
		
INVESTIGATION	REPORT	OF	THE	CROP	BOOSTER	CATALYST	IN	ECUADOR	

Crop:	Strawberry	cul1var	Monterey	
Start	date:	Second	cycle	Nov	2020	
Report	Date:	Feb	3,	2021	
Owner:	Danilo	Guaman	
Farm	name:	Hor1guam	
Prepared	by:	Dr.	Washington	Padilla	G.	Ph.D	

To	verify	what	happened	in	the	harvest	of	the	first	cycle	in	the	month	of	October	2020,	
in	which	it	could	be	seen	that	even	though	the	strawberry	plant	with	the	Crop	Booster	
treatment	presented	a	larger	plant	size	than	that	of	the	treatment	control,	the	yield,	in	
fruit	weight,	was	much	lower	4119.15	kg/ha	(4.1	t)	for	the	Control	and	1604.80	kg/ha	
(1.6	t)	for	the	Crop	Booster	treatment.	

Reviewing	the	analyzes	carried	out,	which	were	presented	in	the	December	report,	 it	
was	possible	to	appreciate	that	the	soil	because	it	 is	a	well-managed	farm,	contained	
both	 anions	 and	 ca1ons	 at	 high	 levels,	 especially	 nitrogen.	 ,	 the	 same	 as	 being	
influenced	 by	 the	 cataly1c	 effect	 provided	 by	 the	 Crop	 Booster,	which	 ac1vated	 the	
bacterial	popula1on	in	the	soil,	with	the	presence	of	non-symbio1c	nitrifying	bacteria,	
such	as	cyanobacteria,	which	directly	take	N	from	the	atmosphere,	produced	an	excess	
of	this	element,	which	was	absorbed	by	the	strawberry	plant,	crea1ng	an	effect	known	
in	plant	nutri1on	as	"absorp1on	in	a	vice,”	because	the	plant	does	not	have	the	ability	
or	 power	 to	 discern	 which	 element	 it	 requires	 most.	 Or	 less,	 the	 plant	 absorbs	
nutrients	from	the	soil	solu1on	without	considering	their	concentra1ons.	In	this	case,	
since	nitrogen	is	 in	high	concentra1on,	the	plant	absorbs	 it	and	creates	an	imbalance	
inside	it,	which	can	limit	its	produc1on.	

To	verify	that	this	was	what	happened	in	this	second	harvest	period,	it	was	decided	to	
lower	the	nitrogen	applica1on	dose,	which,	according	to	the	soil	analysis,	was	high,	to	
make	the	Crop	Booster	do	its	job.	

During	 the	 three	 months	 of	 the	 second	 crop	 cycle,	 the	 harvests	 were	 carried	 out	
according	 to	 the	 presence	 of	 the	 fruit	 that	 was	 qualified	 to	 be	 harvested;	 Table	 1	
accompanies	this	report.	

Between	12	and	14	harvests	were	made	in	the	month,	as	in	the	last	cycle,	which	was	
added	to	determine	the	kilograms	produced	per	month	and	treatment.	In	this	period,	
it	 was	 observed	 that	 the	 treatment	 with	 Crop	 Booster,	 in	 total,	 reflected	 greater	
weight,	exceeding	the	control	treatment	by	9.15%.	

The	 foliar	 analyzes	 carried	 out	 at	 harvest	 indicate	 that	 the	 concentra1on	 of	 the	
elements	expressed	as	a	percentage	of	the	dry	macer	produced	by	the	plant	are	lower	
in	the	Crop	Booster	treatment	than	in	the	Witness	treatment	because	the	produc1on	
of	dry	macer	produced	in	the	CB	treatment	was	higher,	having	a	dilu1on	effect,	except	
potassium,	which	remained	high,	making	an	increase	in	sugars.	



The	analysis	carried	out	on	samples	of	the	two	treatments	shows	Brix	degrees	of	8.5	
for	Crop	Booster	and	7.5	 for	 the	Witness	 treatment,	 indica1ng	that	 the	CB	 increased	
the	degree	of	sugar	in	the	fruit,	confirming	what	was	found	in	the	foliar	analysis.	

The	 total	 yields	 obtained	 in	 this	 cycle	 from	 November	 2020	 to	 January	 2021	 were	
11122.25	 kg/ha	 (11.12	 t)	 for	 the	 control	 and	 12140.25	 kg/ha	 (12.14	 t)	 for	 the	 Crop	
Booster	treatment,	giving	a	difference	of	1017.6	kg/ha	(1.01	t)	which	corresponds	to	a	
9.15%	increase.	

If	 the	 most	 cri1cal	 parameter	 turns	 out	 to	 be	 the	 harvested	 product	 expressed	 in	
kilograms	or	 tons	per	hectare	per	 year,	other	 indicators	must	be	 taken	 into	account;	
among	them,	we	have	fer1liza1on,	the	health	of	the	crop,	the	durability	of	this	crop	in	
the	field,	flavor	of	the	fruit,	etc.	

