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Abstract: Study on the effect of fertilizer management for baby cos production was carried out at farmers’
greenhouses on highland in Chiang Mai province from April 2019 to May 2019. The experimental design was a
randomized complete block design (RCBD) with 3 replications and 4 treatments. The fertigation treatments were
as follows: treatment 1 (CFR), applied N:P,0.K,O at the rate of 39.2:14.7:36.6 kg/rai; treatment 2 (FCR),
applied N:P,0,:K,O at the rate of 5.9:4.4:11.4 kg/rai and treatment 3 (SSFM), applied nitrogen fertilizer only at
the rate of 5.9 kg/rai. The non-fertilizer application was used as a control treatment. The study indicated that the
application of nitrogen fertilizer only at 5.9 kg/rai (treatment 3, SSFM) tended to increase the growth of baby cos.
The total fresh yield (6.39 ton/rai) and marketable yield (2.65 ton/rai) obtained from treatment 3 (SSFM) which
were higher than the other treatments, especially when compared with treatment 1 (CFR), which was applied at
the common fertilization rate. The total fresh yield and marketable yield obtained from that treatment was only
5.02 and 2.08 ton/rai, respectively. Besides, the fertilizer application rate of treatment 3 (SSFM) was the highest
fertilizer efficiency use. The results from this study suggested that for baby cos production in soil containing a
high amount of organic matter, available phosphorus and exchangeable potassium, nitrogen fertilizer
application by fertigation system at the rate of 5.9 kg/rai was sufficient and suitable for producing good quality

baby cos under greenhouse condition on highland.
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unApta: maﬁrn:mm‘nfmmﬁmmiﬂﬂ@ﬂ’mmmmﬂummammﬁ”ﬂ@m THantiunislulssBoulgnidnaes
Lm:rmmuuﬁ”uﬁzgq Fdn@esIun sud 1R eU WU 2562-W0HN1AN 2562 TAEIIGIALNIINARBILLILIAN
anysndluuaan (RCBD) 41U 3 1 uge 4 NenATNARRY %qﬂi:ﬂ@uVLﬂﬁaﬂmﬂﬁﬂﬂmwufﬂuﬁ ATAUANANTY
3 n2913 1B unl N993327 1 (CFR) dilaTulngau (N) waaweia (P,0,) uaztwunadan (K,0) ludna 39.2, 14.7
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mimmmmmwmwm 502 fusials uazilunanAnTiawiinelE 2.08 Ausiels LL@”u’aﬂ@’]ﬂuﬂQWU’]’] mﬂmjﬂ
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maﬂ@ﬂmuﬂm‘l,umuuﬁmmﬂummm Weanaafiflulsy T LL@JIZWmeﬁnﬂmmeﬂ@ﬂuimiuimum
ma‘lmﬂaiu‘llmmu‘luiwuum §m31 5.9 Alanfusels Wy Tiflsaneuasmunzandviunisuamulaeg
GIIRIINENTE Li'ﬂuuuwumg\i
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wilnag (baby cos) (Lactuca sativa L.) @gljel,u 'LE?N’]MLL@:QMJWWmum’mé‘i‘ﬂ\‘im? (Fallovo et al.,

29A Asteraceae WUNTINHAMAMININTUINITGS  2009) A1NN19AN1289 Khoshgoftarmanesh et al.
TnenannzlWiues Hansenmswendmiu @udmiue  (2011) waz Solaiman et al. (2019) Wu3n n13ld{]e
Fanfiud fovgermamanuaaidan uundden  ulnnaululungeacsdsaiiunananuesdnne uw
Hoanesa wartwunadan dodusigeimnsid  winlifuBunabdnnauilidome dealifunn
PyNA s e eN el (Pinto ef al, 2014) wilnes HANARAAARE 9NN Uazdanudndsununednady
Aadludnifeuinunnitnancludssmalnauas warinunafandosdadsuniaasaiulauasannn
e LGl wwsﬂaﬁ%‘ﬁﬂmmwmq'ffm%ﬁmm'\m??u 1asdnnIAneNiugAed (Fei et al, 2011; Siringam,
INHAINTLUAUT A inan winealuszuntaden 2014) Chaima and Santasup (2019) AnANASNNI3

