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ABSTRACT: This research aimed to compare the methods for cleaned seed production in
nearly infected area and sampling methods for assessment of cassava mosaic disease. The
randomized complete block design (RCBD) was applied to comparison of cleaned seed
production. There were 4 methods with 4 replications including method 1: non-survey and
non-rouging infected plants during plantation, method 2: survey and rouging infected plants
when cassava at 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 months, method 3: survey and rouging infected cassava
plants when cassava at 2, 4, 7 and 9 months, and method 4: survey and rouging infected cassava
plants when cassava at 2, 4 and 9 months. The result showed that disease incidence of methods
1,2, 3,and 4 were 11.98 + 1.35, 0.49 + 0.06, 1.15 + 0.26, and 1.68 + 0.27% respectively, which
were statistically significantly different (P < 0.05). The disease incidence of methods 2, 3 and 4
were less than 10% which were acceptable for cleaned seed production. Disease severity was
moderate level in all methods. A comparison of sampling methods for disease assessment
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consisted of 2 methods including X-shape sampling and Q sampling. Disease incidence of
2.15,0.83 +
0.96, 2.50 + 0.96 and 5.00 + 1.36%, respectively. Whereas disease incidence of Q sampling for
1.13, 1.50 + 0.46, 2.63 + 0.52 and
3.00 + 0.549%, respectively. Disease incidence of both sampling methods were not significantly

X-shape sampling for disease assessment in methods 1, 2, 3 and 4 were 12.50 +

disease assessment in methods 1, 2, 3 and 4 were 11.44 +

different (P > 0.05). Disease detection using PCR technique presented that X-shape sampling
and Q sampling in method 1 were 15.00 and 25.00%, respectively while methods 2, 3 and 4
were detected less than 10%. This research indicated that the survey and rouging infected
plants when cassava at 2, 4 and 9 months and disease assessment with X-shape sampling and

Q sampling might be appropriate procedures for producing cassava cleaned seed.

Keywords: Cassava mosaic disease, cleaned seed, disease incidence, disease assessment
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433 3%ay 4 91 Usznoudne 357 1 luumsmﬁ’m
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337 3 d1909uaz ﬂaummamumﬂuiimm
fiudUgnasliony 2, 4, 7 uay 9 Loy was 39 4
drnanavoowrhateduiidulsadotudUzuds
978 2, 4 uAz 9 HDU NANITVIAGBINUBAITINIG
\inlsasoray 11.98 + 1.35, 0.49 + 0.06, 1.15 +
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Tsaluanstiudrusnasusenounie 2 35 Ao 3o
X-shape sampling tag Q sampling 9751N13LAA
15ANNTUTELEUAIYTE X-shape sampling Tu3s
1,2, 3 uaz 4 fanadedosay 12,50 + 2.15, 0.83
+ 0.96, 2.50 + 0.96 WAz 5.00 + 1.36 AIUEIAU
Yzl SnsnsialsrannsUsediusieds Q
sampling 133 1, 2, 3 wae 4 SAnadedouay 11.44
+1.13,1.50 £ 0.46, 2.63 + 0.52 ez 3.00 + 0.54
Ay Sasinsiinlsavesia 2 33 lalfiaay
LANANITUNNERR (P > 0.05) NMsnsamdelsa
pewallan PCR wuan nsUsiliulsaluy X-shape
sampling waz Q sampling Tw3g# 1 ATIINULTe
Tsa%avaz 15.00 uaz 25.00 Auasu veusd 357
2,3 Uz 4 psranulelsamniniesay 10.00 wa
edrldifiuin nsdrsianazaouduindulse
desusiudendaiony 2, 4 waz 9 1oy uay
5n15Uszliulsals X-shape sampling way Q
sampling mmﬂui’%‘ﬁmmzamiamimamiauﬁuﬁ:
fud1lenagyonn
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TsalumnasiudrUyviaa (Cassava mosaic
disease; CMD) wumsszuiaasausnluussmele
Tuioudamey w.a. 2561 waudwiaifiveuay
ANADAUIIYRIUNIINTAUNYT Lagunaslgn
fudgndsdidtyuecsemele loun Jmriay3sud
AsAzINY A58 d3UNS QUaTIwsIil uasTIvEND
LLaz‘Uiﬁulﬁ (Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations, 2019) 518914284
nesduasunisendnuIivLazdanisiude
NSUAWATUNITNEAT WU WuVliuUW]‘UENIiﬂIU
sinssugUsnaslul w.e. 2563-2564 Liinduain
356,000 13 10U 661,000 15 auiulddituiing
szurmiinduduindalusseznaniioani sl
Imaﬁuﬁ'mﬁummmamaumm'j'] 20 %’wﬁm
‘1/1L‘lJ‘ULWia\‘imﬂﬂJGUEJdﬂ”liﬂaﬂu‘uﬁ”lﬂ wduiiode
?JWEW]’EJU‘WUSVNIULLaqu]ﬂ"diumﬂ (Department
of Agriculture Extension, 2021 ) lnglanizoena
mmmmumawammLﬂuwum UINGaan
250,000 15 mmmumiwammwwﬂaﬂmumﬂmaa
wanun 1.6 d1uls uas Wuwrandaviauiug
mumﬂmawmmﬂaqmuLwﬂlm (Office
of Agricultural Economics, 2021) wonanil
AUGToYANYATUIYIR (AnY.) taUseidiumiy
deomeyniAansseuinvedlsnTunse avamal
HanAnanasUsyunuiesay 80-100 wagla
AATIEINANTENUNIBATEFNLAEUTEUIUNT
yarAudeendmiaiilsaszuindiuou
25 Far¥n WU UsunamandnsudUsndafide
WMeIeay 80 visoUszaa 1,131,986 fu dyae
ALY 2,139 d1uuIn (Ministry of
Commerce, 2021)

