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Image processing modeling for seedling vigor estimation of primed plate
brush eggplant (Solanum torvum Sw.) seed
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Adadiny: nsUszIaananT; Aaten; naeaslunsen; AuLdusendn; usdevng

ABSTRACT: Plate brush eggplant seeds often have low germination and non-uniformity. Thus, the objectives of this
study were to investigate the effects of seed priming method on seed quality and seedling vigor, including modeling
of image processing for seedling vigor estimation of plate brush eggplant. The experiment was completely
randomized design (CRD) with 3 treatments: non-primed seed (control), hydropriming and osmopriming. The results
showed that methods of seed priming had no effect on germination in laboratory and greenhouse (GH) conditions,
but osmoprimed seed had the fastest mean germination time and time to reach 50% germination in the GH
condition. Moreover, seedling growth and vigor from osmoprimed seeds were better than those from non-primed
seeds. For data collection from 120 seedlings, the images were captured at a height of 30 cm above the canopy of
the seedlings. Image processing was calculated by calculating the pixel number per plant of all treatments. The
random sampling was using Stratified Random Sampling of 60 seedlings for modeling and 60 seedlings for validation.
The regression equation was then conducted where y was the seedling vigor index and x was the pixel per plant.
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The equation was y=0.36x + 42.86, with the coefficient of determination of 0.77. The equation was used to estimate
the seedling vigor index for validation. The results showed a highly significant relationship between seedling vigor
index and seedling vigor index based on simulation, with the correlation coefficient (r) of 0.88.

Keywords: digital image processing; germination; mean germination time; seed vigor; pea eggplant

uniin

uzilana (plate brush eggplant; Solanum torvum Sw.) eglwasd Solanaceae tnldiludusie (rootstock) Tu
madeugen (grafting) fivnaeviafleglunsdideaiu 1wy uzdeima uazuzide esnUszauanudifalunisdousengs
wadszuuTnudanss (Ranil et al, 2015) awnsadesiunisdviateveslsaiieaden (bacterial wilt) (§1ush, 2552) uay
lsasniilauinld (sruud wasaug, 2555) usilonndenveneiugaiowdn (Sarathkumar et al, 2016) usidnsind
Hymnsindavilitiausenduazenlyiaiiave Wewinnalnussiuveaeulaailsy (mechanical resistance of
endosperm) wieilansdudinissenuuildenudn wieanneindmnsassinewensuuile (physiological state of the
embryo) (Hayati et al., 2005) Wuiignfuudafivnaisyilnluled Solanaceae Wy wWanuzwIaun (S. nigrum) SnNsWnea
wuEa 39 U (Edmonds and Chweya, 1997) wan S. incanum fnsinduuuildeniuannun Joshua, 1978) Laida African
eggplant (S. ethiopicum L) Smswndweaduuiledniiniufudaiiiuiednl faudnzaarensindauszana 4-5
\Weu (Abdoulaye, 1992) f518a1unsviatsmsiniveamdauziionis lng 01301 (2559) Sreunisudianluansazane
KNO, At 0.39% Wunan 5 2a. vilvdaiinusonidistuann 62% 1y 89%

Hagtununsnsienmnendeudneugnauas iesanlddundinigmieufunasiivuislndiAssiu ussinwy
Hamndaupidonisdausenduazsonliaiiane slilddund it uswardoiluwangnlad (Adnan et al,

I
v v v 6

2020) feidu nstnsRawdaiiug (seed priming) Fadunuimislunisudlatiymdings lnemslnsiaudeaiugiduisnis

]

nsgfunssenveasdanoutihludgn shlvisdedienusengs senldiduazaihiaue uennifundwoasdaiiiunsingds
aeflarundausasnumuseaninuindeudilimunzauléd (Copeland and McDonald, 1995; McDonald, 2000) nstns
fawdaiufifunanssiuliudainnssuaumarisumiouduiumaen Tasmagmindlumelusda vdmntusdaee
gnanauuasioufiudnazson Bnslwiiaudeiusivaisds wu 1) mslwifadaiusiae (hydropriming) Wunns
whadnluhazein UiTRlGeuarazain alddieden uarlidufiviuduanden 2) mslwsdaudeiugieansaunu
wsaueealuda (osmopriming) Wunsudwasluansazaneifavadng (water potential) lusesus Lﬁ@iﬁmﬁm@fﬂ%ﬂfw

989t 9 asiafiviinunld wu polyethylene slycol (PEG), KNO,, KCL, KsPO,, KH,PO,, MgSO,, CaCl, uae NaCl (Wagas et

al, 2019) Fansld KNO, W Judiden iosnniduansnszdunissenvesudn (ISTA, 2018) fis1Agn wasmdelddedie

Wisuiisuduansalidu 4 nmsdnwisnsinsdaudaiusuzifamaiionsesd uauseniisiesuaoutedes 1gu

a

Sarathkumar et al. (2016) 189 umstnsiaudniuguziionasiiegdunsd (biopriming) Pseudomonas fluorescens A

