, 0.4% SWE and 0.2% FA as compared to
the control (untreated trees) during both the study years. Besides, it was also noticed that
the total, reduced and non-reduced sugar contents increased in parallel to the increase in
the used doses for each biostimulant, where 6% MLE, 0.4% SWE and 0.2% FA were better
than 4% MLE, 0.3% SWE and 0.1% FA, respectively, during both years, i.e., 2021 and 2022.
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Table 5. The influence of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations on fruit juice TSS,
acidity, TSS-acid ratio and peel anthocyanin content of apple cv. Anna during 2021 and 2022.

Treatments
TSS (%) Acidity (%) TSS-Acid (Ratio) Anthocyanin Content (mg/100 g)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

Control 0 10.00 e

±0.53
10.47 d

±0.30
0.84 a

±0.04
0.83 a

±0.03
11.88 e

±1.00
12.68 d

±0.71
0.81 f

±0.04
0.85 f

±0.05

MLE
4% 11.10 cde

±0.65
10.73 cd

±0.25
0.76 b

±0.03
0.75 b

±0.02
14.65 d

±1.53
14.31 cd

±0.14
0.84 ef

±0.01
0.89 ef

±0.03

6% 11.97 bc

±0.40
11.90 bc

±0.79
0.67 cd

±0.02
0.67 c

±0.02
17.80 c

±1.12
17.81 b

±1.81
0.97 bc

±0.01
0.99 bc

±0.03

SWE
0.3% 10.77 de

±0.15
11.00 cd

±0.40
0.70 c

±0.04
0.72 b

±0.02
15.34 d

±0.89
15.28 c

±0.51
0.93 cd

±0.02
0.97 cd

±0.01

0.4% 12.33 b

±1.10
12.33 b

±0.35
0.66 cd

±0.01
0.66 c

±0.01
18.62 bc

±2.08
18.78 b

±0.54
0.99 b

±0.05
1.04 b

±0.03

FA
0.1% 10.73 de

±0.42
10.90 cd

±0.85
0.76 b

±0.04
0.72 b

±0.03
14.14 d

±0.85
15.25 c

±1.66
0.87 de

±0.02
0.92 de

±0.02

0.2% 11.80 bcd

±1.01
12.16 b

±0.68
0.67 cd

±0.03
0.67 c

±0.01
17.59 c

±0.83
18.16 b

±1.23
0.95 bc

±0.02
1.03 b

±0.03

Combination
1 12.87 b

±0.85
12.60 b

±0.36
0.64 d

±0.01
0.64 c

±0.01
20.03 ab

±1.78
19.69 b

±0.56
1.00 b

±0.04
1.05 b

±0.04

2 14.00 a

±0.6
14.23 a

±1.20
0.63 d

±0.01
0.63 c

±0.02
22.10 a

±0.63
22.70 a

±1.52
1.08 a

±0.02
1.12 a

±0.03

LSD0.05 1.06 1.11 0.05 0.04 2.11 1.94 0.05 0.06

TSS: Total soluble solids. The treatment means that have the same letter(s) in one column indicate that there were
non-significant differences between them. The treatment means are followed by ±SE.

Table 6. The influence of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations on fruit total,
reduced and non-reduced sugar percentages of apple cv. Anna during 2021 and 2022.

Treatments
Total Sugars (%) Reducing Sugars (%) Non-Reducing Sugars (%)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

