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Effects of Vitamin D Enriched Yeast Supplementation on Milk Yield,
Milk Composition and Blood Lipid Profiles in Dairy Cows
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*Corresponding author: Email: saowaluck.y@cmu.ac.th

(Received: 18 January 2023; Accepted: 11 May 2023)

Abstract: The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effects of vitamin D enriched yeast supplementation
on milk yield, milk composition and blood lipid profiles in dairy cows. Six crossbred Holstein Friesian cows, an
average age of 3.0 + 0.5 years old, milk production (11.5 + 2.5 kg/day), body weight (BW; 420.0 + 35.0 kg),
and days in milk (DIM; 95.0 + 15.0 day) were randomly allocated to treatments by using a 3 x 3 replicated
Latin square design, including a control group (T1), 5 g live yeast supplementation (T2), and 5 g vitamin D
enriched yeast supplementation (160,000 IU/head/day; T3). Milk production was recorded daily, milk
samples were collected on days 14 and 35 of each trial period, and blood samples were collected on days 0,
7, 14, and 21 of each collection period for analyzing milk composition, vitamin D content in milk, and blood
lipid profiles. The result showed that milk fat of T2 and T3 groups was significantly higher than T1 group (4.12
and 4.15 compared to 3.23 %, respectively; P < 0.05). The vitamin D enriched yeast supplementation group
had significantly higher vitamin D content in milk than the T1 and T2 groups (646.84 compared to 523.82 and
552.31ng/L, respectively; P < 0.05). Moreover, the vitamin D enriched yeast supplementation group had
25-hydroxyvitamin D concentration in blood that were significantly higher than those from other comparable
groups at days 7, 14 and 21 of the trial periods (P < 0.05). As a result, supplementing vitamin D enriched

yeast with dairy cow diets could improve milk yields, milk fat and vitamin D content in milk.
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81 3.0+ 051, tiwinga 420.0  35.0 Atany Fasszaznnslinum 95.0 £ 15.0 Fu Wiinuu 11525
AlanfuAadu AU 6 A9 319UNUNITNAABILLL Latin square design 3 x 3 replicated WLNNGNNAAEY
panillu 3 ngu Idun nguArueniliiiniagingas (T1) nquiliindasann 5 nfusamsiadu (T2) wazngu
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wWinyiAunEe aunsnidalngldnszuaunisaging Meandiaufidrgnizmizgiuulnenisersnsuas
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VFAS) zgﬁ?uﬁuﬁmﬂaz%m%mwmmﬁm‘LuTmuu
(Callaway and Martin, 1997 ; Dias et al., 2018;
Galip, 2006) N5 L8 aMduunaIn IR U g 195y
Trunddfluszloginannadunasdeaiunisgn
tauanNe99nHuALATU Ul an TN ILIAR D
melunsuimnzgmuinqaunidinnulduaniy
donal¥lduanangavnedsunmidingu il

TNTULUTATRN U Eana A nTuNsf AT

vunAstaeiinAnanwlunisuaminuuandas
aNNNMTANNIENE AT e AN IHEAN A

Tastuszmald (VFA) Tunssinnzgiau dailansa-

az@fn nenlwsilatin waznsndadisn gnaadudn

gnszuanenariunalidudenszuounisdaimseii

ﬂm@mmm‘@@ﬁlﬁu (hepatic cholesterol synthesis)
Tnegussnnsvinenamesionlas’ hydroxy-methylglutaryl-
coenzyme A reductase (HMG-CoA reductase) %\1
Wueulasvinuin i dans Ao iadLA 0308 A i
(El-Arab et al., 2009; Kowalik et al., 2012) CRERE
d9uasa triglyceride, HDL cholesterol Way LDL
cholesterol Tuﬂi”LLmLﬁﬂmﬁ’fquﬁmmﬂﬁ AN -
mmwuﬁﬂuﬂammmm cholesterol ‘wmummmm
°ﬂu (Dominiczak, 2009; Remaley et al., 2005) 'aﬂ‘VN
An1IANBINI9A1Y meta-analysis WLFT NITLETN
ARRURNNAFREN1TARTEALLRY triglyceride, total
cholesterol WaZ low-density lipoprotein cholesterol
(LDL) Tunszualaan (Dibaba, 2019; Li et al., 2021)
idesainimfiuinszfunisgaiuunadand
vinuanlduazannisgadunsalodu Revn 1
P3urnisgadnladuusnuaildanas dana
Wd3untu cholesterol lunszuaiannanas (Wang
et al., 2016) Tideawinfud e uinuaa@anlu
ni”LLmﬁ@mmw ¥n3eAuN19UN cholesterol |gFy
LW@mmmmmm denaliflInuand cholesterol 1u
mvu,mmmmm (Vaskonen et al., 2002) u@ﬂmnu
I Aud el dudanianan parathyroid hormone
(PTH) Tneilnfifled! PTH &4 Az lipolytic activity
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anad danaldUIun triglyceride lunszualaan
(AN (Song et al., 2013; Zittermann et al., 2009) T
manseiudamninniuilldudenisuan PTH
N1 lipolytic activity ATy denasinlsFunns
riglyceride Tunszuaidananas annianits PTH
faaauaunislanlaeaura@anaanannnizgn
wnddsunugamliifanisdanlassuaaidon
pananNIzgnuIn dedsunnuaaifangeaziin
slaN1911 cholesterol 114 s @13 cholesterol Tu
nezLARaRARAIENAaE (Kim and Jeong, 2019) vt
mAseTuATanszasAieAnmnazesn s
SaraaUTunAmiudgerenanaminu acs-
Uszneutinum wazsivlasiulunszuaidenlulaun
dwsuduasrrugmiuazuomcluns 3 asmd
Ennnddmiungaiuumnaddmiug luenmstaum

< a
AUnsaluazlione

mswdaniaranBunnAmiudige
MssiwnAdeludauiinaafunissie
fadfdUiuuinfiuigeldfuniafusesann
ANLENIINNITAIUANAINL A AAENI9TININ
Nu1Inanae@aelud (Chiang Mai University
Institutional Biosafety Committee) sl‘i_lfméty gl
L@T7 A0B62002 11N1TINI LA 9T dsaun T
(Saccharomyces cerevisiae) In8AARANANNE A5
wed1Fagdiildluntsinauuils wniAeada s
Tue N 2LALaTa YM broth ifluszezingn 12 $alug
neudndigaiauasgdd (UV-B) 21U 80 x 120
wuRines neolugansuasivasn i UV-B 4110w
8 1aam (311 £ 5 nm, Philips TL 20W/01 RS SLV/25)
sravingszudnagadiuvaan i 15 LURANAT NN
nsanaudalusyazingn 16 $alug e iuiBunn
Anniun ludas i UTun049gm (Hnokaew and
Yammuen-Art, 2021) innasgafusaatin e asi
Tldsuniseansusuarldsunisanauaaiedias e
Funafipnunaestias lneld3aaes AOAC (2000)
LA Mattila et al. (1994) a1nn193tATI= R UTN0
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ARNNUAVRIT A U1 Ha67 LA TUN1TN LA
HFnndmnfiunes lutgag 58.46 - 72.13 1U/5g DM

a o‘d‘ Yo a A a a = ]
uazfasldsunisanauasiiiiuindainaatlu
LN 158,695.38 - 161,213.72 IU/5g DM