wazliifleluszuuioven lull wa. 2557 yails  sigemnsesuineadidgnlulsdeuuuiiuiigs
TasmmassanansmsaailnedlfiBanm 22020 ARnaslielunteniunia wudn wilpeakiesnns
AnLtluaarn 8,396,761.85 UM (Santasup et al., 2016) Tulnsiau 3.02-8.89 Alansusials neanasa 0.53-1.78
aeilafimunsnanudpeslulaqiuddbifomese  Alaniusiels uaztvunaiden 5.42-18.31 Alanusiels
pnfieansesffiBina A llilnsdad@unenan  edlaiaauinemangldijalulnsau weanada (P,0,)
atsnnUuURg Sdanmgiemefionzauie  wazinuna@an (K,0) ludnsn 39.2-51.20, 14.76-
masayduln el funn LL@"’ﬂMﬂ’WW'ﬁI W 19.20 wax 32.71-42.67 Alanfusiels aadndu daiu
prupabesmsesfiiing wenaniinedanesg  dnemsnsinnsteluBunnigaivanaiesnis
mmﬂuuﬂmﬂ@mﬂuﬂ%mmmﬂmwmmmﬂqu seauilnen mﬂzﬁ'ﬂa%unwmmfﬂm%iﬂLﬂumﬂ'&'
s uazAmasIKALaALned flamaiinefRdusiefunn e ldlffnied
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27M1TUNAUuanagnEzd 1 iR ansdwillau
gunaatin (Sanz-Cobena et al., 2012) 111 Weady
Visitpanich et al. (2006) ﬁwuﬂmmmmmmmmﬂ
' a Aoy a A P
811195114 7 AUt lun1snanivglulsaizeu
R et neanizas1989n19 NG9l uaa9An
nstiininaessiu NidusaiadnAinnuANaeny
o o o . g
FanFnnaunaeavaiset luaisazang AN
Auldarinansznusanisasyfulnuasnanua
299N WATAINNIIANHIU9Y Bureerat (2002) W13
d” dl °I a da/ Adl = ) + =
Nunlgnnevandavunungeiinisldiawmiiingan
UANNN39ANNIEIAMN T UTZEZIA WU dara TR
# pH anaeAng 5 uazynliiunndwisednganas
annedeiinisarantesliuudeanads uas
Tnunadanlusyiuge delaesinliudalupundszau
pH 6.0-6.8 T BUNTETRY 2.0-3.0% YNt
WaanaFanidutlsyloaiiag ludas 3560 Haniusia
Alaniu Wanaulwunadesmuaniaenlilugos 100-
120 AanFusanlaniu dumunzansdanismnzlgnive
(Chalemtha| and Santasup, 2017, Shutsnrung, 2008)
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IUNA 1.2 x 7.0 AT 21191 4 Lilad (4 N9INTTNAaDY)
fsruzilgniudinea 20 x 20 wuRwns luusasuias
naasstes fiwdaed 49uau 210 Hu deudgn
Amafusaet1apuluuLamaans AsrAuANEN
0-20 [EURA AT e INA AT TR AN TR T8 3R 1
(Siwasin, 1984) L‘W'@ﬂiuﬁuﬂ?mmmammﬂuﬁu
?ﬁlqﬁu@gﬂuﬂ@jumﬁuﬁyﬁmm%u@q%@u (SC:slope
complex) (Land Development Department, 2015)
Tmﬂauﬁ‘l‘%ﬂqmﬂuﬁumﬁm (36% sand, 15% silt,
49% clay) RA1ANElungA-Ag Wiy 6.75 U3unnd
Buviredng luAu 8.25 wWedifusd Wsnnuveanais
Mfluilszlaad 771 faanfusenlansy iunn
Tnunadenfuanulaeuld 1,277 Daansusedlansy