I

Wudu 10%, 15% waz 20% wag Azospirillum Aandudy 15% waz 20% Wuian 6 vu. ibiwdediausengafige &

=] s

anustunsenas uazdedvianuudansvesdiundgs uenantd RAns uazamey (2561) sreunsinsiauiniug

]
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wziBenismeth Wuna 5 v, wazunwdawu 48 gu. vbiudednnuengdian wisdduwiuilisnensiiign wasdl

|

naneaslunssenidiiian egdlsfinm Issnunsinifaudaiugfivluaed Solanaceae Tngldansazats KNO, 1u
Shahlaei et al. (2009) 1ea1unslnsHudauuzTe (S. melongena L.) swansazaly KNO, Aadng -0.5 MPa 1du
a1 96 v, lshudnilenusangaiian Ao 95% Werssuidisuiumsinsfasdatudieihiiamsendios 83% uonainil
Aghdaei et al. (2019) s18a1unstnsiaudniugiullu (pepino; S. muricatum Aiton) et WWunan 12 v, wlfuded
ANNIBNGIT g (100%) wazfisnsnnseentiafian (26.4%) Das et al. (2020) 18a1unsinidundaiuguzide (S

melongena L.) 4 Wu§ feansazans KNO, avusdudu 5% Wuvian 24 wu. ibisundfinnnuudausaindian
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Tunsuandunduzifons inwnsnsdesnsiundite3aduled atiaue uazudauss ilodreugnasuvaudn
Tinanandy waziiuifolindoudu siieliustloviidusiune Ssoredundmeidemsindoudmiumsiendszanm 21-
28 Junduwizidn Inefidnuueddudenss ssuusnauysal waedluas 2-3 1 (Gzden and Demir, 2016) M3¥aAa
uwdaussvosiundiivansds wu fudilu (Wood and Roper, 2000) dinanvesdumiloAuuazdnsn tminusvesdiy
wiloRuwazdiusin (Almaghrabi, 2012) wazsnsrdrumilefusasin (Adnan et al, 2020) Faduisnsfiudug undaa
Famesogruarldusinuinn venanidmndundiusinannnizdmalinisiaauuduswesiundninaruad enedl
naliorgsiunawniuly Faeuuuinidunisinanuuduswewiundmidou Fadpafianusings revsendaaildtng
YagUiuiinisinisuseanananin (image processing) 11UssgnALYAUNISAINAIUA 9 NIATUNITNEAT LABN1TUININ
AdviasUssnanaviedundeaeufiunes Welilddeyaiidesnisidudenmninuas i nsussanananingnimn
Frodivanuudugilunszuiunmsussiuanunduswesdiund Ssanunsaiildesssnduiledundfivsinamn Tngende
R JUI9 i wazdvasingluniswlana (Szeliski, 2011; Rahman and Cho, 2016; Xia et al., 2019) Fesnwnuzmani
gniuiinilunnddvialudnuarveenanm (pixel) 1duwunanuduiusivinvaranuuduswesiung Bn1saangatn
Fulldadnta Ao Frvnaruuduginndninavesasesiag 4 fendnvazvesity Junumsaienin aaenaunnsly
TUsunsulunsAiuiad Yamamoto et al. (2016) $189un1530U9 (node detection) wagn1susziiiuaugmvoUdniuefuy
ﬂa”mxL%aL‘vmimsﬁmesﬁmwLLasmiﬁauﬁﬁwmul,awmm%a (machine learning) st Samasinwuwamslunsanenw

wazldnmarsusziiuanuudausswesiunat andaymimdaugidenasinusend sonldaiaue vililadundaselsl

v
=

NIoUNY AU UNAADINT AL

o

ngUszadiiiefnuisnisinsundniudnenuninudniuduasAnuniusivewunad

Lzanie e lnuanienlais) adtaue wazladunanNudauss sIunsAnwIsLInInNIsassuudassunisldnnansfiava

WoUsefiuam w5 avaIdunduelania

BmsAnen

thdauzidomeiuswiamen Saduiuguanta (open-pollinated variety) 91nUTE 71 Loa 1o $1in (Thai Seed
and Agriculture Co., Ltd.) fannimadaiugidudu Téud dhntn 1.11 n¥ude 1,000 win Arwdulszan 7% uaza
10N 80% ANy INavesISnIsnslaudniuisenmunmudniuduazanundaswesiunduzdonasluan nieaujuirinis
warluaninlsafou ufansaduuuiaeemnisUssnananmileyssduauuduswesiunduzdonas vaaos
FEWIUABUNNTIAL-NUAINUS 2564 & esufuRnisialuladiudaiuguazlsasounaass nedviivaiu Auzinuns
UATIVIRBNYATATENT UIUU NFANNC]
Bnslwstiaudanug