NSINUNUNNTNARBIUAZABINARE
Yy aes oy o e
nsaaedluasalldliRnudedun

Wwn13 1 dndnAaad i a4 NI NENATERA T

DENNATIATA Imﬂimmummmﬂﬁ‘mm‘wm@m
Mﬂﬂmvmmmmmeimmumlmmmem
NININLIAART (AATINHAT) AUTINHATAIARNT
RGP TRICIE AR Y (‘l,uméaammmnﬁ AG01003/
2565) 1 IAunanaug Holstein Friesian Bnanine
420 + 35.0 Alansu Faeszoznnsliinum 95 + 15 5u
Iinua 1.5 + 2.5 Alandusedu 41uan 6 /2 209
WRNUNITNANBILU U Latin square design 3 x 3
replicated tneutengunaaasaantdu 3 ngu laun

' aAn a A & | A A A e
nguAILANT IEN9ETHBas (T1) nquiasuEas
H39m 5 nfusafafadu (T2) warnguiasudast

AR RuAge (160,000 IU/FA/5W) 5 nFusie
Aamadu (T3) 1N1INAARY 3 TINTTLENITNARE
(sza1zN19NAad 35 1 Usenausag srazliuenung
14 Juuarsraviusantng 21 Ju) e nandasiy
aunsdugniSaguTann 200 niu udaduly
Aeaunanuazleulilaunneunisaunluneuii
Tauunaaesldsuetmiafifisanasandnyfaenis
gaalrun A HanantIuL 11 Alansusiadiy (NRC,
2001) ‘Emﬂuﬂuwmweﬁmmmmmuw (ad libitum)
uazlenmsduwuugidagy (20% CP) duay 2 A
faaz 2 Alansusiad feunifaunluteaduas
W11 (04.30 W. AT 15.30 1.) melunaniitingzann
Tiulduouliandauardusoniou (lldaunas
109373 UA) d1usulfidenaenszarniITmaana
Tauusanumaaalulsedeuda (open house)
Taaudadu 3 Aan (RANAY 2 F9) Nﬁ/d%uﬂ@ﬂ@ﬂ 2
AT ﬁm\immmﬂﬁmuﬁﬁﬁuﬁnmgm 12 AN -
lupesiefa fuaenluAeunIn waziin1sdanisyia
ANLAYANRABNTLAY 2 A (05.00 . LAz 16.00 UW.)
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UIALAQ8E1981U19YN 9 59U TRIUAATITYY
ANINAADY DT LLL T 2 dou daud 1 1
ldaufiguugd 100 aertgaifaa iedinanzel
UFHNudmn U (dry matter) vhenld s B
nsAuldaegannnslnedadanaginmein i
wazdaud 2 inlleufiquund 60 asAnaaiTan
udasilUnmEuRzunssun 1 Sadmns Wevnll
Apszimnesdilsznauniaadl Tiun dnguiis (dry
matter, DM) 18" (ash) Tagiay (ether extract, EE) iLlaz
TdsRuneny (crude protein, CP) AN:352829 AOAC
(2000) WAz \AsiInasrlszneuniaareidele
Iun eslaimag (neutral-detergent fiber, NDF), anTi
wiaglag (acid-detergent fiber, ADF) Waz ADL N3
38N19209 Van Soest et al. (1991) Aauansli Table 1

naususINtays

uuwnﬂimmmiﬂuim (dry matter intake;
DMI) LL@wﬂimmn’m‘lumuwmu TAuuanun
¥ 5unnFaunduas 2 A (04.45 1. Uz 15.45 14.)
Fufatniuuneududud 20 uazaewdasud
21 IAUFARZITATNIINAREY IAELALLTNAL 100 ml
JULAALATITAINTALIFR9E N FNITULIAaag g
unusaziat1afi sl fuiled e fuauds
ld19ALU999F22E1IUNIUIALEN 30 HARANT AU
3997 F99E19UN 2 290 Lﬁuﬁ"qmuqﬁ 2 - 4 99AN-
B WeAAmL 2 1 duFnnsiAmsTaan-
Usznay Turius (Nitima et al., 2003) WaZF2aE19
Uy 1290 Lﬁuﬁ‘qmuqﬁ 20 a9AN AT EA Ui
P T AT (YR T B LTS GO TR T YT
@enludufl 0,7, 14 Laz 21 TR9UAAZIZHZNNI-
NAABIAINUABALABALTIIUATAR (jugular vein)
Tnaldvaenifiuideaniildiunan 19817 lithium
heparm 2U1A 4 ml ﬂuLLfJﬂW@’]@NWﬁQHLLNﬂu
Wed 1,500 g w15 WA mmumummmnu
20 sATaTag WansaadneAnsza Ll (blood
lipid profiles: triglyceride, total cholesterol, high-density
lipoprotein cholesterol (HDL), low-density lipoprotein
cholesterol (LDL)) Wazi/Funtu 25-hydroxyvitamin D
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Table 1. Chemical compositions and detergent fiber analysis of experimental diets

ltem Ingredient
Ruzi grass Concentrate feed
Dry matter (%) 20.24 92.14
Chemical composition (%DM basis)

Organic matter 90.08 90.49
Crude protein 7.42 20.55
Ether extract 3.63 5.32

NDF 72.12 43.11
ADF 43.11 19.78
ADL 8.66 7.78

Hemicellulose 29.09 32.40

Cellulose 34.44 11.99

DM = Dry matter; NDF = Neutral detergent fiber; ADF = Acid detergent fiber; ADL = Acid detergent lignin

n1s3AsziasAlsznauuazdTunad mAualy
Y

Finseiaerlsznanludaed9tiuy
Tneldinieadin e ienTuss (MilkoScan FT 2,
FOSS, Denmark) A1uatsU3nane 3.5 wasidusl
fat-corrected milk (FCM) az energy-corrected milk
(ECM) s1ngdaun1s1a9 NRC (2001):

3.5% FCM = 0.4324 x milk kg + (16.218 x milk
fat kg) (1)

ECM = [(0.3246 x milk yield) + (12.86 x fat yield)
+ (7.04 x protein yield)] (2)