A9 NHALUATITI 99 UH LN TN A AD I
randomized complete block design (RCBD) AU 4
Ufan IMEN9UENI919AINLAN AT LIRS usiaz
uﬁ@nﬂi:ﬂ@uﬁwmﬁmm@ﬂﬂﬁLLmﬂﬁmﬁu 4 N393TD
Hud 1) ldilalusnefinwasnafiaud o6l
nsugniurealulssdeaunuiuiige (common
fertilization rate for baby cos, CFR) Tmﬂzﬁ'ﬂﬂu‘ﬂmmu
Waanesa uarinunadan (N:P,0_K,0) ludme
39.2:14.7:32.7 AlanFusials (Santasup et al., 2016) 2)
1’&"11!ﬂiuﬁMTﬁﬁﬂi‘tLﬁu@ﬁﬂlﬁ‘NWMﬁ’]ﬁ]@’m"l?'ﬁlaﬂiﬂ
AUNANS B LU 'ﬁ”ﬂ 2@ (fertilizer rate based on crop
removal data, FCR) ( Chaima and Santasup, 2019)
Tneldile N:P,O.K,0 Tuenen 5.9:4.4:11.4 filaniusie
1s 3) Mdileludnanislailalszifivainisuniss
mm&rﬁlﬁmiﬂﬁummammﬁ”mmmmﬁmmmrflfm'mi
fludszlaniluau wiedandanisldilowuy
mealfawwﬁylﬁll (site specific fertilizer management,
SSFM) %\‘11’&'L’QW’]""J]EIVL‘LAIMSL@HLWEIQ@Q’NLaﬁl'ﬂuﬂvﬁlﬁ"]
5.9 Alansusials uaz )ﬂ??NQﬁﬂQUﬂN (control) 1314
{]enadl LL@”ﬁWlﬂu I YBNANTIN anmmmmiﬂﬂmu
N95UARR 1-3 Lﬂumﬂmﬂﬂiﬂwmmmvuummm
(fertigation) Tnensizaind]alugilansaranesisaivng
Wndu Auas B sﬁ\immmmiﬂﬂmwmim'ﬁm 1
avAsznaunazANdindivaasasazanaile A uas
B AFUNANNNTINATURNAINT (Santasup et al.,
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2016) daunssudnn 2 ansazansile A iluansazans

wAALE N l1LAN (15-0-0) ANKEINGL 2.66 tlasiFus

uazansarateile Billusansavanedenauaes
Tunadeunaginm (0-52-34) uay nungdsnlumsm
(13-0-46) A2 NN W 098 waz 212 e fidus
ANSITY LN TINATT 3ansazanaie Adu
gsavansLAaLden l1mImn (15-0-0) Aansdindy 4.49
waedidus douile B Wi an dwmsunisdng
mm:mﬂﬂmﬁﬁ@ﬁ:nm‘fﬁmm AzuaNAIaTAeile A
uaz B ludns 11 (laediunmg) et ubaeneg
ansazaneilafosginninAa1sarane s e ITILL
ug3 (venturi) Ml Baliluiuil 5 udefinalgn
wazliidouiiudAayniu (§am 26 ansiasay
mﬂﬁﬁ”ﬁ&i@‘mﬁ@u) AaufvszaLiaunF URE, 1
dlnni Asgaliide (Warsazanaile A uas B 1iinay
98 anssaleaizan)

msiuduiindays: guiusetiaud

ARA lULARZNIINATNARD mmuﬂ'@ wlaanmanssiag
T 1 ansamns Rezes 18 quummﬂﬂ@ﬂ
(day after transplantmg, DAT) ha ¢ u 1A ‘W U 1/1 4
PN figvelx 31 DAT mmi‘uuwnmuuﬂm Uay
vivinuiis (BUUTNAEEaUANTRY mmmu 65-70
peANTaTEed) ludauresanfudaumileAunaznn
LW‘@ﬁﬁmﬂiuﬁummmuﬁ”ﬁuﬁﬂ Wieaiineg uas
fevasfAufennanan (31 Jundsdinailgn) 1Tuin
U UHANARTIVNA LALHANE AT @1N"705iA