Yudnuzidewiaualuii reverse osmosis (RO) Wuran 24 %, uavansazans KNO, aududy 1% Wunan 12
1. Tigaungd 30 + 2°C Mntudramdariuih RO na uasthiwdemnanmudulugananutulnihiigamgd 30 + 2°C uas
AT URIINS 40 = 2% Aunseitaudadarutilndifestuautudadulssna 7% nnduhwdaluneseuguninly

= &

anmriesUfuRnisuazaninlsasou MeununvaaedLuuduanysalll 3 viawud fie 1) whadilinunislnsda (control)

o

2) nistwsiaudaiugaaein (hydropriming) way 3) n1slnsduudanugieaisrivauussiueaaluda (osmopriming)

U 4 91 Fhag 50 WA
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1. nsnadauamMmaanugluan wiesufiRnns

1.1 A3m98n (germination) Yudauziianisuimagauausenuinsgiuluiesufiinig lnamizwdauuy
nszAwAURIEIS top of paper (TP) figumnfiadu 20-30°C (20°C uaan 16 v, Tuanmila wag 30°C \uaan 8 v lu
anmiluas) (ISTA, 2018) UsaliluaueaniInIgIUAUNgues Interational Seed Testing Association nstfunsauan (first
count) 1 7 Jumdamzude Inetuiamefuseuunfiifsnuuesnauysal srdudemss uagluides 2 1 wasiuadsaarine
(final count) 9 21 Sundumziudn laetduduseuund Fuseufinund wananlisen wasidnne ntnideyaundiuan
Aiusoniu % 21nges mmenves (%) = (Suusugeuundramun / Suruwdaiane) x 100

12 ruauiuiiwdaiisinsen (days to emergence; DTE) tud1uumidndifisnsensdszana 2 wa. yniu 1Ju
a1 21 Fundanziudn anduiideyaundn DTE Suedu Yu :1ngns (Ohillon, 1995) DTE = Snd / 3n Tng n fe
Srunumdaifsnenluiud 1, 2, .., n (21) Fuvdamzwdn d fe Swwiuil 1, 2, ., d (21) Tundamzudn

13 aniildlunisaaniis 50% (time to reach 50% germination; Ts,) fudugeuunAnniu tua 21 Yunda
EwEa s T, dwhedy Su NGAT Top = + [[((N+1) /2 - n) / (n) = )] x (4 - )] lag t; Ae nanneud
wansenlgasmils, § Ao narfidaainian t, n fie SIwIuwEaficen a 1aan t, n, AoguIuwanTieon a 1nan t, N fo
Srunudafisendususoutnfiianun (Coolbear et al., 1984)

14 nanedslunisien (mean germination time; MGT) Husugeuundnniu Wuna 21 Yundumzude i
rdeyauduin MGT fivieidu Tu a1ngns (Ellis and Robert, 1980) MGT = ¥nd / 3n a8 n fis S1uiudusesuunily
Fudi 1, 2, .., n (21) Fuvdamnzdn d fe Swaududl 1, 2, ., n (21) undanzdn
2. MmvagauamM AU TuanwlsuSau

2.1 pnusantuaninlsadeu inzwdsuzilonaduaianaunatafinuuin 104 vau lagldiinueaduiannig
wiin $1uu 4 5 $hay 50 win Tuiemeduseuuniidunm 21 funFanizde

2.2 aniildlunssends 50% luanmlsaFou tuduseutninniu WWum 21 Fundameiudn fuiumuisnis
lude 1.3

2.3 nanadslunmssenluanmlsaFou dudnnuduseutninniu Wunan 21 Yundamemdn fMulmnaisng
lude 1.4

2.4 masyivlauazeuuussvesiundifleny 28 fundumzwda S1um 4 €1 d1aw 10 du Téun Arwgedu
Tnginnnseduinvesiinuoaivassen Wuriugudnarsdidu swauly Tneduludufiukosnedudl dmdnanvesdan
wilofunardumn tuthuiwesdumilofuuardiunn shsduveshumiefusodmnn fuieuudusmoiungy
(seedling vigor index; SVI) A1IANEAT SVI = AI1338N (%) X duidnudsvesdiundn (Gaba et al, 2018)

3. MIENUUUTIABIYaINsUsTINAaNAN B U sEliuAuLT s svasdundn
fhen maINnaesitinuazdunuesnn Intel RealSense Depth Camera Ju D435 (Condotta et al., 2020) lnggngn1nau

nAuonIisrEzAINEge 30 9u. lngnvedeuiloswudmiusseznisanenn 3 szee Ae 10, 20 Uay 30 93, nllenss

'
=

wWunuinlusger 10 v, ndesldanunsaliianinls fisses 20 gu. lawnsonseunquainwiznalavianun vueisses 30