It	 is	necessary	to	 indicate	that	although	 it	was	already	men1oned	 in	due	1me,	 in	the	
middle	of	the	first	crop	cycle,	a	natural	phenomenon	occurred	with	solid	winds,	which	
damaged	the	infrastructure	of	the	tunnels,	making	it	difficult	to	rebuild	them	in	1me,	
due	 to	 limita1ons	 caused	 due	 to	 the	 COVI-19	 pandemic;	 photographs	 were	 sent	
promptly;	 here	 it	 was	 possible	 to	 appreciate	 that	 the	 plants	 with	 Crop	 Booster	
treatment	 resisted	becer	 and	 recovered	more	quickly,	which	has	 served	 so	 that	 this	
new	 cycle	 the	 plant	 is	 in	 becer	 condi1ons	 and	 the	 useful	 life	 of	 the	 plants	 with	
commercial	 produc1on	 is	 increased,	 surpassing	Witness	 plants.	 This	means	 that	 the	
crop	 could	 be	 extended	 for	 one	 more	 year,	 with	 savings	 in	 acquiring	 new	 plants,	
represen1ng	70%	of	the	investment.	

Another	essen1al	aspect	to	highlight	is	that	the	health	of	the	plants	was	much	becer	
with	 the	 Crop	 Booster	 treatment,	 which	 presented	 more	 excellent	 resistance	 to	
ver1cillium	 and	 the	 acack	 of	 mites,	 avoiding	 the	 loss	 of	 leaves,	 which	 directly	
influences	 photosynthesis,	 with	 savings	 in	 pes1cides	 geing	 a	 cleaner	 fruit	 than	 the	
Witness.	Photographs	1	and	2	show	the	degree	of	health	of	the	two	treatments.	

Carrying	out	a	weigh1ng	of	the	produc1on	of	a	crop	year	with	the	yields	achieved	 in	
this	 second	cycle,	we	would	have	control	with	33367.5	kg/ha/year	 (33.4	 t)	while	 the	
Crop	Booster	treatment	would	reach	36420.3	kg/ha/year	(36.4	t)	

In	any	case,	the	1017.6	kg/ha	(1.02	t)	difference	in	this	second	cycle	did	not	meet	the	
producer's	expecta1ons,	who	expected	a	larger	fruit,	which	could	not	be	achieved,	as	
the	acached	photographs	show.	Photos	3	and	4.	

If	 the	 price	 of	 the	 fruit	 delivered	 by	 the	 producer	 of	 $2.50/kg	 is	 considered,	 it	
represents	an	extra	profit	for	the	farmer	of	just	$2,544.	If	this	increase	in	produc1on	is	
weighted	 to	a	 year	with	 three	 crop	 cycles,	 you	would	have	USD	7,632,	which	means	
that	in	the	two	years	that	the	diffuser	lasts,	you	would	reach	$15,264,	from	which	you	
have	to	subtract	the	cost	of	the	CB.	

I	must	 indicate	that	 I	expected	to	exceed	20%	of	the	average	produc1on	obtained	by	
the	 producer,	 which	 is	 55.1	 t/ha/year,	 under	 the	 condi1ons	 in	 which	 the	 crop	 is	
conducted,	which	would	 have	 been	 very	 flacering	 for	 the	 aspira1ons	 of	 this	 farmer,	
who	 It	 is	 one	 of	 the	 best	 in	 the	 area.	 If	 the	 33.4	 t/ha	 achieved	 with	 the	 control	



treatment	had	been	increased	by	30%,	a	produc1on	of	43.4	t/ha/year	would	have	been	
reached,	which	would	s1ll	be	far	from	the	average	output	of	Finca	Hor1guam.	

The	producer	was	sa1sfied	with	the	answer	given	by	the	Crop	Booster,	considering	the	
anomalous	 year	 that	 had	 just	 passed.	 He	 hopes	 that	 the	 sanitary,	 poli1cal,	 and,	
therefore,	economic	condi1ons	will	change	to	invest	in	his	10-hectare	property.	

I	 emphasize	 the	 recommenda1on	 expressed	 in	 the	 previous	 report	 that	 whenever	
possible,	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 soil,	 foliar,	 or	plant	 cell	 extract	be	 carried	out	 to	 see	 the	
degree	of	fer1lity	or	nutri1on	with	which	the	applica1on	of	the	product	begins.	Crop	
Booster	is	a	physical	catalyst,	considering	in	a	unique	way	nitrogen,	which	is	very	high	
in	 the	soil	or	 the	plant,	 can	cause	excessive	vegeta1ve	growth,	which	can	counteract	
the	forma1on	of	flowers	and	fruits.	Allow	only	the	Crop	Booster	physical	catalyst	to	act	
on	soil	organisms,	especially	cyanobacteria.	
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