LTI RGIET RO TL TP Rro S IRy
ndungnanalagldisaes Gong and Ho (1997)
Fatinefiatalduin U N N fiud daserses
High Performance Liquid Chromatography (HPLC)
Ineld reverse phase C18 column (5um, 4.6 x 250
mm, Restek, USA) 14 s8¢ 19 50 pl AnduATeq
HPLC (1220 Infinity Il LC, Agilent Technologies, USA)
ns1adalnald UV detector fiRannaNaAAY 264
nm waz ki acetonitrile : methanol (75 : 25 vAiv) 11l
817U N ARSI 1.3 miimin LaZ AN
Punndmiuntnanisieuiunsvuinsgiu
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mMsAATzuseauluNULAE 25-hydroxyvitamin D
Tunszudidan

fandnadand niudimseiseauladu
luinandinsa o Hesdjudnislalindnanuaz
Foad Tsanenunadndian anssdmaunne
wanededealud 3wz triglyceride, total
cholesterol, HDL WAz LDL Aaegangaagiiiagyl
(commercial kits) $qu USRS automated clinical
chemistry analyzer (Sysmex BX-3010, Sysmex
Asia Pacific Pte Ltd., Japan) @ 115U13u0d 25-
hydroxyvitamin D lula@nvinn13ainfaeae19n1N
33904 Olkowski et al. (2003) P39a3AU5H14 25-
hydroxyvitamin D Inerld reverse phase C18 column
(5um, 4.6 x 150 mm, Restek, USA) 14 aaeinq 50 pl
AaLd11ATeq HPLC (1220 Infinity Il LC, Agilent
Technologies, USA) n3adnlae’ld UV detector
fimauenaman 264 nm uazld acetonitrile Wy
a3 N R nsnaslug 2.0 mimin wazA1uaw
131104 25-hydroxyvitamin D Tagnnsiiguiunsn
NINITIU
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NFIATIUTAYANEDA
Suraun1nuls NaNARUIUN ANBA-
1sznaulutinud Am1RuA i szaulusiidlwaen

wari3unn 25-hydroxyvitamin liaen Amsef

ANNHNLANA NN WN19aD A A qeUsunss R (version
4.2.1) taeld general linear model (GLM) L‘W"ﬂ
fAN0UNBNENATEINTLETHE AR AN Aeiu-
LLﬂmmmﬂ'qummvmwﬂ@'mwmm AUUA
rfmmLu;]nmwﬂu@mqmummmmmmrmn P<0.05

=

waziluuaini iR ana I uANAN T UN19aD AT
0.05<P<0.10 WATALULYUN193LATIZHNI9AD A
sail

Vilk = i+ pi + B + Tk + €ijk

le yilk = ArdeinmaaInan1TATI eI
nsfuld HanAmNL Anesdilszney
Tl Sandunluious sxlasiy
luiden uazil3unn 25-hydroxyvitamin
lwaen
U= ALeALIINTBIANdIN e
pi = Angnaraduaan (block) A Aad ’NL']@’W]
\usasingum
B = avdnarawianases Aa T
Tk = BVBWATRIN LA NE AFTRT AUAZE AT
ffhBunnAmiungs
€ijk = random effect 483 Tk

NANISANHWALIANTOL

mﬂmﬂmmﬂ@mwuﬂimmqmmummm
unauiiauld nanAnuazesmlssnatiiunngng
114 Table 2 WU NITETNERFNTIN (T2) LATLETN
A eaa A a A a , a
ﬂmmwuﬂimmqmmumgq (T3) Liluasananan
UundFulaun 3.5 wefidus (3.5% FCM) NANAR
UuNUFUNa991 (ECM) wazdTuanudnguis

v deda no d oA e

2991013 TNARLA (OMI) Weaiauiunguaauau
(T1) (P>0.05) TN Nand AU UNAadY (milk
yield) 189ngu T2 waz T3 Huualiuinganaangu T1
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(11.68 ua e 11.73 e UL 10.58 kg/d; P = 0.058)
araiiesanndafd Ananinlunisduumas
probiotics ’luzﬁ“m‘tﬁymLﬁyaﬁﬁlqmmmmmju
nasasyAuinresaunTEaiasie o lunszinig
gl Badanunsndandfuleszuufinainen
waznsruaunisundnlunszmi g inlinaelu
nazimnzguuieandiausiasdannisldeaniiau
AR TueTaziNA TAunfy Sasdianunsn
ArAdudunsa-Angsaanisutsldnglnauas
Taalnudnanladf sz lanilnawun i dei
wamnsauaninidenanalfdiaanadunsa-an
N18lUNITINIEIIMUARAY LU Streptococcus
bovis Lﬁ@nizwagmumﬂmmfax”lﬁ?@@n%mu
(anaerobic)wazAANduNIA-A1e W Tusyau
fiaaunidiinauldetnefits@ninm Samunzay
ﬁi@nﬁiﬁwmumzmim?a&lLﬁuimmqﬁuﬁﬁl
T ldeenTiaunialunseimnzgiwu (Jouany, 2006;
Polyorach and Wanapat, 2015; Sirisan, 2017) N13-
wIngasvtounsrAunisuannsainsilatin
(Newbold et al., 1990; Plata et al,, 1994) ifiasann
Basflinszsunisain i uinaesiuai Bounsaila
Iunizl,wqxgmuﬁmmmﬁqLmﬁ:ﬁmm‘imﬁ‘i@ﬁﬂ
1A TaeLduNn19 succinate : propionate pathway
(Wolin and Miller, 1997) 8asfidquisznanaes
m?ﬁ'ﬁﬂmﬁéxﬁumﬂ@?mLﬁuimm Megasphera
elsdenii taun nanazilu AMNW uis1s LaznIA-
Buvd (Julien et al,, 2010; Sirisan, 2017) uananii
nstszifinessznenseansaezduiiaiaann
Sanl S, cerevisiae TinHaARNNIIAT YIRS M. elsdenii
wuan dadinsnezluladu (lysine) uardainu
(histidine) Aawd1944 ﬁsﬁfmﬂizﬁ:umﬁ‘m?mmm
M. elsdenii l#u1nn3nfasay 18.5 (Rossi et al.,
2010) @4 M. elsdenii fluuuafiGaiaiunsnldnse-
wandinld Seferaz 60 19 80 TaensAUARRNTINAR
%u‘LummwwgmummImuu (Counotte et al., 1981)
M. elsdenii Lﬂuaﬁuﬁﬂ’mﬁwﬁnﬁzﬁﬁﬁﬁyﬁi@mmﬁm
nealnsilatinlunszmnzgwulaeadansanansn
HNUADB1ATIIN (acryrate pathway) waswdlunae-
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Tn3lafin (Asanuma and Hino, 2001) AW INE &6T
aqmmmﬂjwLﬁ'mm‘llwa*ﬁiaﬁn‘lumuwwgmu
14 (Oeztuerk, 2009) iad1Fu1ninsainsfiladin
Wt udedinasailewinliliununanantnu
i (Acharya and Dhital, 2018) 4aAAAAN L
ma‘mmmﬁﬂuuﬁﬁf‘:mm Moallem et al. (2009)
318914911 9ES T AR R IY AU 6 nFuRady Tu
Tauurin I3 urunanantiuuuiy 15 kg
a1n 36.3 1 u 37.8 kg/d wanani Nocek and
Kautz (2006) 1247491 ﬂ@jumm@mﬁ'm?u%m’
équﬁufaﬂuﬂﬁﬂuuﬁﬂ?mmwamamffmu@gmdw
naNALIAN (39.2 LU 39.9 kg/d) waz Alshaikh
et al. (2002) PN SETNE 5T 15 nuradu
‘lu‘imuummmﬁfmLﬁuﬂ?ﬁmmmﬁmﬁmuiﬁ@;q
ndnguilalldiadudad