IsalumredudnUsnas ®3o cassava
mosaic disease (CMD) ﬁmmmwmﬁah%’a
Cassava mosaic virus Lﬂuam%ﬂmmqa

8
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(‘,Q{f

Begomovirus ¢ Geminiviridae (Brown et al.,
2015) Afrlcan cassava mosaic virus (ACMV) 1Ju
mawuﬁwwummsﬂiumﬂLLaWim (Warburg,
1894) i‘]'{lﬁguumalasawLﬂuaflmmaﬂm%ma
fudUendail 11 aneiug Inunsszuisluiay
nIduwanInuaviewlie atewWug Sri Lankan
cassava mosaic virus (SLCMV) wusguinlu
Uszinalneg 519810190370y Y a15150us3
dandouigauny wazaisnsusgussvIvuiy
(Wang et al,, 2016; Wang et al., 2020; Siriwan
et al,, 2020) anwareunalaza SLAMV {uuuy
n3Inaug (Geminate particle) JvuinauniA
Uszanas 18 x 30 wiluuns ansiugnssuduwuy
MBuleanaifierrsda (Single stranded DNA;
ssDNA) 3luatduuuu bipartite Useneunie
DNA-A uWag DNA-B usdaziluniaidu
rdlelnavuinusyuna 2,700 Lwua (Briddon
2010)
Tsaluanstiud s nasaunsaaenanniu
mmmam%nmqu (Whitefly, Bemisia tabaci
(Gennadius) Hemiptera: Aleyrodidae) wazviau
WuﬁVIL‘iJuIiﬂ (Dubern, 1994 ~Tokunaga et al,
2018) MNFTLNUNUT Wyawivasandeui
Ialngofoussanludnsn 100 Alawnsaet wie
0.2 wasaeund luiluildwdonsianse (Lege,
2010) M3unsnszaevedlsaanunsaululdogna
sfauanfuuiinunii dromnillselusis
sudwzvdagnaninfndusu 11u 10 vedlsafied
51491518%@ (Rybicki, 2015) 5ﬂwmzmmiﬂl’ﬂﬂ
voslsn Ao luana luidegunss ang Tuseniuan
Tilazdennises wazdrduuaseunsu lunsdliifa
Fornmslivieuiugfidulsagnazdenalsiding
WwIgLAvlagaziin1savauvestud U nas
anas (Legg et al., 2006) Fsn1smuAulsAluaig
fudgndeifiussdniaingsfenisldnug

et al,

Aun U (Disease resistance cultivars) (Thresh
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and Cooter, 2005) usiogbsia nswaLNug
Funufidunulsauasfandngeniuaing
Aeansveanunsnssnlunesddszevinailunig
W