Control 0 7.38 g

±0.10
7.93
±0.30

4.57 g

±0.08
5.11 h

±0.11
2.81 bc

±0.03
2.82 b

±0.42

MLE
4% 7.85 f

±0.08
8.08 e

±0.12
5.26 f

±0.06
5.39 g

±0.05
2.59 cd

±0.06
2.70 b

±0.12

6% 8.59 e

±0.21
8.66 d

±0.26
5.60 e

±0.03
5.79 e

±0.14
2.99 b

±0.19
2.87 b

±0.15

SWE
0.3% 8.07 f

±0.19
8.22 e

±0.17
5.54 e

±0.06
5.68 ef

±0.06
2.54 cd

±0.16
2.54 b

±0.11

0.4% 9.96 c

±0.20
10.19 bc

±0.06
6.27 c

±0.02
6.34 c

±0.01
3.70 a

±0.18
3.84 a

±0.07

FA
0.1% 7.90 f

±0.02
8.02 e

±0.08
5.42 ef

±0.03
5.50 fg

±0.07
2.48 d

±0.02
2.52 b

±0.05

0.2% 9.67 d

±0.08
9.94 c

±0.06
5.87 d

±0.26
6.01 d

±0.18
3.80 a

±0.18
3.93 a

±0.21

Combination
1 10.23 b

±0.23
10.37 b

±0.04
6.54 b

±0.2
6.66 b

±0.21
3.69 a

±0.21
3.71 a

±0.18

2 10.61 a

±0.26
10.67 a

±0.19
6.79 a

±0.03
6.90 a

±0.02
3.82 a

±0.23
3.77 a

±0.17

LSD0.05 0.26 0.29 0.20 0.20 0.27 0.34

The treatment means that have the same letter(s) in one column indicate that there were non-significant differences
between them. The treatment means are followed by ±SE.
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3.4. Leaf Mineral Composition

The results presented in Table 7 demonstrate that spraying MLE, SWE and FA markedly
improved the leaf N, P, K and Ca contents as compared to the untreated trees during both
years (2021 and 2022). The greatest increments in the contents of these nutrients were due
to the application of combination 2, which was the best treatment when compared with
the other treatments during both years, 2021 and 2022. Further, the treatments of 6% MLE,
0.4% SWE and 0.2% FA and combination 1 also gave a remarkable increase in leaf N, P, K
and Ca contents with respect to the untreated trees.

Table 7. The influence of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations on leaf N, P, K
and Ca contents of apple cv. Anna during 2021 and 2022.

Treatments
N (%) P (%) K (%) Ca (%)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

Control 0 2.02 d

±0.01
2.04 d

±0.04
0.34 d

±0.02
0.36 d

±0.02
2.05 d

±0.01
2.04 f

±0.02
1.38 d

±0.02
1.40 d

±0.03

MLE
4% 2.02 d

±0.02
2.07 d

±0.04
0.36 cd

±0.01
0.39 cd

±0.01
2.10 cd

±0.03
2.06 ef

±0.02
1.39 d

±0.03
1.43 cd

±0.03

6% 2.08 b

±0.01
2.15 bc

±0.04
0.40 bc

±0.01
0.42 bc

±0.02
2.16 b

±0.01
2.17 d

±0.03
1.44 c

±0.01
1.48 bc

±0.02

SWE
0.3% 2.03 cd

±0.03
2.08 cd

±0.03
0.37 cd

±0.03
0.38 cd

±0.01
2.10 c

±0.03
2.10 e

±0.03
1.42 cd

±0.04
1.48 bc

±0.04

0.4% 2.07 bc

±0.02
2.14 bc

±0.04
0.40 b

±0.02
0.44 b

±0.01
2.16 b

±0.03
2.25 bc

±0.02
1.50 b

±0.02
1.51 b

±0.03

FA
0.1% 2.04 bcd

±0.04
2.09 bcd

±0.01
0.35 d

±0.01
0.39 cd

±0.02
2.10 c

±0.02
2.09 ef

±0.03
1.40 d

±0.01
1.43 cd

±0.01

0.2% 2.07 bc

±0.01
2.14 bc

±0.04
0.41 b

±0.02
0.43 b

±0.02
2.18 b

±0.02
2.20 cd

±0.04
1.45 c

±0.01
1.48 bc

±0.03

Combination
1 2.09 b

±0.03
2.15 b

±0.01
0.41 b

±0.01
0.45 b

±0.01
2.18 b

±0.02
2.29 b

±0.04
1.51 b

±0.02
1.51 b

±0.01

2 2.15 a

±0.03
2.21 a

±0.02
0.45 a

±0.02
0.49 a

±0.03
2.26 a

±0.03
2.38 a

±0.04
1.55 a

±0.01
1.57 a

±0.03

LSD0.05 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.05

The treatment means that have the same letter(s) in one column indicate that there were non-significant differences
between them. The treatment means are followed by ±SE.

Regarding apple leaf micro-nutrient concentrations, it is noticed from the results listed
in Table 8 that spraying apple trees with combination 2 markedly raised leaf Fe, Zn, Mn
and B concentrations during both years, 2021 and 2022. Besides, the effect of 6% MLE, 0.4%
SWE, 0.2% FA and combination 1 on increasing the leaf micro-nutrient concentrations was
higher than that of 4% MLE, 0.3% SWE, 0.1% FA and the control, which registered lower
values for micro-nutrient concentrations during both study years (2021 and 2022).