" v '
'

ga.ATUAULTTILALA Tvuave AN wTiamsathu e edls sdhenimazdemilonseiuvesiundiiony 28
fundaunzwdn Sudutsegdunirfunzaudmiunairond laedundndewrsiundauseddnumeddudmsuarluass
23 U daanduddurinliansnsansageudnuariuiluswivuavesdundils 141Usunsy MATLAB (Gonzalez et al,
2003) lun1sUszifiuganim (pixel) vasdunduzidonasiiinanuazidongnain (sround sample distance) 0.024 1131,
nsrvIuMsUsTIRan muansludnuaz sy (flow chart) fauansly Figure 1 filandnszuiunsueensUszaiananm

TINUAIUUAAINALUUTIaBIN5UTEIUANLLT SRS uNaNE oM wazNaansvasmsinsvinaiandlu Figure 2 ay
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ININAUNATINNA 12 MiIENAaB (experimental unit) I09T9%NA 120 Au Fsrundunazdulairuadiuiusiiiu

Frogliudr nnguietisdmiunmansiiviadnua 10 fusdednad svesnmluusas nimuud lnnisanenmly
TsaSouilduvdaiuiauassssuni ddiiansuniunmene (Figure 2A) Tasdayanmsiinsziganmiamdugundi
Hudsnnsndfandnsiug viilianuudausavesdunduansnsiu awildiuiuenng (clustering) wuulinauas
(unsupervised) A7835119 K-means (Franti and Sieranoja, 2019) \ionensymienmwestunduas il undsesnainiy na

nswennguaatansly Figure 2B Antdeniamiziunalassydunislings (Figure 20) wasdryarandunmszaudim

v ¥
&

(gray scale) uaznImv13-A1 (binary) Auaau (Figure 2D) Fafunisuannimiiuntineanainitumad (threshold) (Gonzalez

and Wood, 2007) fwasdruauganin (pixel) fidudvnvesdundwsasiu TuudnaiiduiuiluresiundiuezUszifiu

FUIUAN NG DAL

raw images,

120 samples

clustering by K-

means method

rmanual selection

thresholding

pixel number

stratified random

sampling

v

[ compared with seedling visor }

no

L4
tentative seadling

- wvalidation 60 sarmples
vigor model

yes

seedling vigor
estimation model

Figure 1 Flow chart of Image processing modeling for seedling vigor estimation
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Figure 2 The steps of digital image processing for pixel number estimation: (A) raw data, (B) clustering, (C) sampling

data and (D) thresholding of plate brush eggplant seedlings

4. NMFAATIZANANIIEDA
4.1 MyAasgnauulsUTINteyansadia (analysis of variance) WiemAn F-test SiAsizvianuudsUsIusuuas
Wisuieuanuuansnsuesradednuaesng 9 §2e3% Least Significant Difference (LSD) fisgdiupanuidoriu 95% Tagld
TUsunsuana R
4.2 MTAATIERANUEURUSURININE8NEHINURILERTIU Figure 1
0.2.1 quifredeiunduzidenisnn 3 nimaud $1uru 4 91 $rag 10 Fu (40 FregrsrenIamud)
$1u2n 12 Miennaea (experimental unit) Taudragsvienun 120 fu luurazdidudeyadeinisnsduiuuusdu
(stratified random sampling) (Forthofer et al., 2007) lneusiaznguls 60 fu AmSunITiATIERA LI pEd LU aR4
Uszifiunnuudausevesiund wagdn 60 fu Tddmsun1snsiadeuLuUTIana
4.2.2 mnszaunslunsuszanansiuiluvestundusdonn deadsuvusaeddlunisesune
auduiusszisirdaundaswesdundriudviuganmeesnu tnaSeuiisulszdnsnmussuudiass (validation)
Pinmsiasanmduuszansnisaaduls (coefficient of determination) n3efn R-square (R) wavasavdaunuusaadng

fsannAdulsyansanduius (correlation coefficient) #58@1

NaN1SANYI

1. aunwvasuaaugluanwiesuiRns

o

nsbnsiaudaiugusidemsieiuaznisinslaudaiugimeasaunuusiiuenaluda Wifinavilinudadiay

a v @ Al s

DARANFNIMNAD AN ULAAT lEuNT IS Tnewdndininueen 99.0 + 1.15% Wiy (Table 1) wansinnisinsiaudanus

aesismshifinaviiudedinnusendinduld ilesanudaiugusidonidoniifinanimiudugs Ao Tanusen 99.0%

o
(YK o ac=

Aty Mslnsfiaudniugniaedsilianunsaibiudadanuseniinduld insswdaliuanidnenmnisienaafianud 2

q
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§ a o ¥

donnaesiy Usslasy (2542) reaunshnidaudanugniniuguistnsifnanusenisuny 97.5% aaei (hydropriming)