Ygymnsszuiaveslanlunsiuduznds
ﬁLﬁmﬁuﬁumflﬁwamﬂqamawawqmﬁmmﬂ

n1svIaweauieuiugiudUsndsnazealuly

Uaﬂmmmﬂﬂuwumumm nsldvieuiugazenn
BusmsdamslsafiianniFelaa Tasans
TsalumasiudUzngds nsenunuisemnedi
msszunvadlsalusaiudUsndaniilasenisns
liviouiugazenuazandninisiinlsnatodiad
HodAysana lain Ussinelnugide (Storey,
1936; Childs, 1957) Qﬁum (Jameson, 1964;
Otim-Nape et al, 1998; 2000) LAUL1 LAy
loq03laad ( Fauquet et al,, 1988) Yunu
waﬂmiLLaJuumawmmimmaaﬂumimamwauwuﬁ
Az i’JlWNﬂ”li‘U'iwLNuIiﬂIu%ﬂWsduulﬂa’NEN
aﬁmiﬂgummﬂwaﬂmimumiiﬂw% Ao 1)
nsvanAsaelsn (Avoidance of the pathogen)
Imm’maaﬂLLUaaUaﬂwmqmﬂwumumﬂ uag
Laaﬂiﬁjaauﬁumawquﬂs’ma'mim 2) N3AAfiu
Folsn (Exclusion of the pathogen) famded
Anunfuduveeiug wasnsldngrunedededu
dedestuldlfiAnnisindoudeidelsn 3)
Asdmdelsa (Eradication of pathogen)
Hunsvhaedelsafitegluutadivmmduluio
widetienfian uaz 4) n1stesiuiiy (Protection
of the plant) Tosiuldlddeiissuiauninszane
TuU%LamﬁUQﬂﬁw%Iﬂé’Lﬁm (Juangbhanich,
1982; Agrios, 2005; Thresh and Cooter, 2005;
Attathom, 2009)

TBMsUsEiulsALuy Q sampling gn
deasuuminuaInILasnsIUsuiiunuacly
UsenAkaukoninilag International Institute
of Tropical Agriculture (ITA) Tthunlgsauniu
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wonmalatudmivameilouvieuiuduaonlsn
wielinunsnsanunsnifendeviouiusazeinld
FhemuLeIULEWNALATY (International Institute
of Tropical Agriculture, 2016) ) agalsfinia
Fumpumsndnuardssdiulsafivilviflumsnds
vieuiugazomlulsemelnediluladinsfinwian
fiufiessoenaunsnans deualiuadoyaiioziily
duaSuuazmeunsunnyasnsliianudilanay
UftRlFoenagnsiaa dafu suATetlianUszacd
ilefnuiUisuiisuitnmanuagitnisusadu
Lsaluanadudvzvadunlam@dnvieuiugasein
Tneflauufgiuvesnsveass Ae Anudvesnis
dmauazoowhaneduiidulsaonaiinadesng
nsifalsa wagnisidenldnisduiogiailonis
aRUsziiulsrhasinasonsudnviouiugayenn
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QUEREERT AL GERRTY

AnEeNAUTUgIINKUagnTudUsnas
wGnuAIAEAs 50 (KU50) vesan1duiniun
udsnds Sunodin Swiauassiedin dadu
uinlaifisganunisse UIA18LIALAYTINRIN
fufiszuinegation 10 Alawns 1ty Asiaaey
Tsashenmsdmanlasiudzndsiiony 9 1oy
Brsdrsafedudisanndy dunrensides
duveslsannlugen duiiidulsnazuansorns
& Figure 1 97t Fuadlesuduzvdaiiony
10 ey wazdmewiugunldlunmeass laed
fupoumsnanrieuiusaven feil wisavieuiug
WilAUe1Y 20-25 Wwudmeg anuseanu 4-5
M1 YUIALAUNTLAUINANUTEU 3-4 LYUFALUAT
wiviaunugaleansinesilnugy 25% WG
(Thiamethoxam) 831 4 niusleth 20 Ans 1w
na1 10 Wit WerdmnAenesuazindoutls
Ay
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GU'NLamﬁw"wmsﬂaﬂl,‘i‘]uzmmaéfuwu
FUADUNEIYU W.A. 2563 ﬂmaammawaﬂw
gonduimuniudiUznds sunedna Sandn
ups19dnT Tagursarnudasiinulsaluaig
Sudzndeeeatios 500 wns uavituiigingn
Lifisrsunisssuinveslsaluansiudius s
Wneu dawsenulasunn 2.5 15 (@uiandag
50 x 80 A3) 311U 16 wias wieldlunisveass
‘i‘%a“ 2.5 15 urag LL"LJa&‘ViNﬁ’mJivmm 1 1uns
Nty Lmsamummwaﬂimdmv 1 a1 uavla
W 1-2 ase gn3eIUgNIrYLIIeTEninaduses
1 10AS S288reTenInedu 1 was Unides 45 oea
fuituAudnuszana 10-15 wuies lnsugniiou
WugiiudUgnas 1,600 fusials