Table 8. The influence of the spraying of MLE, SWE and FA and their combinations on leaf Fe, Zn,
Mn and B concentrations of apple cv. Anna during 2021 and 2022.

Treatments
Fe (mg L−1) Zn (mg L−1) Mn (mg L−1) B (mg L−1)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

Control 0 124.00 e

±3.60
129.00 d

±3.60
29.67 f

±1.53
30.33 f

±2.52
40.33 f

2.52
40.33 e

±1.53
72.67 d

±2.52
75.33 e

±2.08

MLE
4% 127.00 de

±1.73
132.33 cd

±2.52
33.00 ef

±1.00
36.33 e

±1.53
43.33 ef

±1.53
44.33 de

±2.08
76.00 cd

3.00
76.67 e

±1.53

6% 132.67 bc

±2.52
137.67 b

±2.52
38.00 cd

±2.00
40.67 cd

±115
50.67 bc

±2.08
51.33 bc

±1.53
78.67 c

±4.04
80.67 d

±3.05
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Table 8. Cont.

Treatments
Fe (mg L−1) Zn (mg L−1) Mn (mg L−1) B (mg L−1)

2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022 2021 2022

SWE
0.3% 130.67 bcd

±2.30
136.00 bc

±1.00
35.00 de

±3.00
39.67 d

±2.51
47.33 cd

±2.52
49.00 bc

±2.65
77.00 cd

±3.00
77.67 de

±2.00

0.4% 133.67 b

±3.51
138.33 b

±1.53
41.67 b

±1.53
43.00 bc

±2.00
52.33 b

±2.52
52.67 b

±2.52
88.00 b

±2.00
86.33 c

±1.53

FA
0.1% 128.33 cde

±1.53
135.33 bc

±2.52
31.67 ef

±1.53
34.00 e

±1.00
46.00 de

±1.00
48.00 cd

±2.00
74.67 cd

±1.53
76.00 e

±1.00

0.2% 133.33 bc

±3.05
138.33 b

±1.53
39.00 bc

±2.00
43.67 bc

±1.53
53.00 b

±2.00
52.00 bc

±2.64
85.00 b

±2.00
86.00 c

±2.00

Combination
1 135.00 b

±2.64
139.67 b

±2.52
41.67 b

±1.53
44.00 b

±1.00
52.33 b

±2.08
52.67 b

±3.05
88.00 b

±3.60
90.33 b

±3.51

2 140.00 a

±2.00
145.00 a

±2.00
45.67 a

±2.08
48.00 a

±2.00
57.00 a

±1.00
58.00 a

±2.00
93.33 a

±2.89
94.67 a

±2.51

LSD0.05 4.65 4.10 3.28 3.05 3.44 4.02 4.78 3.75

The treatment means that have the same letter(s) in one column indicate that there were non-significant differences
between them. The treatment means are followed by ±SE.

4. Discussion

The foliar application of MLE, SWE, FA and their combinations positively affected the
vegetative growth, fruit set, yield, fruit physical and chemical attributes as well as the leaf
mineral status of the apple cv. Anna during a two year study.

The findings of Nagar et al. [55] previously explained the reasons; they documented
that moringa leaf extract is characterized by a high content of sugars, vitamins A, B1, B2,
B3, C and E, amino acids and phenolic compounds as well as a high content of macro- and
micro-nutrients such as calcium, magnesium, sodium, iron, phosphorus and potassium [56].
Besides, MLE also contains cytokinin (zeatin), auxins, gibberellins, ascorbate and other
minerals such as S, Zn, Cu, Fe and Se [57–59]; therefore, it has a great impact on the growth
and productivity of crops and could be used as an alternative to chemical fertilizers [7].
Anwar et al. [60] reported that MLE application enhanced the photosynthesis process, and
improved carbon-nitrogen metabolism. Further, the existence of phytohormones in MLE
has an important role in increasing the division of cells, and consequently their elongation,
and thus increases plants’ growth and yield [61]. Moringa leaf extract helps plants to absorb
mineral elements, improve fruit quality and survive under adverse weather conditions [62].
As MLE contains adequate amounts of mineral elements, proteins, vitamins A and C, amino
acids, sugars, phenolics, free prolines and plant hormones, it can contribute to increasing the
growth and development of many economically important crops, improve fruit post-harvest
shelf life and reduce the detrimental effects of environmental stresses [62–65]. Spraying MLE
on grape cv. Flame Seedless markedly improved shoot length and thickness, chlorophyll
content, fruit yield, cluster weight and number, size, the length and diameter of clusters,
juice content, soluble solids, sugars and anthocyanins pigment as well as the leaf mineral
content of N, P and K as compared to untreated trees [66].