q q

aa v 3

Junan 5 9w Lifinaviisdedenuenuandrameadadudanliiiunisinsiaudaiug (97.5-99.5%) sgnslsinu nns
Insfawdaiuguzidonweinuwazansmunuussiveedaludainailiudaddwuiunidsinen (10.50 + 0.52 wag 10.81
+ 0.43 Fu aud1dv) Tanluniseenils 50% (13.44 + 0.22 uag 13.47 + 0.44 Tu auaav) wazldanadslunissen
(14.51 + 0.26 wag 14.46 + 0.26 Tu Aua1AV) 5gauazliunnAameada drwdafliunisinsfididnnuiuigdsn
sontiiga (11.39 + 0.13 Ju) Marlunissends 50% $ign (14.37 + 0.11 Ju) uagldiaadelunissendiiign (15.17 +
0.19 1) (Table 1) uansinudafiniunistnsdandwsannninudadldunisingis Fwenlisinit lnewdeaunsouns
a . v a o @ v N sa & o & o8 v & T oA
nusniAn (radicle) Iise wagimundudugeudndliss msznisinidandaiuddunsviliudagauiiedesaans
g msavaukazduaTeilUsAusg o fdAgdmiunisiensgvauysaluds Wetwdafiniunisinslanugniaviliude
Wndszesil 3 vaeguluuN1IAAU (triphasic pattern) 1597w WERTsanL5a (Pawar and Laware, 2018) donndesiu fivns)
ga @ v ¢ A v H @ ' < [J b4 @ A
wazAny (2561) TeuNsinsiandaiugueidemiwigtn JWuan 5 vu. uazunuanuiu 48 wu. vliuiniiniuiengs
Nan (629%) T wnuTuiudniisnienisangn (9.54 1) wasiivnaedelunisiensafian (12.52 ) dewSeufisuiuwbad
Tadrinunislngdia (19.50% 11.81 Ju wag 13.63 Ju aud1du) wenanil Ali et al. (2020) Meunsinsiiaudaiuduzide
wiAGaEanTazaney KNO; inanudiudu 0.75% Wuian 24 v, vihliwdaiainusengeiiagn Ao 98% lvauadslunisenss

ign Ao 3 Ju drwdaiiliiunsinsisdianusensiiiagn fe 83% wariinanadslunissendifian fe 5 fu

Table 1 Germination, days to emergence (DTE), time to reach 50% germination (Ts,), and mean germination time

(MGT) of plate brush eggplant seed in laboratory condition

Treatments Germination (%) DTE (days) Ts, (days) MGT (days)
Non-primed seed (control) 99.0 £ 1.15 11.39 + 0.13a " 1437 +£0.11 a 1517+ 0.19 a
Hydropriming 99.0 + 1.15 10.50 + 0.52 b 1344 + 0.22 b 1451 +0.26 b
Osmopriming 99.0 + 1.15 10.81 £ 0.43 ab 13.47 £ 0.44 b 14.46 £ 0.26 b
F-test ns x x *

CV (%) 1.17 3.60 2.11 1.61

ns, not significantly different at p < 0.05. *; significantly different at p < 0.05

Y mean + SD values in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p < 0.05 by LSD

2.2 pumwvasuaniugluanmlsadou

nstnsfavdeiuguzidonsieiiwaznsinsiaudaiugieasniuaunssiusealudalifinavibiudaianu

aa o <

senluanmlsadounnnarsanafumdafilaiiunisinids Inowwdnadanusen 80.5 + 4.43 - 89.5 + 3.00% (Table 2)

v o v a wva ' & a S o fY  ad ! o Y 2 a
ﬁaﬂﬂaENﬂUﬂ’]']JNE)ﬂIUMENUQUWﬂ"Ii (Table 1) LLﬁﬂQ’J’m’]i‘lWﬂNLQJaW‘WUﬁqﬂ’JEJ’JﬁWN 9 VLJJﬁ"IiﬂiﬂVIﬂML@JaﬂﬁJﬂ’NJN@ﬂ
[ [ = 1% 1%

windulansluanmiesfuinisuarluanimlsadou uenanil nistnsiaudniuiusiloniameasmuauusiiuoadalud

q

afiwaviliudnldinanlunissonds 50% wagldnanadsluniseenluaninlsadowsian Ao 15.83 + 0.39 uay 16.54 +

aa v I3

0.49 Ju mud1du Jsuansrsnnadatumdanluiunisiniii lnewdaldiaatlunissents 50% $19ga fe 17.33 + 1.07 Tu
wazldiianadelunissen 18.10 + 0.43 Ju (Table 2) wms1zn1sinifaudaiugfrearsrivnuwsiueealuda lngld
ansazany KNO, azuanmeanidu K" uwag NO, dawalinsyuiunsiuunueddy msdaaseilusiy wazeulesinng o Tu