14

a1l nsthdaduiy uaznnsldie
Thinlasendenidu fdatuity s 1
Uszanas 45 Tuwaadan Tegldaauanugmsey
yavguldioans 15-15-15 16n31 25-50 Alansu
Aols waznauransutiudUsndsseana 20
wufins haatuiiy ads 2 Uszana 90 Tunds
Uan Imaﬂgummummﬂumw 1 wagfdn iy

ﬁiw 3 guenuIdulagldasunin

FBnmeasuilandnviouiusazen

MawHUNIeaewuUdnluudenaysal
(Randomized complete block design; RCBD)
Immswiﬁi’flummﬂmLLmaaﬂLﬂu 433 33ay 4 9
el

339 1 Ldfimsdrmauazldaouyhanedu
Adulsanaonnisiinzugn (aAIURY)

339 2 drivazaswiharesuiidulsa
Lﬁaﬁuﬁwwé’qﬁmq 2,45 6,7,8uay 9 Loy

ansn.n. e
)

339 3 drianavaowhatsduiidulse
Slosfudzndsilony 2, 4 uay 7 uay 9 1fou

339 ¢ dranazaewhatssuildulse
Lﬁaﬁuﬁwwé’aﬁmq 2,4 4ay 9 LHau

BmMsdrneudnaiudsnamn
Fusazosurhateduiiiulse Taedunnain
Snvazeinisiilusen fuidulsaesiidnvus
p1n1stugeanttagluindiuse (Figure 1)
satuindruugduiidulsaiioldlunsmuin
9n3IN15LAALsA (Disease incidence) (Waller et
al., 2002)

BMNIINNSAALSA = Sunuiteidulse x 100

mmuwwwm

fumpumsussilivlsauaznsguiiudiegnaie
asradielada SLCMV

mMyUszdiulsnuarduiuiogaiiensi
delada SLMV ilesiudiuendsdiony 9 ey d
sziimsiAvifsanandnuazviouiufidodiy
drizuaationy 10 Weu Ingluudagisvinisiuieu
Wieudsnsusaidiulsanazduiiuimedns 2 wuu
il

s 1 Pudmalsalunlasesuday
Fmensiunnuuwlandudunueay 2 @
Immsamﬁmium X-shape sampling (Siriwan
et al, 2020) wazUszfiulsandouiuiiufmetng
luresiududUznds nguszifiulsauaziiu
A1 9 3 Ay fauansly Figure 2 lag
doydnwalandd Ao Auivsziiulsauaziiv
feg9 dufiusegneruianan 60 Fusoudas
Tneifiudaegnannludidud 3 duanlugen
awnde 1 fu iledsnsrndeliiadismaia
polymerase chain reaction (PCR)

JsansInenmansinuas UA 53 aUUA 1 UNSIAK-ILBIEU 2565 65



@ NsWwannpUWUSIUAU:KALA:DINNIA:MSFUTIDE

A #v/agf 3
Bt

Figure 1 The symptoms of cassava mosaic disease: leave mostly present mosaic and leave curl

on the top part of plant

3357 2 Wudrsalsalunlaswosunas
Feemsdudenituivndui e uaznans
yosulas Wneuvafuudoniifivunn 10 x 4 wes
d1uau 5 vaen aauanslu Figure 3 Tnel3anisns
#11 Q sampling dauvainsuszidiulsaain
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
(2016) FsUszneause Q1, Q2, Q3, Q4 uaz Q5
Tnousay Q fifred19vesdutiuduzndsiidos
Uszidiulsandouduiudiagnslusiuau 40 fu du
\Aufegnasausiaun 200 duseuas Tnguiu
Freghsannlugsuil 3 Tuanlusenasnse 1 fu
\iodnsadelademaia PCR
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Usufiulsn Tnefinrsansnsnisiialsadi
fnamndadiusnuiuiiiilse Snvareins
JLAUANNTULSIVBNLIA (Disease severity) uae
aummesnailse euiugviousanivn) 3
N15Us2liusgAUAIINTULIIBIlsAD198330
Terry (1976) lnsdanguszauanusuwsaiu 5
s¥AU Ae syau 1 lduansernisvedlsa (Highly
resistant) S¥AU 2 uanseInNsiantasunwaEuly
(Moderately resistant) 5¥AU 3 LaAIDINITA
winuuwsiulu uazluBushuangy (Tolerant) sy
4 wansemsansiialy Tulsshuse waziduan
35U (Susceptible) uarszau 5 wanseimslulndu
) LLaﬂua@gUa&m;uLm (Highly susceptible)