Seaweed extract is rich in cytokinins; thus, it plays an important role in delaying leaf
senescence by minimizing the degeneration of chlorophyll, and it can also regulate the
relation between the rates of photosynthesis and respiration in plants [67,68]. As SWE
contains high amounts of vitamins, amino acids, antioxidants, PGRs (cytokinins, IAA,
IBA and GA3), macro-nutrients (N, P, K, Mg, Ca and S), as well as micro-nutrients (Cu,
Fe, Mn, B, Co, Ni and Mo), it is considered a plant growth stimulant and has a notable
role in increasing plant cell division [69–74]. Zhang and Ervin [75] stated that the foliar
application of SWE plays a crucial role in enhancing cell membrane permeability and
improving plant efficacy in up-taking mineral elements such as nitrogen and phosphorous
that are directly linked to chlorophyll formation in plant leaves. The foliar application
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of SWE at 0.2 and 0.4% on peach trees resulted in a significantly greater total leaf area
and higher chlorophyll content over the control [76]. The foliar spray of SWE was more
efficacious in increasing vegetative growth, yield, fruit chemical and physical characteristics
and leaf nutritional status than untreated trees in grape cultivars [77–80]. Seaweed extract
contains numerous nutrients and has a phytostimulatory influence on improving plant
growth, yield and yield components in numerous important crop plants via improving
plant survival against abiotic constraints such as drought, salinity and cold [81]. In recent
years, it was revealed that SWE contains bio-motivational substances such as carbohydrates,
amino acids, phytohormones, osmoprotectants and proteins [12,82]. Moreover, SWE can
break seed dormancy, enhance stress tolerance, improve nutrient uptake and increase
growth, yield, root system development, flowering [38], fruit quality and taste [31] and
consequently the crop productivity. Further, the salicylic acid (SA) content significantly
increases in the roots, both under drought and salt stress conditions [83–85].

Fulvic acid can enhance the availability, absorption and translocation of the mineral
elements in plants, improve soil properties [86–88], the photosynthesis process and reduce
the transpiration rate by regulating stomata opening [89,90], so it can positively influence
root development [91] and consequently plant growth and development [92]. Abd El-
Hameed et al. [93] stated that FA has an important role in inducing vegetative growth by
enhancing the availability of hormones such as IAA, GA3 and cytokinins and vitamins
(such as vitamin B). The influence of FA is similar to the effect of an auxin in plants that
aids the plants to uptake potassium and consequently the starch metabolism [94]. Further,
it has been noticed that FA has the ability to catch water molecules and makes calcium,
magnesium, iron, copper and zinc movement to the plant roots easier and increases plant
productivity [95]. Additionally, Wang et al. [87] stated that FA can significantly facilitate
nutrient translocation from roots to shoots, particularly iron, zinc and manganese, which
are engaged in the photosynthesis process. Fulvic acid helps in transferring the nutrients
through the cell membrane into the plant cells, so it is considered ideal for foliar spraying
where it is necessary that the nutrients such as Cu, Fe, Mn and Zn should be absorbed well
through the plant leaves [96]. In a study, spraying red delicious (Malus domestica Borukh.)
with FA at 1.5, 2.5 and 3.5% increased fruit yield [97].

5. Conclusions

The obtained results indicate that the foliar application of MLE, SWE and FA individ-
ually or in combinations improved the vegetative growth, productivity, fruit quality and
leaf mineral composition of apple cv. Anna as compared with untreated trees; therefore,
these are ecofriendly potential biostimulants and safe alternatives to chemical fertilizers
for apple orchards. Moreover, the best results were obtained when these were applied
in combination at 6% MLE + 0.4% SWE + 0.2% FA, indicating that this combination with
higher doses was more effective in improving the measured parameters than the other
combination with lower doses (4% MLE + 0.3% SWE + 0.1% FA).