dmiuesdsynauinum nuda mju‘ﬁ'ﬁ
NNEINEAFTEAR (T2) wasiaduiasmiiiunn
Amnfiudge (73) Tladudhuugendinguaauna
(T1) @12 ey 415 g Uiy 3.23 v aFudus)
uANANIRuad 19l Ta gAY N19aA (P<0.05)
Lﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂ’lﬂﬁ@mﬂﬂmmm\i‘ﬂ@\i growth factor AR
probiotic m@mﬁuﬁﬁ'ﬂ'mLﬁlﬂlﬂmﬂumm’w
JLNU ﬁﬂﬁmﬂum‘:mﬁ:gmuﬁ@@ﬂ%wuﬁi’qm
uazaNfTinEIAIANdunIn-Aenalunsy-
WAz neznsgiuey luaniazlfaendiau
(anaerobic)LL@:ﬁhmmLﬂunm-&hqﬁ'Lﬂunmq
e?fuﬂumquﬁmm:mwifamim?mLﬁuimm
qaunIdnguiidendelodlildeaniiaunely
NILIWIZILNU (Alshaikh et al., 2002; Fonty and
Chaucheyras-Durand, 2006; Jouany, 2006; Mathieu

Table 2. Dry matter intake, milk yields and milk composition of dairy cows fed with or without vitamin D

enriched yeast after 21 days of trial periods

Treatments'
Item SEM P-value
T T2 T3
DMI, kg/d
Ruzi grass 8.85 9.35 9.46 0.70 0.268
Concentrate 3.69 3.69 3.69 - -
Yield, kg/d
Milk 10.58 11.68 11.73 1.14 0.058
3.5% FCM 10.33 10.56 10.49 0.28 0.517
ECM 10.50 10.80 10.65 0.36 0.623
Milk composition, %
Fat 3.23° 4.12° 4.15° 0.44 0.043
Protein 3.09 3.25 3.01 0.45 0.217
Lactose 4.34 4.08 419 0.23 0.135
Total solid 11.84 12.05 12.00 0.85 0.426
SNF 8.30 8.22 8.14 0.76 0.701
Total vitamin D, ng/L 532.82° 552.31° 646.84° 8.61 0.019

-
T1 = control group; T2 = live yeast supplementation group; T3 = vitamin D enriched yeast supplementation group. *® Means

along row among treatments with different superscripts are significantly different at P < 0.05. DMI = dry matter intake; FCM =

fat-corrected milk; ECM = energy-corrected milk; SNF = solid not fat
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et al., 1996; Polyorach and Wanapat, 2015) A3ANE
Aeuninildesaeiudn Hafdeaunsanssu
nasiaseyulnues Fibrobacter succinogenes
S85 LaranILasWnUaY Ruminococcus albus 7,
Ruminococcus flavefaciens FD1 Wa Butyrivibrio
fibrisolvens D1 @aifluuuait Gafgaadalanialu
nszmnzgulABnAag (Girard and Dawson, 1995)
Lﬁ@fﬁuﬁﬂ’ﬂ@:uﬁfj@ﬂLﬁlﬂ“lﬂmmmw?‘mLﬁ‘uim
A uasdannsfimunzanfaunsofinnisees CF,
NDF, and ADF ﬂﬂﬂluﬂ?quxgmu (Callaway and

Martin, 1997 Plata et al., 1994) N13.&3H e &5

AaNsNAANIA LTIz e84 TuRINNtiaE
\talavgenu (Galip, 2006) avulnninanladusvine
enuanlaainnisdestelaaridndiuaadnsa
az@An lWTu1uNge WenInerEANgIILAEINg
slattiesliladuiiuugatu (Dijkstra, 1994) A9
y e A Y aa
WannstleslAreatielogaauiiuinmesnsnasdsn
Aiugeaunn denasaitiaeliiunolaiuiug
VNN (Moallem et al., 2009; Sirisan et al., 2013)
ARAARRIAU Kalmus et al. (2009) N318971431 A1 3-
PP o o 1 e A |a
Wingasnseay 10 nfusadu Iulaunddsuau
nananaedliuludiungendingui laliasa
wae Yalcin et al. (2011) MATNEaANTIRATzA Y
1.3 x 10° InTaflsansu nudn Huwalidulunisdae
QI o 201 1 dl Yo a = calaa
i lasduununlungunldfuniaaindadian
etinanUTuanlasdiudiuneanguninaasy
N e a X P a a s 9
gaAinIuenailadannnisa e asfi wwa iy
M lilsununisAuldaaanning@geau fannstas
anannngd unssimzguinliiiansnesdsnlu
QI 4?/ o %

neznnzguinIuuazansnudn i uans
5-51"\1c%’ulummamimﬁuuudqmalﬁﬂ?uqm1mﬁu1u
uﬁuJ\Imem (Sirisan et al., 2013 stﬂmva,ﬂimu
muu (milk protem LL@ﬂTmmu’]uN (milk Iactose)
yoauTesnluninuy (otal solid) wazaadudeiilyl
salasiulurinuy (solid not fat) AAINNNGHNAAD
Tiuanseiunneans (P> 0.05)
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Tugnugee B anfuA luriug wud
ﬂ@:mﬁ'L@?uﬁmm’ﬁﬁﬁ?mmﬁmﬁuﬁgq (T3) H1l3u10u
ﬁmﬁumu‘fmm@mdfmq’umuqu (T1) uazngu
faTniadfidan (T2) (646.84 il a Uiy 523.82
WAz 552.31ng/L) uAnAeRuad el dad1Aty N
4@ (P<0.05) Imﬂsmmmmum‘lumummu
(T1) uay ﬂ@mmmmmmmqm (T2) 11ann13i
TAungusndaamzianiuniesliainnisduda
LAUAR TETing AT N T asT T UTu A mn AR
160,000 IU/A% fiLFanmuAmnfiud lutinungandn
desandamdusagaatlasiunisgneanaais
2893n13uAa N A uNIgN e lunIsmIz N
fasaruisnniseagldluanincideaniiau
wazlfeandiaun wara1u1301d glucose way
oligosaccharide @1eL&n 4 fl#annnistasaes
amylolytic bacteria mﬂumqu:gmu *PHGR
a0 ldeendanainensuazing iafu e
Iﬁummamwﬁwul,ﬂ'fv'faﬂ’]m?tyim (Jouany, 2006;
Mathieu et al., 1996) uidnlunnenfanne lunseimng
guuflApanadunsa-snefinn (poH 3-4) Bas
fifaausnan99ianag s (Walker, 1998) A<
v limfuanegnialumadidankigndenaans
Imﬂ@;z’ﬁuw?ﬁ'@fgi'mﬂ‘l,um:l,wwzgmu ADAARDY
FUnnsAnEne UM RE NN E sl
Amnfiudgalunaeanaaas wudn nguiaiudas
ATl nnAud geiinnegoyidedinnfiudan
ndnguietuAndui 2 uazinadud 3 (4.74
WeUAY 50.07 WAy 54.64 wafidus) nagaann
n1TUu 24 %/QINJ (Hnokaew and Yammuen-Art,
2021) M Tauna n1s0gadudnalun 14
Uszlanlld iy danaldand3unmaes
25-hydroxyvitamin D naluaeanasannidTueas
AUsunAnaua el Angandnngui lildads
(Table 3) aqﬁﬂﬁmﬁuﬁiﬁumﬂzﬁu%m’ﬁﬁiﬁmm
AnfuageilBunaianduiluhunganiingud
Tadlenadu
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Table 3. The plasma lipid profile and 25-hydroxyvitamin D content of dairy cows fed with or without vitamin
D enriched yeast at different periods