® Sampling plant

-

Figure 2 The X-shape sampling method for cassava mosaic disease evaluation in the disease-
free stakes field

Q1 = Q2 =Q3 = Q4 = Q5 = 40 Sampling plants
Figure 3 The Q sampling method for cassava mosaic disease evaluation in the disease-free
stakes field
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Anszndeyan19adsa lne3siasea
ANULUTUTIULAZLUSBUNBUAILLANA 1Y BIA
WAvdmsushsmaialsadildainnisuszsdiulse
Slesusiudzmdaiony 9 1eu uazsziuAL
JULIVBIN5AALIAMETT Bonferroni correction
(P < 0.05)

nsas1vdauLdelsadiemalia polymerase
chain reaction (PCR)
Fregrelusfuduzndatanuaiilgann
M3duAUReE1935 X-shape sampling uaz33 Q
sampling INNIVAARIHT 4 35 andnanana
Asuelagldizfisaulasain Doyle and Doyle
(1987) vitel¥dm3unsavaeuidelada SLCMV e
wadla PCR 990t thadutennfiuusunaans
wugnssufomaia PCR lngldlnsiesidme
sofu AVI veaitolaa SLOMY Ssiidduihealelng
ﬁﬂ‘ﬁl SLCMV-CP-For 5°GTT GAA GGT ACT TAT
TCC C’3 hay SLCMV-CP-Re 5’ TAT TAA TAC GGT
TGT AAA’3 (Saokham et al., 2021) Uf)ise1 PCR
USumssau 25 lulasdns Usenausie 2XPCR
buffer (PCR Biosystems, UK) 10 lslasans lnsiues
forward wag reverse (10 Alnluanelulasdng)
pg19az 1 lulasdng Auefukuy (10 wilunsy
selulasans) 1 lulasans uavinnduiesindelia
Uinasaa 25 lailasang Wi Sinamsiusnssy
Tnel4a309 DNA Thermo Cycler (Bio Rad, USA)
TngUARsensdunszimiduie dail initial
denaturation flgauvindl 96 sriwaTya 2 Uil
FuUfATeiinansiugnssndiua 35 U usiay
sauUsenauniY denaturation ﬁqm%gﬁ 96
psmwaLdoa 1 Uil annealing figamndl 60
psmwaldua 1 Uil extension flgauvigil 72
asrnwadiva 2 uifl ausie final extension 7
QUM 72 DI LIATEE 10 W ATINABUIUIN
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YalauALduLeR18758LanTnslNSTa (Gel
electrophoresis) Ingld agarose gel AIILTNTU
Yoy 1.2 fifldrunauves RedSafe (iNtRON
Biotechnology, Sangdaewon, South Korea) Tu
0.5X TAE buffer (0.04 M Tris-acetate, 0.001 M
EDTA, pH 8.0) wastufinnmaanieldieies Gel
Doc imaging system (Syngene, Frederick, MD,
USA) Taewl3euifisunanisifinuSuiuans
WugnssuvesfegafuuauiidulefiLaniua
positive ey negative

NAN1SNAADLLALIV5A]

n1stinlsanazA1NIuULIIvaelsaluaig
dudiusnds
HAINN15E1339N154AALsALAE AN
suussveslsadlodusiudevdsilony 9 1oy
nudn nsiialsalusnadudenaslunnagisd
AMUUANANAUDENTTAAENN9EDR (P < 0.001)
Ine387 1 wumsiAnlsngefigniadeesay
11.98 + 135 uagdsh 2 Tnnaiinlsadiiga
dudosay 0.49 + 0.06 el /7 3 way 4 4
gnsINsialsnsesay 1.15 = 0.26 uay 1.68 +
0.27 MUAIAY ANUTULIIVDILTAbULAAL TS LT
ANLLANANITUVNSERR (P > 0.05) a7 1, 2, 3 ua
il ﬁmmqumwaﬂima?{a 3.18 + 0.47, 2.63 +
0.47, 3.25 + 0.28 wag 3.25 + 0.28 AU
(Table 1) Insemsvesiufiiulsaviamuniinuain
n1sdITnanse1n1siuduazindiude sy
UShasEugenvni (Figure 1) FsdnwazaIns
fananfanvmuiannisienenidelialasd
uiamvduutamvy 89 Sseruwagi et al.
(2004) ledwunanvgnsinlsalumiudusmeas
MndnwazeINsTLanseanvosuudIUnds
nanmednurenisludng dnsiuserisiedud
awmanmsliviewiugiidulsaugn wazdnuvus