el 14 (mmﬁm‘ﬁlqﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁTﬁLLﬁiqﬁ@um'ﬁmmﬂ)
uAzEN ARt U ILLTi TR A E A
ga9g1mR M van W Banaslulnsauion
(total-N) (Novozamsky et al., 1974), Usununaanasa
Wanun (total-P) (Suwanwong, 2001) a1t
Tnuna@auianun (total-K) (Kalra, 1998) ifiatinn
szidin 1) n9g msl%ﬁ’wymmﬂmmﬁyﬂm Tnertlaziiiu
ANNARMIENI AN IE N uIR 9516 8 1M TUAY
Hunudier e (Santasup et al., 2016) WAz 2)
ﬂi”l,uuﬂi”mmmwmﬂmﬂﬂ Imﬂﬂmuumnm@mw
7% mwmmmmwnnmmm@ anluwineg
mnmimﬁﬂ@ﬂqﬂﬂumﬁlmmamwumngﬂ@m
unazanluipeaannini s i bildirednaie
uilnsiauild (Osotsapar et al., 2008)

N153LASIZNL Y ANINED A TR
Anuilsilsauaesdiayalnais ANOVA (analysis
of variance, ANOVA) kA /38Ut e U AN WANH 4
ANeAT89n77ARNAnealnEAT least significant
difference (LSD) svAupnadesiu 95%

NANTSANEN

ﬂ’]%‘L’QiﬂJLﬁl‘LITm HANNTANHINLGN N7 1E
‘]JF;W]LLﬁlﬂﬁ]’]\'iﬂuV]\‘i 4 ﬂiﬁ‘NQﬁ @QNZ\]E‘]@ﬂ’Tﬁ‘L’%‘MLWUIm

waaiuflangad NTWEAATYNINADA (Table 1) fiazey
18 Jundsfinaign n1slailan1unssnisn 3 (SSFM)

Table 1. Effects of fertilizer management on dry weight of baby cos

Dry weight (g/plant)
Treatment 0 DAT 18 DAT 31 DAT

Root Stem Root Stem Root Stem
1. CFR-(39.2:14.7:32.7) 0.02 0.19 0.15° 1.25° 0.63° 5.95
2. FCR-(5.9:4.4:11.4) 0.03 0.17 0.14° 1.17° 0.68 % 5.60
3. SSFM-(5.9:0:0) 0.02 0.13 0.24° 1.80° 0.80° 6.54
4. Control 0.02 0.14 0.13° 1.13° 067 % 5.71
F-test, o, - - * * * ns
CV (%) 18.51 12.70 18.51 12.70 15.12 15.98

Means in each column followed by different letters indicate significant difference using least significant difference (LSD) test at 5%