Treatments'
Item SEM P-value
T T2 T3
Day 0
25-hydroxyvitamin D (ng/ml) 86.04 85.30 85.91 2.06 0.832
Triglyceride (mg/dL) 11.23 10.56 12.08 1.31 0.561
Total cholesterol (mg/dL) 122.40 125.18 123.84 2.65 0.712
HDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 69.42 70.41 71.13 0.92 0.492
LDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 36.90 38.04 37.15 1.43 0.614
Day 7
25-hydroxyvitamin D (ng/ml) 86.73° 87.85° 96.77" 2.33 <0.001
Triglyceride (mg/dL) 12.41 12.73 11.21 1.46 0.824
Total cholesterol (mg/dL) 125.40 124.76 125.44 2.19 0.651
HDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 70.81 72.03 71.59 0.90 0.518
LDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 35.77 36.43 37.11 1.30 0.563
Day 14
25-hydroxyvitamin D (ng/ml) 86.64° 87.48" 97.54° 2.56 <0.001
Triglyceride (mg/dL) 12.07 12.44 13.12 1.28 0.655
Total cholesterol (mg/dL) 126.34 128.02 127.18 2.72 0.811
HDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 67.58 65.93 69.41 1.06 0.396
LDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 36.09 37.89 35.92 1.51 0.477
Day 21
25-hydroxyvitamin D (ng/ml) 87.88° 86.98° 96.61° 1.98 <0.001
Triglyceride (mg/dL) 13.01 11.95 12.58 1.44 0.401
Total cholesterol (mg/dL) 127.40 124.98 126.34 2.50 0.315
HDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 71.09 70.86 71.39 1.18 0.374
LDL cholesterol (mg/dL) 38.13 37.84 39.22 1.43 0.630

1
T1 = control group; T2 = live yeast supplementation group; T3 = vitamin D enriched yeast supplementation group. LDL =
low-density lipoprotein; HDL = high-density lipoprotein. SEM = standard error of the mean

*’Means along row among treatments with different superscripts are significantly different at P < 0.05
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Table 3 LAAINANITHEINTAANNIAINUA
qesiaszAladuuay 25-hydroxyvitamin D lunszua
= ' A A eada N e
LAAA WU NITLATNERARNNTIR (T2) LAZURABNN
PFunnidmniiumgs (13) luinasieseau triglyceride,
total cholesterol, HDL cholesterol @ s LDL cholesterol
Aeluaanludun 7, 14 Laz 21 389N13NARD
(P> 0.05) R2AAABIALTEN1UADUUEN N8 Yalcin
et al. (2011) A3 ATLEsHE @5 luamns AL
wae 15 nsuAasdafadu lunnlsesu triglyceride
WAL total cholesterol NNeluNIvLaRaANNTILAL-
wilaaduid g9 iy Nasiri et al. (2022) #lgvianas-
= A A eada o 1 e
ANHINITETNE AR NTIR b lALN 6 NFNABF2A 1
WUI1 7¥A U triglyceride Wag total cholesterol 184
A A A eAAa A | ' o VoAl
nquiasuaadNaIndA ldunnsneiungud
1A 991D Kowalik et al. (2012) AlA318911497
a al calaa Y o ldl o 1 o
NNTATNEAFNTIR AN UTAUNT 10 NFUARAY
fadu liNuamneaszsuaad HDL cholesterol Wag
LDL cholesterol lunssuatann Was Bakr ef al.
dl 1 o a = calaa dl
(2015) NIN891BIN NAIANNNTVEINERANTI A9
72U 0.5 NFUFBFAI 92ALUAY HDL cholesterol way
LDL cholesterol lunszuataanldwnnmieanuly
SUN 7,15 baL 30 WBININAADY A V1USUUTHIUY
25-hydroxyvitamin D lunszualannaaingy 13 &
ANQINIINGN T1 uay T2 Tudui 7, 14 uay 21 189
ANINAADY (96.77 WLURL 86.73 WAY 87.85, 97.54
Wieuiy 86.64 LAY 87.98, 96.61 WLl 87.88
UAZ 86.98 MNATAL) wANFNNA et 19T Wag ATy
NNATH (P <0.05) 1HeIaINNgH T3 LATHEAHTN
A a A o a v A oA e
AUTuan A udeag 160,000 1U/5w 8N 46
fafasiunisgneeasaanuuedn I ualneqan-
v lunsrimnygmunldaduielidsuuugdo
sasfu i launlafudsslaaiannniaasuls
28190122 ANTNIN A9 NN YT NI YR
25-hydroxyvitamin D lunszuaiaanligandingu
T1 uaz T2 @9 25-hydroxyvitamin D Wuunue-
lafU999AI N UA D WA LNT 4D 11D AN H LA
Tunszuaden lnalulauuimiualnaudAny
fanszuIunIsanTnLAaliaLaziaanais
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v a v o ° EX% = -ﬂld
wWarNITAUITUUYNANAWIN I lAUNTgIN 1NN A
(Eder and Grundmann, 2022; Ismailova and White,
2021)

a7
A A eaal a a a

nadsNE AN UTNAR R uRge lulauu
= o o 3 a a = 3
Hnavinliladudiun Bl adus ludiug uay
31104 25-hydroxyvitamin D Tunszuaiaangendn
nguAuAN uananiaaluulnaziinFunn
nananuunligeanldandon Inelifinasaseay
veslaiulunszuainen nslddasmilsunntniiug
geastludnniaidenuisdniuniaasnsoniuans
Taun iadoaindAnaniwlunisuaneslaunyialy
A9U2BINNIAUATHN919 UL AUNTT N8 T
nITiNzgNL N9iudgeesAlsznaiiun uaziiva
PFanodnfiua luiun egnslsfinaunisdnssely
NNAMEEINHAINNIANHINITETNNSEALUANGNS
Auialssiluss AUz ANLTHEIA AU IIALN
& A A A edal = A a Ay
@an I N1 suanE aFNHLTN I AN HUA I AU
Aoud1ege winamsnbifla luszAusnga 160,000
IU/day visaa1n1snszendldiudanAmnaeng
NI9NEAT iU NINTUENUruaansn Aazainnsadas