91mslusing Sathuse lngiidusen faumgan
Mnuanirdusiamngiidelada 33019
IuunamansinalsatuisivdgUenaninnig
Funnon1sifudsiunivnarsuandufivensu
feg1atu nsdrmalsaluarsdudvzndslu
Usgimanedln (Ntawuruhunga et al,, 2010)
Usswauwady (Mulenga et al., 2016) Ussina
N (Torkpo et al.,, 2018) UsewAludise (Eni
et al, 2021) wazUsewelng (Saokham et al,
2021) 1Judu egslsinn anwugnsianiean
ga301Msinuuinadusenannsadudeduna
wrtnwasnsliiveuiusivhanldugniduviey
sugiliidulsn wiinsiialsaanmsdnevenide
h¥alaguuanivnnendsannsugnluudas
PNNaNITVnaeandliiuiEd 1 &
Hugansnaassmuauitlifinisdsiuasliiaey
aneduiidulselussaziiouiidism nsinlsa
Wdgsnninfesay 10 dliianunsovivieusiugly
THmzugnluggmasioluls vaedl 357 2 Ans
dyruazaewhaneduidulsadlofuiudusnds
918 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 Uag 9 oy 1dn1n1siin
Tsmndefesaz 0.49 wilumeUfoisdarliige
SunsuinunIng iesndumadiusuyuluns
NENINNELTIUTedIARAZna U AN
Fuiidulsa wariiesnainuuas waziiles
fudendadiony 6 Woutulu msdhsaarilden
\losandusiudugndageuasdaugiuine1ves
fudgvinneiulidoswelunsiudiana
Wy fdduiinaniuazddulimss Tnsany
v"v’uﬁ:mwmmam‘ 50 (Department of Agriculture

ansn.n. e

Extension, 2016) Ail#lunsvaaestl dm3uisd 3
finnsdrsianazasuanedudiiiulsaiiledy
fudendadlony 2, 4, 7 uaz 9 Wi waziad a
finnsdrsranazasuarefuiiilulseiiedy
fudUgnasdiony 2, 4 uag 9 ou N1siAnlsAves
74 2 334 ldfiauusndneiunsada Tnefiniaiie
TsrLadedosay 1.15 wag 1.16 mudisy 357 4 3s
IuisnsufiRnmsnsann o lUldndnvieu
Wugazenald audonvuaveInIsHanviauRug
Uasalsafivausufudusammaiinlsadowiing,
Sovar 10 Feimunlilugiionswamiouiusuaon
lsaluseauinunInsua International Institute
of Tropical Agriculture (2016)
ANNTULSLlIAtuANaTud U na TNy
szauUIUNaNy (Moderate symptoms) (Terry,
1976) Tuihs 4 33 warUuuunsTevante iz
sLCMV unuunstemenlasiusasivnengu
Wuugasming lagnueinisianiziilusen
(Sseruwagi et al., 2004) uaﬂf\]’mﬁ Saokham
et al. (2021) lad1539n1358U1alsaluag
fudrvzndeludszinalnoiloiounaiay
WAl 2561 DuADUIGUIEY WA, 2562 WU FEHU
Anusuussvedlsalussiudendsiszuinlu
Uszmalnefianuguussedslusedudiunans
(2-3) uavdudUsvaaiuginunsenans 50 1A
suusweslsande 1.21 dadunusuusswedse
#1 BailadenndesiunIVIAaEUANLF MY
Tsaludnssfudendaiedsnismivisiinudy
fudgndniuginunseans 50 dgnsinisiaelse
LAEANLTULSIYRl3AR (Hemniam et al,, 2019)
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ABnsquinuaiegslsaluasduduzndaiie