a

wanialadtu Jerienseduliudagadueendiauldfdu waveradauduiusiueuledlumsnidnvg (nitrate
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reductase) Tunisasnslulasy (nitrite; NO,) n3nlunsnaanlan (nitric oxide; NO) %almmmﬁmﬁ@@mL‘z’fﬂﬂwlﬂﬂhﬂu
nszuaunsdaaseilusiuneluwda vldudeivsinalsiuduty wisdwenlditu (Mcintyre et al, 1996 Lara et
al, 2014) @oAndeafyu Zhang et al. (2011) sea1unsinsdaudanuiuzidonisaisazals KNO; avududy 3% Tu
ansavans SA Avandudu 0.1 mM viliudaldnarlunssenta 50% Saitga Ao 2.4 Tu iWlenFsuiisufuwdadilisunis
Insialdiaanlunissantia 50% wu 8.1 u
defisuiuisuiisuszrinanuseniazanuiiilumsenveandausdensluanwissUfiRnmauazanin
159304 (Tables 1 and 2) Wu3iAMseNUDLLAATUANMISUToU (80.5 + 4.43 - 89.5 + 3.00%) taunitAmusanluann
WoaUFURANS (99.0 + 1.15%) Uszuna 9.5-18.5% saudsudaldtiailunissenia 50% luanimlsaiou (15.83 + 0.39 -
17.33 + 1.07%) F1niluanmiiosufRnng (13.47 + 0.44 - 14.37 = 0.11 Yu) Uszaas 2.36-2.96 Tu uazidsldinaiade
nssontuanInlsssou (16.54 + 0.49 - 18.10 + 0.43 Tu) FInItuan wiesuuAinis (14.46 + 0.26 - 15.17 + 0.19 Tu)
Uszunn 2.08-2.93 Yy eraidumsiznamzidanzidenasluaninlsaseudigumgiiadsnasanisvaaes 20°C lned

aamgiigeaniadie 30°C uazaumgirganie 15°C Jgaumaiireudiiun Jalinavihliudngaindrdmadenanssuaunued

=~ o

Fuineteslunissendt Fwiliudnsendn (Copeland and McDonald, 1995) wuiiienfiu Dong et al. (2020) 518941477
gaundl 25°C mnnzandmiunsenuenuan S. nigrum L. vngamgiinnUszuia 15-20°C #3edanin 30°C viliuandl

AINIIBNARNEA

Table 2 Germination, time to reach 50% germination (Ts,), and mean germination time (MGT) of plate brush

eggplant seed in greenhouse condition

Treatments Germination (%) Ts, (days) MGT (days)
Non-primed seed (control) 80.5+4.43 1733+ 1.07a 18.10 £ 0.43 a
Hydropriming 81.0 £ 12.15 16.60 + 0.35 ab 1744 + 0.34 a
Osmopriming 89.0 = 3.00 1583 +0.39b 16.54 + 0.49 b
F-test ns * *

CV (%) 9.15 4.15 244

ns, not significantly different at p < 0.05. *, significantly different at p < 0.05

Y mean + SD values in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p < 0.05 by LSD

a o a < v % = :4' o o <
2.3 nssgyiAulauazauLdeusivasdundasidanisiiony 28 Tunauwiziuin
mslwslaudniuguzidenaieansniuauussiuesaludaiinailiiundfinnugsiu dukugudnaiswesdisiu

Fuulu dminandiumiiefulardiusin Uininwidumtienu dns1d1umTiofudadIusIN waTFUNALLT LIV IAY

@

ndngeniganaruaniansadatunisinsisudanugimetuazudniliiunisinsis snciunstnsfaudeiuglafinavinli

P

UIINLIAEIUIINVBITUNAuANA1VNSEdR (Tables 3-5) dund1ainudnitunmsinsiaieasauaunsiuooaludadl

nsasAulanazeaudauswniian Ten augasu 1.80 + 0.05 e, fidurugudnasvesddiu 092 + 0.03 uy. i
$ruaulu 2,90 + 0.08 lu (Table 3) fiwinandrumioRuuararusn 68.40 + 4.59 wag 11.35 + 1.35 un. flof AIUEW
thwiinuifsdumiionu 5.83 + 0.35 un. sladu (Table 4) Snmauwiefusodinnn 7.48 = 0.79 uazdfiimuudausses
Fundn 591.55 + 18.70 (Table 5) dauwdnuzidenisitlisiunsiniuaznisinifaudaiugdedhinamlidund

WigAulanazudusdesignuazliunneanisata (Tables 3-5) lnesiundnfiaaugasiu 1.57 + 0.10 uay 1.60 + 0.12 gy,