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, W.F.A.M., H.S.A., R.M.A. and A.A.S.; Methodology, W.F.A.M.,
H.S.A., R.M.A. and A.A.S.; Software, W.F.A.M., A.A.S., S.G. and K.G.; Validation, L.S.-P. and K.G.; Formal
analysis, W.F.A.M., M.A.A. and S.G.; Investigation, W.F.A.M., R.M.A. and H.S.A.; Resources, W.F.A.M.,
A.A.S., S.G. and L.S.-P.; Data curation, W.F.A.M., R.M.A., M.A.A., S.G. and H.S.A.; Writing—original
draft preparation, W.F.A.M., R.M.A., M.A.A., K.G. and L.S.-P.; Writing—review and editing, W.F.A.M.,
R.M.A., L.S.-P., M.A.A. and K.G.; Supervision, M.A.A. and L.S.-P. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: The manuscript contains all the data.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Horticulturae 2023, 9, 32 11 of 14

References
1. FAO. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations. 2020. Available online: http://faostat-fao.org (accessed on

19 December 2021).
2. Dinesh, R.; Srinivasan, V.; Hamza, S.; Manjusha, A. Short-term incorporation of organic manures and biofertilizers influences

biochemical and microbial characteristics of soils under an annual crop [Turmeric (Curcuma longa L.)]. Bioresour. Technol.
2010, 101, 4697–4702. [CrossRef]

3. Dar, G.; Kamili, A.; Chishti, M.; Dar, S.; Tantry, T.; Ahmad, F. Characterization of Aeromonas sobria isolated from fish Rohu
(Labeo rohita) collected from polluted pond. J. Bacteriol. Parasitol. 2016, 7, 273. [CrossRef]

4. Boye, J.I.; Arcand, Y. Current trends in green technologies in food production and processing. Food Eng. Rev. 2013, 5, 1–17.
[CrossRef]

5. Abdallah, N.A.; Moses, V.; Prakash, C. The impact of possible climate changes on developing countries: The needs for plants
tolerant to abiotic stresses. GM Crops Food 2014, 5, 77–80. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Ali, E.; Hassan, F.; Elgimabi, M. Improving the growth, yield and volatile oil content of Pelargonium graveolens L. Herit by foliar
application with moringa leaf extract through motivating physiological and biochemical parameters. S. Afr. J. Bot. 2018, 119, 383–389.
[CrossRef]

7. Phiri, C. Influence of Moringa oleifera leaf extracts on germination and early seedling development of major cereals. Agric. Biol. J.
N. Am. 2010, 1, 774–777. [CrossRef]

8. Batey, T. Soil compaction and soil management—A review. Soil Use Manag. 2009, 25, 335–345. [CrossRef]
9. Beylich, A.; Oberholzer, H.-R.; Schrader, S.; Höper, H.; Wilke, B.-M. Evaluation of soil compaction effects on soil biota and soil

biological processes in soils. Soil Tillage Res. 2010, 109, 133–143. [CrossRef]
10. Brown, P.; Saa, S. Biostimulants in agriculture. Front. Plant Sci. 2015, 6, 671. [CrossRef]
11. Campobenedetto, C.; Mannino, G.; Agliassa, C.; Acquadro, A.; Contartese, V.; Garabello, C.; Bertea, C.M. Transcriptome analyses

and antioxidant activity profiling reveal the role of a lignin-derived biostimulant seed treatment in enhancing heat stress tolerance
in soybean. Plants 2020, 9, 1308. [CrossRef]

12. Du Jardin, P. Plant biostimulants: Definition, concept, main categories and regulation. Sci. Hortic. 2015, 196, 3–14. [CrossRef]
13. Nephali, L.; Piater, L.A.; Dubery, I.A.; Patterson, V.; Huyser, J.; Burgess, K.; Tugizimana, F. Biostimulants for plant growth and

mitigation of abiotic stresses: A metabolomics perspective. Metabology 2020, 10, 505. [CrossRef]
14. Campobenedetto, C.; Mannino, G.; Beekwilder, J.; Contartese, V.; Karlova, R.; Bertea, C.M. The application of a biostimulant

based on tannins affects root architecture and improves tolerance to salinity in tomato plants. Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 354. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

15. Mannino, G.; Nerva, L.; Gritli, T.; Novero, M.; Fiorilli, V.; Bacem, M.; Bertea, C.M.; Lumini, E.; Chitarra, W.; Balestrini, R. Effects of
different microbial inocula on tomato tolerance to water deficit. Agronomy 2020, 10, 170. [CrossRef]

16. Niu, X.; Song, L.; Xiao, Y.; Ge, W. Drought-tolerant plant growth-promoting rhizobacteria associated with foxtail millet in a
semi-arid agroecosystem and their potential in alleviating drought stress. Front. Microbiol. 2018, 8, 2580. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Van Oosten, M.J.; Pepe, O.; De Pascale, S.; Silletti, S.; Maggio, A. The role of biostimulants and bioeffectors as alleviators of abiotic
stress in crop plants. Chem. Biol. Technol. Agric. 2017, 4, 1–12. [CrossRef]