N15n5739UsERUlsALAZN1SASIAYRLISE SLCMV

b a

frawmaila PCR
A8n1sduinudaagrslsaludng
Aua1ULra L Nan1snsIauseiiulsa
nsUseiiulsaluanasiudlenasd sy

nsuAnvieuRugaveInlunNIIMAaeInsall denld

JULUUNSELLAURIBE 194U X-shape sampling
kag Q sampling (Figures 1-2) Imﬂgmwumiejm
WUU X-shape sampling laUssenfu11n91u
NaaRINsaTIalsAluAsIiudUr na e Siriwan
et al. (2020) wazuwuu Q sampling AnLUaIN
Allan Ao utugiud1Usndsasnlsnves
International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
(2016) #ifinsldegsunsnansdmsuiusesion
Wuguaealsaluszmanauneniniuadallyly
Uszialveg 91nNanI15naasInydl N1sguiiy
F9E19LUU X-shape samptingiu‘ig‘ﬁ' 1,2, 3 a8y
4 F8nsnsdnlsandederas 12.50 « 2.15, 0.83
+ 0.96, 2.50 + 0.96 uaw 5.00 * 1.36 AUAWY
VUil M3duiuimegawuy Q sampling fims
mimﬂiimaasiaam 11.44 + 1.13, 1.50 + 0.46,
2.63 + 0.52 Uay 3.00 + 0.54 aua6U (Table 2)
Famsusziiuheaeuuuluuiasisinnuuansing
fusgeiltisdAyneanflaeiian P < 0.001 910
NaNIIVAABINUIN Sasnnialsaludsi 1 ves
5UszIiulIALUU X-shape sampling way
Q sampling frgsnin¥osas 10 delsianansasensu

Tild wriewiudazonildugnluggnianeluls

(International Institute of Tropical Agriculture,
2016) waziilonaaeunisadfsenindsnsusydiu
15ALUU X-shape sampling tay Q sampling
wud dnsnsialsatuynIslidinnuuansneiu
neanAlaeda P > 0.05 e?iamwmmuaz;ﬁmw
Usziliuwdasanusadenldisnisuseifiundas
¥ muAN s ALY T

8
ansn.n. e
(‘,Q{f

Lﬁ@ﬁﬂﬂimw%umauﬂWiejmﬂszLﬁuiimmu
Q sampling {JuN15duaNUIINLAAZLNTEIR
wasiagineuas Fadunsdumegeiifiansan
dnwairdrinenveauasivnlunsidwihaneiiy
wasrmBugaiuiidswesisnnuinuvey
LL‘UmLLaSLémmwﬁﬁéﬁmiwmLLUad (Legg,
1994) :nmsviaaesnUd duiiinlsanuluuden
Q3 17 3 waz Q4 Tuyn3s duimunisiielse
oglutinasiiyuulaswesudon Q3 Tuisi 3 uas
Q4 (Figure 2) luvauginisdulszifiuieganuy
X-shape sampling maamwué’w@qmﬂmiém
LUUUTEBINTHUY finite population sampling
Tng3snstvhmsdudosognsuseansannn
10,000 fusioianang (6.25 19) Fefimnutnaziu
yosmanuUszrnsfiiulsniosay 95 uavanansn
NUBRIINSIARlSARE1stpsesay 10 (Hartley
and Sielken, 1975) wananil Sawuinisnng
Uszifiuwuy Q sampling ffunaulunisdy
Aouthedudeu dasiausududomsiugusnmes
fautas e msudentis 5 Tunsdu ﬂmmmﬂafn
maaLﬂmsuuiuﬂimmLL‘tJawaameﬂsmgﬂmluLﬂu
Awmdsy uaznsidonuiendedlinTounquuiiom
yuvesiLazdisuUas Snvitenaiinanuaain
LﬂaEJ‘LfL‘LJﬂWiLaE]ﬂ‘UaEJﬂ‘V]’e]EJG]iQﬂaNLL‘lJaﬂ Q1)
fifestungfunaeiiavosinsausuduiinsusu
LU@EJUIWLMJJ’]uﬁiJﬂULL‘U@W]G]@JUiuLJJu

mavhulawviouiuguaenlsalinnudday
lunsAIUANNITUNINTEABVRILTAlABLAN L
Tsaftwfigneveawuuliondewna (Vegetative
propagation) Inefidvenetuslaglf view
waglva Wudu Ysenalveyssauanudnsalu
nMsiulaniugdesarendeiinisnsaaeuntag
Wuguaziudoya Inefinsdrsrauaziivdoyalse
wazliad Ingvihmsdrsiannauiaznnuadluula
oevidaugn 9 o uasifudeyalselurnidneds
dedeassaiulaluszezne 1 ndufiuiemandn
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1-2 ou dlenusuiidulsadessidneananuias
(Department of Agriculture, 2015) Tuusgine
andgeummssdsnsiudfasalsauasiluiuses
(Certificate) dionismalvdfaslaumsuszdiulse
TnedgnsinisiinlsalusuiAnenidelda