KHON KAEN AGRICULTURE JOURNAL 50 (5): 1287-1300 (2022)./doi:10.14456/kaj.2022.108. 1295

AduniugudnaavesEay 0.81 + 0.04 uay 0.81 + 0.01 uu. HF1m3uly 2.13 = 0.19 wag 2.23 = 0.17 Tu Mud iy (Table
3) fihwiinanvesdrunilefu 39.50 + 7.04 waw 41.37 + 5.02 un. defu TminanuesdInIIn 6.23 + 1.27 waw 6.29 =
0.47 un. siodu S wmdnusisdumiefu 3.43 + 0.8 uaz 3.60 + 0.40 un. fafu MUFIFU (Table 4) Samadunilafuse
31N 5.19 + 2.10 4@z 6.42 + 0.39 uazavilauuansivessiund 335,54 + 58.26 uaz 336.62 + 43.03 mUA1AU (Table 5)
waneinsinslaudniuguedenisineansauaunssiuesdludasmeansazats KNO, mnududu 19 Wuna 12 u. h
Tldsundnuasadulaldfuasudusannnidundranudadliiunsingis mszwdaditunisinsfiansasenisiis
waziiandusiundlfinidundanudailsiiunmsinifiandetus Tae (Faroog et al, 2005) Soauinadadiiiug
IwsfsaediUsnas DNA wisdulusswinsen shlfiAanszuaunissentdanysal sonldi$r fundiasnuasinuildd 3
Aruudauss uazdaaléisa aenndeaitu Mirabi and Hasanabadi (2012) MenunslnifisudaiugusBomadoasazans
KNO, vilsidundniinnnugs thwidnandiumilofuuazdiunngsiian deandosiu Ziaf et al. (2007) esumslnidaude

'
§ a a

Wugndnanunsaiudnanmnseniaznsiasyiulavesdiundils uenaind Amjad et al. (2007) s1891unstnsiiande
Wugnsnaeansavate KNO, vilisiunandindnugeiu iminanveswiy saudsrundfanuuiausadign vielaugasund
WarAINENITINVBIRUNATILT U vdwal iR unafiauudusaiintiusie Tae Rivas et al. (1984) s1e9un1sinsiiawén

Wugnsndigansazats KNO, mnandudu 3% Wunan 144 vu. viliudawnssinuazusingnisingnivesaduesuldly

—

a8 (hypocotyl) wiee 1-3 Yu aatiu n1slnsdandanusaisaisazats KNO, vinldaunanasyidulalaisiuasudanss

]

egt’u o VY i 6‘5 Y v v v = v a <@
wenngwhlisundaaiilmsmasinedgn suluaslinandng,

Table 3 Height, stem diameter and leaf number of plate brush eggplant seedling grown in greenhouse at 28 days
after sowing

Treatments Height (cm) Stem diameter (mm) Leaf number
Non-primed seed (control) 1.57+0.10b Y 0.81 +0.04 b 213+0.19b
Hydropriming 1.60 + 0.12 b 081 +001b 223+017b
Osmopriming 1.80 £ 0.05 a 092 +£0.03a 290 +0.08 a
F-test * * *

CV (%) 5.79 3.19 6.40

* significantly different at p < 0.05

Y mean = SD values in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p < 0.05 by LSD

Table 4 Fresh weight of shoot and root and dry weight of shoot and root of plate brush eggplant seedling grown
in greenhouse at 28 days after sowing

Treatments Fresh weight (mg/plant) Dry weight (mg/plant)
Shoot Root Shoot Root

Non-primed seed 39.50 + 7.04 b ¥ 6.23+1.27b 343 +0.48 b 0.74 + 0.28

Hydropriming 41.37 +5.02 b 6.29+047 b 360+040b 0.56 + 0.05

Osmopriming 68.40 + 4.59 a 1135+ 135 a 583 +0.35a 0.79 £ 0.08

F-test * * * ns

CV (%) 11.37 13.89 9.67 24.34

ns, not significantly different at p < 0.05. *, significantly different at p < 0.05

Y mean = SD values in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p < 0.05 by LSD
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2.4 M3a31uuUInassveInTUsTtanan N UsEiiuaMuLdussvasfundnuziianag

Wi dayanITIATIENANAINAITILILANEE (pixel) AORUNE1 NUINTILIUTNTAVRINNAUN ST N

' '
o v a =

MnETS R Aauaneseg1eiiTedn wBsadd (p < 0.01) (Table 5) lngdunuinwavesdunaianuaniiaiu
nslwilsheasmunuusifusealudaiidunniian fo 1,355.83 + 136.42 finlwasesund JaumnsinansedAfudiuau
finwarefundranudnailiiiunisingie wardundranudaiiniunsinidedaed ferdaufineatosfigauazlsl
uanenaeadia Ao 842.23 + 199.68 uaz 929.85 + 130.50 Aniwasesundn mud iy Jeaenndesturnaugasi sy
guénanad iy S1uaulu (Table 3) twiinanvesdrumiiofunaraiusin dmdnuiwesdiuniefu (Table 4) wawduil
Asudaussenuda (Table 5) fadu amdnesunduzionsiisseranugs 30 ey, donsmiuifdnuinwavesniw
1 waneidundfivunalug SeaenadestuAmmsadyiulauaranuuduseesiundt WuReitu Syed et al. (2019) 1
sreunsUsziiunssgivlnvesiunameisnisiassiiswuuliiaisdegns wulmNduRusIeINan1TIATIER
Amiildannndes RealSense LAEANAINEUDIAIDE fiduszansnsanaula A0 0.99, 0.99, 0.99 waz 0.99 lunsn uziie