o A A eaa A a a ° o

ansuulunINaRg arnHUTNI A AR geg Ty
T v faled

naAnssNUsEnA

AN TEIAEYRaUAMIATINI T WA AU
ifﬂ'f?f-‘n”ﬂLmzqm?ﬁmﬁafqmwmw (W1 LAY
o o . a0 o duses .
UiEndssnsisadian anfin laiinisaiuayu
sudsznnmlunisa iluaudqe 192 uA e
UfjiAn1sermsdnduaznisulauunindondmna-
ANARTLAZARTU ADUSINHATANARNT NUNINUAE
= 1 d‘ o Y v a e
denlua Neeauazadnlunisldvesdimnag
WA LATILUF 88199 1NN1TNAADILATB WIS
ANAzAN LT TauNnaaas 1 lFeNuddeAsail
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NATRINISLASNIUNSE NN RILAZE A G (Candida tropicalis KKU20)
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Effects of Supplementation of Dried Kratom Leaves (Mitragyna speciosa (Korth.)
Havil.) and Yeast (Candida tropicalis KKU20) in Total Mixed Ration on Feed

Intake, Rumen Fermentation, and Microbial Population in Goats
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Abstract: This experiment aimed to study the effects of 2 levels of yeast (Candida tropicalis KKU20)
(Y; 0 and 0.5 g/kg DM) and dried kratom leaves (DKTL; 0 and 4.44 g/kg DM) in total mixed ration (TMR)
on dry matter intake, rumen fermentation and microbial population in rumen of goats. Four goats with
an average live weight 20 + 0.13 kg were randomly assigned according to a 2x2 factorial arrangement in
a 4x4 Latin square design to receive four diets, T,= OY-0DKTL, T, = 0Y- 4.44DKTL, T, = 0.5Y- ODKTL, and
T, = 0.5Y- 4.44DKTL, respectively. TMR was given on an ad libitum basis. Based on this experiment, goats
receiving 0 g/kg DM Y had lower total DMI (kg/d) (g/d and g/kg BW *"°) and propionate (C,) (P<0.05) than
other treatments, except for molar proportion of acetate (C,), and the ratio of C,+ C,:C, were higher among
treatments and goats receiving 4.44 g/kg DM DKTL had lower protozoa populations (P < 0.01) than those
receiving 0 g/kg DM Y. Whilst NH,-N and rumen microorganism populations (bacterial and fungal
zoospores) were similar among treatment (P> 0.05). Based on this study, 0.5 g/kg DM Y incorporated with

4.44 g/kg DM DKTL in total mixed ration could be efficiently utilized for goats.

Keywords: Yeast, Candida tropicalis KKU20, dried kratom leaves, rumen fermentation, goats
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unARga: miﬁﬂmﬁﬁfiﬁlqﬂa‘:mm’uﬁ@ﬁmmmmmmm?mﬁmm’(Cand/da tropicalis KKU20) (yeast, Y) 2 52611
(0 waz 0.5 nfuranlansninguis uarlunseyvianuis (dried Kratom leaves, DKTL) 2 35A1 (0 wAY 4.44 n3use
Alansudmguis) TuaninsuangnssansaFumunisniuls nszusunamdn warilssansqauvsdlunssimnzgiuu
g0auny IneAn luunstnminieas 20 + 0.13 Alansy TnadavEmansui 2 x 2 wianeBaaluusunimaaes
WU 4 x 4 SgFanziu ungldfuamnanangaananiiflsssufa uazlunssianuds lugasanuns 4 gas T,= OY-
ODKTL, T, = 0Y- 444DKTL T,=0.5Y- ODKTL wae T, = 0.5Y- 4.44DKTL ANa1AY T unelAsue1nsuaN
mmmmmqmm NANIINAABINLI WNE ﬂ@w”l.mmmmm (0 g/kg DM Y) fAnfununisAvldvanue
(g/d and g/kg BW 7
uazdndouaasasiimnuazsaniudoninsalnsiloiungandn (P<0.05) uay n@mmmu 4.44 glkg DM
lunszviauuis llﬁ’]ﬂi‘wﬁﬁﬂ‘ﬂﬂﬂﬁlaﬁ’]ﬁ]’]ﬂ']’]LN’aLﬂ?‘ﬂUW}HUﬂUﬂ@NV}VLN Lmﬂummammq (P<0.01) 70Uz
AuanTitle-lulnsian uazdssansqaunae (LupiiEe waztsznsavesidesn) e luuansniu (P> 0.05)
mnmmiwm@mﬁmﬂiﬁdﬁ awngnldiast (0.5 ninsieilaniudnguiiy) sandvlunszvianuis (4.44 niusie
Alansudnguia) TuemInangnIsaNTaene

) LAY mmmeummnm‘lﬁwm‘iﬂLummﬂq’m@mu (P<0.05) amquumﬂ FLEY

ARty Ba6 Candida tropicalis KKU20 lunszviasuis nszuaunisusdnlugian ung

unin llstadalunszmnzgwula@ansag (Cherdthong et

al., 2019)
faqiuinidasuinauinise unsdnd neeviad (Kratom, Mitragyna speciosa
Iianuanladnmansgiuamnanulnaiianan  (Korth,) Havil duftafiudlesaeslszinalng uas

3u lnainisirun M idudounanlue ursdnd  wwalde (Babu et al., 2008) NanmaszidunladEumy
(Kholif et al., 2017) iNanaNIAEaN1 e Tue Tudsnddian Anuludderiaidudnng usediaen

lugnannssun1snandnd iasandnismsany  aenddwitenmasseaniudefunan 411130
A3nnANaINansUfTous uazatsiuqaunadly  HuTR AR lunguan Avnauge Augananysnl uas
HARATUITIedRT 1 nitrofurazone, nitrofuratoin,  wAAUIUNANN nesviaNluNaNN @13 AAINNAN
chlorampenicol, dimetridazole, rinidazole, furaltadone LL@@rm@faﬂmﬂa:n@uaﬁmﬂu‘lmmnﬁqm (Bunsupa,
uae furazolidone lutialn uavgns 1lusu Aesdu  2016; Sangsanit et al,, 2021) sznauaaansuns-
py a dl £ ada = . . S . .
WNAUAN L@mma‘lsnmﬂgﬂmuﬂuqmmvmﬁm lafiu (mitragynine) aw/Taladln (speciogynine) Laz
AIUARART N1IANHINIF1INIAABNAINEITNTIN R Inuuuiiu (paynantheine) s (Orio et al., 2012)
~ o aa , P o o ~
Wwaldnaunuandjdous iy ayulng (herbs) Tnagnslunalatiudluansilsznauuaninunnige
Lazd1TaiARINNT (plant extracts) A4 AINH- aelulunsevien (Kikura-Hanajiri, et al., 2009) waz
andu wazlasuaauaulast1annn (Knan et al., WULTNNUNNNIRNIE Mitragyna speciosa (Shellard,
2016) ffaquiuinisAnmiarsainainayulng  1989) lunslatiuarnnsneangnsnaszamaou-
899U AVALE A W1 aun Wanzanalas adv- N84 (Chittrakarn et al., 2010; Kumarnsit et al., 2007)
du nrlaf uarlung iWusdu wudn anaesnann Jasswamdasnseiulivinauliuiuau ananis