(Potato leaf roll virus, PLRV) Sowa 0.5-1.0 81A13
719 (Mosaic) $owar 1-2 wazenmsvdiaainide
15986 (Spindle tuber viroid) $98az 0.1-2.0 lag
muudildanmaialsafifiaunnnidehiauas
Tsewn S8ay 0.5-3.0 (Agrios, 2005)

Table 2 Comparison of disease incidence between two sampling methods among four

treatments for cassava cleaned seed production

Disease incidence (%)

PCR detection (%)

Method Detail
X Q X Q

1 Non-survey and non-rouging infected  12.50 + 2.15°  11.44 + 1.13° 15.00 25.00
plants during plantation (Control)

2 Survey and rouging infected plants 0.83 + 0.96° 1.50 + 0.46° 3.30 3.50
when cassava at 2, 4, 5, 6,7, 8 and 9
months

3 Survey and rouging infected plants 2.50 + 0.96™ 2.63 + 0.52° 6.60 6.00
when cassava at 2, 4, 7 and 9
months

4 Survey and rouging infected plants 5.00 + 1.36 3.00 + 0.54° 8.30 7.50
when cassava at 2, 4 and 9 months

P-value <0.001 <0.001

> Mean values within column followed by the same letter are not significantly different

according to the Bonferroni correction at P< 0.05

nsnsraiialada SLOMV daemaiia PCR

msasiedeudelada SLOMV fewmaie
PCR Tngldlnswesifinnusinizaetu AVl iy
33n13n59itadelsaluanadudivznd i dud
gausulusgavanna inslanuegraunsvaisly
Uszimelng s19e1andnsiuyen wasanssnsy
fautlvuneauin (Wang et al, 2016; Minato
et al, 2019; Siriwan et al., 2020) {udu mada
PCR Wunsnsiavndnwarnsindieladauuuusds
(Latent infection) @afiwdslainansannis
(Asymptomatic symptoms) 19 lngnsiagou
deol¥anndegnafiduiivinanisnissadu
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WUU X-shape sampling kag Q sampling lu 4 75
HANSASIVABUNUT I3 1 3nnsUsedfiuuuy
X- shape sampling wag Q sampling AIIINY
Lsuabiaiaaav 15.00 waw 25.00 ANUAISTU Vauedi
7 2, 3 uaz 4 1NNUsTRUlSALUY X-shape
sampling az Q sampling asvanudelsasniy
%paz 10.00 (Table 2) NSHTINSIANSATINGIY
mowalla PCR Tumsgrafeaiuiunisusziiiu
Tsamenlan wuln nMsasadeulsamewaia
PCR §9n517154AnlsAgendnn1suszdiulsamen
wan LLaﬂﬂmmmmmimLsua"hial,wulmmm
81115 (Asymptomatic symptoms)
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avoraLaritnisguiAuiegiaiionisnge
Usziilselusnasfudsndsluiiuilndifoans
szummedlsa IngUgnsnevieuiugfiinannuvas
niuUseiRnagiinmsdmauasyhaefuiiiulse
desusiudgndadiony 9 Weu wud nsdrsa
wazneuvatefusud1ugndafiionnisveq
Tsalumnsduduzndailesusiuduzvdeiiony 2,
4 uay 9 \Weu Tdnmnmainlsasiign lneddne
nswinlsatesnin¥esaz 10 waziSnisquiiv

aon.n. g
\\c/}

sampling waz Q sampling @wwisaldluns
Uszdiulsaldona 2 33 ilesminmsnsiedeude
125a SLCMV mewmaiia PCR Lansdnsinisiialse
Hegninsovay 10

ARRNIsNUTZNA

Nuleilasumsativayulneyadsimn
fudendaisUszmalve uazaudanudude
1naluladdinimnyns driniaududie

ot
AnykazIdemiuinedranswazinaluylag

dUNNUANENIINNNINITRANANY NTENTHNT
gauAny Inermans Ieuazuinnssy

faeg1uions1aUsziliulsaluy X-shape
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