probability level, ns = non- significant, DAT = day after transplanting
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v liwdneatinnsavauinminuisdaumiieu (1.80
NFNFBAL) LazaIN (0.24 NFUADFL) Qqﬁqmmzqqﬂfiq
mﬂm’ﬂﬂmum‘iuﬁ%ﬁ 1 (CFR), 2 (FCR) W&z 4 (control)
atinefifudnAynneadn Tnawideeaiilgnineldi]s
ANN3TAET 1 (CFR), 2 (FCR) UA% 4 (control) Hnnsawas
BandnuiiedoumileAuinfy 125 117 uas
113 NFusad AUANAL uasdnsaauinuinudia
PRININTL 0.15, 0.14 LAz 0.13 NTNABAY ANAAL
atinglsfmnuTiszesiALAenHaNAR (31 Jumaannating
Ugn) wudn msldd]eunnsineiuns 4 nesaa Tavin
BT Tt S I R MY I SV TR S By
Wed1ATYN Al A Thefnsazautinminuiiadaudndiu
ot w9 5.71-6.54 ﬂimmu meﬂmﬂﬂmmmq
fugdasanssnLAensazaLtiminwisren mwum
ma‘”l@ﬂﬂmmﬁmﬁm 3 (SSFM) Tinnsazaasianin
LLﬁ\‘iﬂl’adﬁ"]ﬂ@\iﬁ@ AT 0.80 ﬂ%ﬂm’faﬁu SauAnsnaivating
Nuﬁmﬂmmmamnunﬁmw 1 (CFR) Afinnsszas
muummwmmﬂmmmmm 0.63 nFuFakL LLL'*IVLN
Lmeﬂ’Nmmﬁmw 2 (FCR) az 4 (control) smu
IR AU S99 0.68 LA 067 niusie
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doumiiaAufisraiiunaafaudiagliunnsnetungng
feTudnArynieadd winisldilanunssuds i 3
(SSFM) & LLmIﬁmﬁﬂﬁ wilpoa L@ﬁ?m Wulnliad
mmvmumuuﬂLLuﬁmqmqmammu°] m@mmaﬂﬂm
ﬂummﬁmﬂmﬂﬂ‘m@ mmmmumiw INEAINTLI
ﬂgu 5 (CFR) laidsnaliisinmiinudisdoumileny
i uindudaaliniinuigumiionuanas

NANAR: N'Z\lﬂ’]‘iﬁﬂﬂ’]wufﬂﬂ’]ﬂmﬂﬂLLﬁmfﬂ’N
ﬂum 4 n393% danasieimingananarreaLTineg
mﬂ@mmwmmmmmmm\mummmmmnm
(Table 2) Ineinnsldi]e ANNNTILART 3 (SSFM) N1l
wineafiiinuanantausaus (6.39 Fusials)
@Jxﬂ‘ﬁlqcﬂLL@;‘:@J\?ﬂ')"mﬁﬂﬁlﬂﬂﬁl’]llﬂﬁ‘ﬁ‘lﬁ%‘ﬁl 1(CFR), 2
(FCR) uaz 4 (control) atinafliadAtyn1vans Tna
Luﬁ”mmﬁﬂ@ﬂimﬂldﬂﬂmmﬂﬁu%%‘ﬁ' 1 (CFR),
2 (FCR) wae 4 (control) S minuandnn aus A
WiNL 5.02, 5.52 LAz 4.63 Aiusals AMNAAL 4y
HingAnaRRAVEIN 2 A WA AN LR 8L
ﬁmﬁﬂmmmamﬁ@umiﬁmmq mﬂm’ﬂﬂmmimﬁ%

3 (SSFM) muuﬂmummmmqmmmmmm 2.65
ﬁumi@ 6n<1LLmrm*N@m\mummﬁymmmummm
7 1 (CFR), 2 (FCR) uae 4 (control) Aflsinviinannda
FAusaede 2.08, 2.29 uax 1.92 fusials Auas
HasyanaAned iiudnnslad]e lusnaige a1
AINAFDLTUUNANAR

AN NTULBIEIABIUNT: HANNIANT
mwLﬂﬁu%ummmammﬂumﬁyﬂm (Aumian)
fiszeziiuien (Table 3) Wi mﬂm'ﬂﬂﬁl,mrwmﬁu
¥4 4 n993 i Wannudintuaedulnnaluires
wansineiuat el isd1Ayneata naslaiamnu
N95UA%R 1 (CFR) $n 1A udaduaelulnsanly
L‘]_Iﬁ”ﬂﬂ@@ﬂ‘ﬁlfﬁﬂ (5.31 Wedus) uazgandnisldile
ANLNTINATT 2 (FCR), 3 (SSFM) WAz 4 (control) 3
nupNdnduaesluins_uindy 4.60, 4.49 uay
4.55 wefifus agslsfnulinumnuuanstsesinad