ayulwsarnsadoaiaumin Uss@nsninwnngld WHAHAT LAYAY N wWausinalul3u1umn (Babu
Uszlomiarageuis uazlAmuninillana (Yusuf et al., 2008) Tmm"l,ﬂuﬂuhﬂiymﬂuﬂ@uﬂummu
et al, 2014) uananni F98 18190198 aAUsTTNT NANILAATA Lummnquﬁmvmummﬂuimm
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(coca) Winanaldunuiy Tusrsanesnldly
nazviandaaanvirauiainiainies in vireiaads
fludu wenannil dainisnenifeatuanseanans
WL ﬁ'miLL@@m@@ﬂm’wmmﬁmﬁﬁqméﬁiﬂﬂﬂm%
iy @eile uavanslunatlaiiu (mitragynine) ‘ﬁﬁqwaﬁr
undam (Department of Medical Services, 2017)
gas (Saccharomyces cerevisiae) v u
NBAA TN 3AN T NN 1 e s
Waremsdad dnnsAneed1cunsnanavialan
dowlue) Wil adasfudqedss@ninannnald
amsludndiAuaiaes wudn fnaseilnAingn
2BINTUNITINUIUAN HUE AN NNV UTITILIN
TneldnsvdulszansuuanFaainontesaniy
Fale WA uazuuATi Gestanan tiedudsunas-
st lamfannamnaidaly wazlfullganszuaunig
ndnlunszinnzginn lnewaisanainydsuannis-
Faps i auvadllsiufl gy (Wallace and
Newbold, 1993) a1NN1991891U289 Abd E--Ghani
(2004) Wu9 AU ITESN R8T a6 6 nusiasa
Aadu v‘fﬂﬁuwxﬁm@mamﬁmuqqnd’m@iumuqu
(P < 0.05) WindFuaunasfuld futlgeaniseey
aa LA lUNITINNEINUY WaTdIEaANITRANTA -
LL@mﬁn’lumuwwzgmu‘ﬁ'Lﬂur;’ful,wlmmjlﬁmmm
Tunszinnzgiuu (Pradhan et al., 2021) agnalafian
fa6 S. cerevisiae §9lANNNAINITDANNTATUAY
NANLTHIUN1INAA AN 5T 99 (biomass) 11
AMUIULTAS Wiamas 1eAu uazanflulainse

W annn12AN®199 Suntara et al. (2020) &

918191191 &6 Candida tropicalis-KKU20 11
nsznnzgmuilui asfdAnannlunisuanans-
Fannan1nndn uazarnnsnlaesieuladinagiaa
iedenaanaliunodalasig Iummﬂmﬂmw
dewduuiflaudu s. cerevisiae uanannil das
Candida tropicalis-KKU20 dpifusiasdlungw
Crabtree-negative @ e 141 i AMANT R i
dsz@nBnmaaiuaiunsnlunisdasldnesingui
(6.9 1lafidus) AR NAN U LLLAT Y oA
latufiszimeldhan e waviefidusldsiuly
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WnnieuBeufiauiu S. cerevisiae Taunsn 1
winue s launWug Thai-Holstein Friesian
165 (Suntara et al., 2021) atinlafinn dayanis-
Anmnisldlunssviansannudasislagat1eandn
Tneaniznisiasulunseviansauiugas Aaiiu

d’ld«v o‘dll =2 a a &
nMmMAReINN IR UszatAiaAn I Nan TATNE 4
uarlunserianwisluanmsuangnasansalinim
nsAuld nezuauniudinlunszinnzgiiu AN

k7 v o v a a

dndurasnsaladuszwiels wazilsvansqaurisely
nazzginu Ineminnnsdnenluune

L4 a
AUnsaluazlionse

nswasenlunssvianuie uardaanldlunns
NS

lunseviau (Mitragyna speciosa (Korth.)
Havil) 714 1A ST ugneiugiuua oain
r;‘fm@iw ane1uuIa1s Aandnganu il
prauAsaslnaanITuLarAna INNTgNNGLANF A
dinautesiuuazdmulueanin amumisde
ANATYNAR (Lmﬁl 10/2563) WazMiNAaaAtyATaL-
As89 (1097 3/2563) uﬂum‘”mmmmum”mﬂu
2% 5 T 11MNANAZNA i mefammqwamunu
55 a9ANTATad Iy 24 49119 arntduiinllue
HUATUNTTUIA 1 HadwWAT LAUldnananain
Dnaiin duiindimin waziiuludewiudngsu
muaumwﬁu Lmz@qmuqﬁﬁ' 25 gaAIALTed
wazinununldazideaudautafly 2 dou doud
1) urraldguiteifu1f i duundsanninadu
sialil wazdaudl 2) vinnsquifuiaesdaelunsz-
Vieniedinszindiuinsaniaea s Auaa
284 Limsuwanchote et al. (2014) a1NN199184911
W91 SAeABdns mitragynine, speciogynine
LAz paynantheine (4.14, 0.59 WAz 0.26 LWasidus
ATNANAL) LL@t@’]ﬁ‘ﬂ@;Néu 1114 flavonoids, phenolic
acids, saponin Wag condensed tannin Winfu 11.24,
41,221 uaz 8.28 lafidus mNa1AL (Chanjula
et al., 2022a)
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A &

= r-a: =2 : -:911 = & o
gasn g lun sAnATail ABEARANENUG

Candida tropicalis KKU20 (C. tropicalis KKU20;

CBS 94T (U45749) ldanna1pdgndmnaran s

NNNINYRLVIULAN ABTAF NANUIULTAR 1.15 X
10" cfu/g) Am Lﬂugﬂﬁfﬂ@im Crabtree-negative %\1
IWiruntsmaaeunmanTRnsusedlddenisd
Usg@ninnlunislfifluevisdadiAeqiaeq
(Suntara et al., 2021)