18. Caradonia, F.; Battaglia, V.; Righi, L.; Pascali, G.; La Torre, A. Plant biostimulant regulatory framework: Prospects in Europe and
current situation at international level. J. Plant Growth Regul. 2019, 38, 438–448. [CrossRef]

19. Soliman, A.S.; Shanan, N.T. The role of natural exogenous foliar applications in alleviating salinity stress in Lagerstroemia indica L.
seedlings. J. Appl. Hortic. 2017, 19, 35–45. [CrossRef]

20. Gopalakrishnan, L.; Doriya, K.; Kumar, D.S. Moringa oleifera: A review on nutritive importance and its medicinal application.
Food Sci. Hum. Wellness 2016, 5, 49–56. [CrossRef]

21. Bakhsh, A.; Javaad, H.W.; Hussain, F.; Akhtar, A.; Raza, M.K. Application of Moringa oleifera leaf extract improves quality and
yield of peach (Prunus persica). J. Pure Appl. Agric. 2020, 5, 42–51.

22. Kamel, H. Response of Manfalouty pomegranate transplants to foliar spray and soil drench applications with some natural
extracts. J. Hortic. Sci. Ornam. Plants 2015, 7, 107–116.

23. Gad El-Kareem, M. Response of Anna Apple Trees to Foliar Application of Moringa Oil. Alex. Sci. Exch. 2021, 42, 851–856.
[CrossRef]

24. Arif, Y.; Bajguz, A.; Hayat, S. Moringa oleifera Extract as a Natural Plant Biostimulant. J. Plant Growth Regul. 2022, 1–16. [CrossRef]
25. Mashamaite, C.V.; Ngcobo, B.L.; Manyevere, A.; Bertling, I.; Fawole, O.A. Assessing the Usefulness of Moringa oleifera Leaf

Extract as a Biostimulant to Supplement Synthetic Fertilizers: A Review. Plants 2022, 11, 2214. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Sharma, H.; Fleming, C.; Selby, C.; Rao, J.; Martin, T. Plant biostimulants: A review on the processing of macroalgae and use of

extracts for crop management to reduce abiotic and biotic stresses. J. Appl. Phycol. 2014, 26, 465–490. [CrossRef]
27. Bulgari, R.; Franzoni, G.; Ferrante, A. Biostimulants application in horticultural crops under abiotic stress conditions. Agronomy

2019, 9, 306. [CrossRef]
28. Imran, M.; Mahmood, A.; Römheld, V.; Neumann, G. Nutrient seed priming improves seedling development of maize exposed to

low root zone temperatures during early growth. Eur. J. Agron. 2013, 49, 141–148. [CrossRef]
29. Vranova, V.; Rejsek, K.; Skene, K.R.; Formanek, P. Non-protein amino acids: Plant, soil and ecosystem interactions. Plant Soil

2011, 342, 31–48. [CrossRef]

http://faostat-fao.org
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2010.01.108
http://doi.org/10.4172/2155-9597.1000273
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12393-012-9062-z
http://doi.org/10.4161/gmcr.32208
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25075960
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sajb.2018.10.003
http://doi.org/10.5251/abjna.2010.1.5.774.777
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-2743.2009.00236.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2010.05.010
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2015.00671
http://doi.org/10.3390/plants9101308
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2015.09.021
http://doi.org/10.3390/metabo10120505
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-79770-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33432010
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy10020170
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2017.02580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29379471
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40538-017-0089-5
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00344-018-9853-4
http://doi.org/10.37855/jah.2017.v19i01.06
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fshw.2016.04.001
http://doi.org/10.21608/asejaiqjsae.2021.204871
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00344-022-10630-4
http://doi.org/10.3390/plants11172214
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36079596
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-013-0101-9
http://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9060306
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eja.2013.04.001
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11104-010-0673-y


Horticulturae 2023, 9, 32 12 of 14

30. Frioni, T.; Sabbatini, P.; Tombesi, S.; Norrie, J.; Poni, S.; Gatti, M.; Palliotti, A. Effects of a biostimulant derived from the brown
seaweed Ascophyllum nodosum on ripening dynamics and fruit quality of grapevines. Sci. Hortic. 2018, 232, 97–106. [CrossRef]
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