Table 2. Effects of fertilizer management on yield of baby cos

Treatment | Fresh weight (ton/rai) |
Total yield Marketable yield

1. CFR-(39.2:14.7:32.7) 5.02 " 2.08"
2.FCR-(5.9:4.4:11.4) 552° 2.29°

3. SSFM-(5.9:0:0) 6.39° 265°

4. Control 463° 1.92°
F-test o) * *

CV (%) 6.42 12.33

Means in each column followed by different letters indicate significant difference using least significant difference (LSD) at 5%

probability level, DAT = day after transplanting
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ﬂmﬁﬁﬁmmmﬁﬁ?wdwmﬂzﬁ'ﬂﬂmmﬁﬁ%ﬁ 2
(FCR), 3 (SSFM) a2 4 (control) & 1u5umqsdindiu
seeneanefauasinunadenluwdneai 4
nesuad ldumnsneaiuad el Wa gAY neana
Tnanuandndusssneaneiaaslutas 0.86-0.91
wWefidud uarinuna@anegludag 830857
Wesdud feyanisinendliiiudinisldile
Tuinsaudenasananudinduaesainaimislung
winisldilaneaneia uacnunaidan dnasie
pvindiurasaanaiauas inumna des
msgalisinams: faufidnnnsldied
wa N6 19T Ue 4 n99u3s M liiaandinduaeg
TuTnsiauluwd peaunnsinaiuednefldedAoymng
anm wal ldnwupanuuansitsed T ATynI9a s by
nagalisneisiulasauainaunazanluaisiv
daumileAuseaiuned (Table 3) wudn wines
An19galElulngiau Tudas 9.27-11.21 Alanfusials

duieaiuneaneiauazinunadon winead
magalineaneialugos 1.74-2.13 Alaniusials Tuane
finaldtwuna@anludo 16.83-20.16 Alanfusels
Hayanisdnuaia Wdiugn naelai]eluunn
fisnariu Ildsuasiamsgaldisnanseiia
UszAndnawnisldile: fefiansun
ﬂazam%mwmﬂ%ﬂﬂumwammﬁ”ﬂm (Table 4)
WU mﬂzﬁ'ﬂﬂumm?ﬁﬁ 3 (SSFM) ﬁLLmIﬂuﬁq\ﬁ
N91N23UART 1 (CFR) ua 2 (FCR) 3 9il Amnfw
21.53 wofifusf daunssaidadi 1 (CFR) fas@nanw
nsldialulnsiau, eanesa wastnuna i
WinriL 4.95, 0.48 uaz 0.15 wefiius uaznssuis 2
(FCR) Hilsz@nsnmnisli]elulnsiau, neaneia
warwunad@enwingy 1,53, 1.14 uaz 0 wlafiiusd
HeyansAnunild it nasldialulsunn
figedubidanaliivsz@ns namnisliteingado
mmﬁmmmﬂ%ﬂﬂﬁlﬁﬁ”u

Table 3. Effects of fertilizer management on concentration and total nutrient uptake of baby cos

Concentration (%)

Total nutrient uptake (kg/rai)

Treatment

N P K N P K
1. CFR-(39.2:14.7:32.7) 5.31° 0.86 8.30 11.21 1.81 17.49
2.FCR-(5.9:4.4:11.4) 4.60° 0.90 8.42 9.36 1.79 16.83
3. SSFM-(5.9:0:0) 4.49° 0.91 8.57 10.54 213 20.16
4. Control 4.55° 0.86 8.53 9.27 1.74 17.44
F-test o * ns ns ns ns ns
CV (%) 8.06 3.73 3.46 20.10 14.01 15.36

Means in each column followed by different letters indicate significant difference using least significant difference (LSD) at 5%

probability level, ns = non- significant, DAT = day after transplanting

Table 4. Fertilizer used efficiency for baby cos production

Fertilizer used efficiency (%)

Treatment
N P K
1. CFR-(39.2:14.7:32.7) 4.95 0.48 0.15
2.FCR-(5.9:4.4:11.4) 1.53 1.14 0.00
3. SSFM-(5.9:0:0) 21.53 - -
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anA BRI sENRE NI ARALAT ARG AN
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