WA LHAIATT LAERNNAYNDN ATUATRU

Table 5 Shoot/root ratio, seedling vigor index and pixel number of plate brush eggplant seedling grown in

greenhouse at 28 days after sowing

Treatments Shoot/root ratio Seedling vigor index Pixel number (pixel/plant)
Non-primed seed 519 +210b Y 33554 + 58.26 b 842.23 + 199.68 b
Hydropriming 6.42 + 0.39 ab 336.62 + 43.03 b 929.85 + 130.50 b
Osmopriming 748 £0.79 a 591.55 + 18.70 a 1,355.83 + 136.42 a
F-test * * xx

CV (%) 20.68 10.25 15.22

* significantly different at p < 0.05, **, significantly different at p < 0.01
Y mean + SD values in the same column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at p < 0.05 and p < 0.01,

respectively by LSD

DL ATIEIANUFUNUSTE MNP BT AIULT I TIVDIAUN AU LT DNIAENANITAATIZIRA A1 8L TUT WU Niwadafy

o

(Figure 3) WU1131NN1TIATIEALAENN1TON0DYDYN99E (simple linear regression) ﬁgULLUU%\‘ia@m’ﬁ A® seedling vigor

L4

index = 0.36 pixel/plant + 42.86 3slenduuszAn3nisanass (regression coefficient) fenlaiviuaud (o < 0.01) uaed

AduUszansnsdndula (coefficient of determination; R?) winiu 77% Liiesanamareidunindiuuu (top view) vas

=

nsauiund viliamdund i dluvuelng Fadidrwiweesfingavesninuin wansiesdiunaidanuuduss vinlwd

v v o <

ANMUAUNUSTEMINT I UIURNLTAR D AULALATRAINULTILTIVDIAUNAT FOAARDINY UANT WazANE (2563) S189UINNUN

'
1Y 1 o v a

Tudniudiuvesganmdanuduiusiuegeddeddgde lnedsuwuuvesaunis Ae Wuitludnd = -329.24 + 0.012*

'
£ v a & o

Juruganmsiens laeliadudssanimsdedula fe 0.86 Wethaunsunldlunmsusslivteyanlddmiunisnsiaaey

ANNADIEIENNTT Auuansly Figure 4 Fallanuduiusneads (o < 0.01) lumsuan (r = 0.88) MAaaARBUMEA8Y
\ade (root mean square error, RMSE) fle 78.52 a1nn1si3euiiisudeyaveinai ldainuuuinassiieaunisnisonney

wazdoyailinsrvdeunuudiaes faitadeuausemsilianunsansivaeulaainnisaienin Wy dmtnvesddiuwagsn

o

991992 NARBRUUINEDY I9AITHNITANINSIEAINE18RANaUSE UYL UNLAEIVDININENT UBNANNTNITETIZNNS
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AATIERIAUTENOUNEN (principal components analysis; PCA) nsannaslnsldosAusznounan (principal components
regression; PCR) LLazﬂ”limmaEJﬁWéJGﬁEN“LjEJEJﬁ?jG]UNﬁ’Ju (partial least square regression; PLSR) mﬁ]ﬁﬂﬁlﬁaumiﬁgﬂﬁm
wiugndturiaiednmaimunaunsussduanuduswssiundilulidnsuemeihuu g iuiuensey s
Fosdimsldnmarefdviadoeluyusstumnsulunsssduauudusmosiundde nsdnuadsildldndes intel
RealSense Depth Camera (Condotta et al., 2020) tieltifudeyalunsiauisolulusuanlunisiaszsiniaunnsng
YosANULTTIINMIUTEINARAN NYRIRuNdTiTa L dausauaneeiuIn B sl sansiBuag nislavinlngds Fdlu
punAng A0 AU NN AnwIATeTiE1gnswUIuNIT deep leaming Lag machine vision/robotic vision sialy

(Shinde et al., 2018)
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Figure 3 The relationship between pixel number and seedling vigor index of plate brush eggplant seedling

900

200
.
700 e * o
= L
o r=0.88 . .. .
ouu /.’_-.
-
oo
Tﬂj 500 ..
o L]
- %a, e e
o 400 .. >
a 400 . °
.o._,,/ . ot
nn o 8
300 f}o‘.
%
200 *e
D L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 100 200 300 400 500 €00 700 BOO 900

seedling vigor

Figure 4 Correlation between experimental and predicted values of seedling vigor index of plate brush eggplant
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