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(Value) (Properties)
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Electrical Conductivity (dS.m™)
0.07 (1) O35 78
(Nitrogen) (%)
7.1 (Mg.Kg™) der L5 i
(Available Phosphorus) (mg. kg™)
0.55 MG.KG™) s J6 555
(Available Zinc) (mg.kg™)
071 (/) U:JT abLn
(Organic Matter) (%)
290 (Mg.KY™) Jsls 15 ool
(Exchangeable Potassium)(mg.kg™)
Clay Loamy Sl bl
(Soil Texture)
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Figure(6) FT-IR spectrum of Carboxyl iron oxide nanoparticles



\Yv

Y4y Q\.'.'MA)? o)La.&f\ -\.1:- (‘_;)J}L&f ;a.l.p 4.1::.5) 69‘)) 6.«:.\..@.5

S s BB $9) 9 S 2ok F1 bty 4 3 (V) Joo
Table (2) Variance Analysis of the treatments effect on pH and soil available zinc
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Figure (7) Compare the average effect of treatments on soil pH
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Figure (8) Compare the average effect of treatments on soil available zinc
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Table (3) Variance Analysis of the treatments effect on some characteristics of wheat
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Chlorophyll plant height ~ Grain Yield  Shoot Yield  Root Yield Df (Variation
(cm) (gr/pot) (gr/pot) (gr/pot)
Kk Kk *Kk *k *k L“'“‘"
8.77583333 54.4150152 3.04806909 1.13340303 0.02155908 10 o
Treatment
st
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Table (4) Compare the average effect of treatments on some characteristics of wheat
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Chlorophy!i Plant height Grain Yield Shoot Yield Root Yield Treatment
(cm) (gr/pot) (gr/pot) (gr/pot)
42.73° 68.66" 8.98" 8.96¢ 0.865° Ctrl
46.03° 70.3° 9.94° 9.48% 0.983 ZnS0,
44.26% 81.4% 10.58% 10.39%¢ 1.021 FeOH NPs,,
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200
47.6° 79.25% 12.26? 10.39%¢ 1,04 FeCOOH
NPS300

o3 gt :FeOH NPs,gg L(}?,A; 5 rfgg‘ Voo g Sl S sk 8T ST 3 ik (FEOH NPSy0 655 <Al :ZNSOy casts Crl
FENHy (p S5hS 55 05 oo el 51 oS 55 aT ST 13 5 :FEOH NPSg00 cp 858" 53 5 oo Yoo pedans 13 oS 5 5ukom (8T 4
@SS 5o pfui,, Yoo e sl oaT 48T o3 it (FeNH, NPsyg ‘r,f,gf 53 pde_.. Voo o s oaT st 13 6 :NPSy00
Voo b ls oS 5 S 08T 48T 213 6 (FECOOH NPsyg0 gcf,l_s 5 Uf_gl,, Yoo b o oaT aST o135 (FeNH, NPsgog
151 255 56 :FECOOH NP0 cp Sk 55 p 5 o Yoo o Sl oS 51 S 8T 28T 55 ik :FECOOH NP0 ¢ S bS5 08 e

e 5 Sl 4o y3 ) e 3 (515 sae 3T anlllae
0 J).xq-)caw\ubr.ufab,éum:wd”
3T AT ST Sly3 56 szl & sl oo
asba Al oy Chle (adlas 5 g0 mha 4w 2 53)
Dl b aglin 55 (duoys VoV/BY B AY/NP) (gl cme
AT ST 3 g sl 4 sls i dals
Sy e (o SAS 0 8 e e e 4 s
G (doys VOUYF B WA (oyls sas sba 4l
shed 358 5 s ble AT wST o3 g6 b
Cab Sl cald Hled b oawlae j ) Sl sm
AT ST 3 6 bl & bjles oled (7 Jsier)
‘(r,f,gf I @fdkf ¥oo g Yo ldie 4) lscpeT
(Ao YPIAV G FIY) (6 s snn sbas 1 als (55, ok

(B Jgdm) disls il 30 cdald Hles b awlis 5o

£ 52 e S e T e Sl S S T

2 A Jele Tl (S T e
23 55 Oldie Lo oo (g1 sl a5 Shee 213
oA ST 3 6 5E ey 4 s Sl
O3 g S Ll 55 5 dsls , oS gla S
I e b ol (s sla S35 (AT AnST
(YW) 0L 5 o See izes (Y 519 sl
Sl ge AT ST O3 b s 8 oS sl s
oS s 2 S emlesT 53 () s gl oS 5> Shes
oo AT ST O3 L8 S g S5 g
OF) w3 olE ol Shes il 5l
PN ol (59 i 9 il
SMas y chle p bles S GSbols 4 il
S50 st s ot ails 5 bl calyy 53 (535 e

280 L;La)““'; (.ov\.dT g;.wbﬂ\e @\Z’u wLﬂ‘ B Sl 0l



PUS 58 895 Do g olale » Byled §T il slg 4 328 (0) J9oer
Table (5) Variance Analysis of the treatments effect on concentration and uptake of zinc in wheat
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Table (6) Compare the average effect of treatments on concentration and uptake of zinc in wheat
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