AAINARDI DIVTNARDY LASLNUNISNARDY
Funzqnuananaiusiuidesuazuas
Tnayidauengieas 9 deu thuiniads 20 + 0.13
Alansu S1uou 4 /1 deldmiedesusedassanissn
mﬂ%ﬁm"mnﬂmmﬁmﬁﬁu@Lmnmﬁ”mLL@:
Tddndaasaniiu 41 NeNa8a91a 1 UATUNST
(AGO12/2022) in13guunzlnadnnTniuusuuy
2 x 2 unmeBealdiumitanaaesluununimaaes
4 x 4 Wﬁ@@zﬁu (2 x 2 factorial arrangement in
a 4 x 4 Latin square design) $iNn1sane 2 1fade A
fladausnAe N1aaINEas (yeast, Y) 2 szau loun 0
uaz 0.5 nfuseflanininguis uazilasufiansie
9ua3n lunsevianwiis (dried Kratom leaves, DKTL)
2 920 & 0 uay 4.44 nfusiedlansudngusie 4e
T usFanan s e 4 vian s fil (treatment
combination) T,= OY-0DKTL, T, = QY- 4.44DKTL, T,
= 0.5Y- ODKTL Uaz T, = 0.5Y- 4. 44DKTL uansiv
LszLLﬁimrﬁTfaqnLﬁyﬂﬂumwﬁﬁm”umiﬁnm
Annstiasls (metabolism crate) a1U9U 4 N99 H
319099113 wasTliiuR el unsanun s Aeld
AABALIAT LN NAL IAFUa1MNINANEAT9IN (TMR)
LAAIAY Table 1 HEAFIUBN VNN UARBINNTTY
30:70 nﬂqmiﬁmf;miﬁﬁi:ﬁuimuzﬁrﬂ'mmw-
ABINI9TBIUNE (NRC, 1981) ¥IN1INARS 4 194 7]
az 21 54 avtlsznaudas svaziiusa (adaptation
period) 14 91 LAZITEZNANAY (experimental period)
7 4u Iaeluszazlsuda unsldsuaunsnangns
UL el Suas 2 A Tnan 07.00 .
1A% 16.00 . N33Rt B el wazenmns
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fdenalugaadn LL@%NL@W@MH%LW@%HM
Funaunisnuls donluszasnaasaliunslasy
BIMIIAINNGUNARBLNR BusE e Sufusan
Uunmenunsilfmae e 90 Weffud 104
it ludassvaz i

nsIuAaE1e N1sAtATIEiaAlsEnaunIaAR
WAZMSAATIUTAYANNAD A
tufinnnsulasunasiminaesuns Tag
Fodminneudgasntmmaaes warludugaing
WAILBALTINIINANDS (fj“uﬁ' 21) guiiuFaeting
ammanadldaufignunil 100 aspnsaifas
e 24 Falu Lﬁ'@ﬁwmmmLaﬁlﬂm@ﬁmquﬁq
Tneiundfumndiununisiuldesdmnd luusazdu
%ﬂdquuﬁwﬁuLﬁumnLwi@:mwmmawmm'au
ﬁfqmmﬁ 70 vrnaidea Wunan 72 $atue ud
ualiazIBEANIUATUNITLAA 1 AARLAT iBse
AAznNe9AUsznauNI9LAR (DM, ash, CP kag
EE) m131A5n17989 AOAC (1995) LAALAIIZWAN
flalel NDF, ADF uay ADL Ansi3Bn13984 Van Soest
et al. (1991)
duinusaat19ramad lunIsNI g
(rumen fluid) m@qzﬁ"mq‘wm@ml,wi@zmjuﬁwm 0 WAz
4 daluavasnnsliennng 1neaanasld stomach tube
fauAy vacuum pump Tudugainavesusazssey
NAABILTNIOL 100 HA. HNTRgUUNE AAnNTu
nea-A9iuit laeld pH meter (HANNA instruments
HI 98153 microcomputer pH meter) Mzﬁmn{iu
wLNTBUMARINNITINI g Baaniy 2 dou Fal
doudl 1 ‘&u@:mﬁuﬂi:mm 30 NAAQMs AN 1M
H,S0, a1U0% 3 HaRAMT Lﬁwqmﬂﬁiﬁﬂmumm
ﬁgauﬁﬂrﬁﬂﬂﬁumém (centrifuge) AMEIAINNLEY
3,000 sausawnd Hunan 15 Wi L ewnzdau
1a ( (supernatant) ) 1¥Uszuntu 10-15 Dadans mvl,ﬂ
LL‘HLL%QW@MMﬂNﬂ?”Nﬁm 20 eaATaLTE Liie
sannsAATenwanluila-lulnsiau (ammonia
nitrogen, NH,-N) Tmﬂﬁ‘%m?mﬁ"u (Bremner and
Keeney, 1965) Tael4iesaq KIELTEC AUTO 2200
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Analyzer (Foss, tecator) U84 WMAanD ﬂ'&'quwﬁdﬁﬂ
WA imszsimanadudunselasiusz e ldian
(total volatile fatty acid, TVFA) uazdadauaa
nanladussmeléAd1 Ay 1dun nsnesdan
(acetic acid, C,) nsalws#ilaiin (propionic acid,
C,) waznandafiin (butyric acid, C,) Tntldiaas
High Performance Liquid Chromatography (HPLC)
(Hewlett Packard) Usznausae water 510 pump
(Millipore), UV Detector 210 nm, ODS reverse phase
column (5, 40 x 250 HAALNEAT) ANNART A AuLlag
a7n Samuel et al. (1997) uazdauii 2 NNIeguIAL

1 f1a@dms AN formalin 9 Aaaans e Uiy
dszansqdaunse (Uszannsuuaize Tslnda
LL@;‘i@ﬂ@fﬁ%’ﬂiﬂ) F0E3 TN UMNAINITNNFUD
Galyean (2010) Tnaldndn3qanssmil (Olympus
BX51TRF, No. 2804492, Olympus optical Co. Lid,
Japan) m‘u@u@mimmnmsmmmmmr;m’mLmﬁ“w
n1AN L7991 (ANOVA) AMNLHUN1INAA D
4 x 4 apFaariu Ineld Proc GLM (SAS Inst. Inc.,
Cary, NC) LB EUAMILANAN T8 9AN A
1RINGNNAARIA28TE Duncan’s new multiple
range test (Steel and Torrie, 1980)

Table 1. Dietary ingredients and chemical composition of total mixed ration (TMR), pangola grass hay (PGH),
and dried kratom leaves (DKTL) fed to the goats during the trial
Iltem TMR' PGH DKTL
Pangola grass hay (PGH) 30.00
Ground corn 36.17
Soybean meal 22.73
Fish meal 0.50
Leucaena leave meal 4.00
Molasses 5.00
Dicalcium phosphate 0.30
Salt 0.30
Mineral and vitamin mix’ 1.00
Chemical composition, % DM (TMR)
DM’ 87.95 91.00
Ash 5.03 3.65 4.10
oM 94.97 96.35 95.80
CP 16.20 5.88 20.10
NDF 48.17 82.04 44.48
ADF 24.27 45.19 27.30
ADL 4.42 38.00 8.26
EE 2.27 1.31 1.70
GE (kcal/kg DM) 4,475.04 2194.09 4,634.60

'TMR diet was divided into four treatments depending on Y and DKTL supplementation level: T1 = Supplemented 0Y-ODKTL, T2 = 0Y-
4.44DKTL, T3 = 0.5Y-0DKTL, T4 = 0.5Y-4.44DKTL (g/kg DM in TMR) *Minerals and vitamins (each kg contains): Vitamin A: 10,000,000 IU;
Vitamin E : 70,000 IU; Vitamin D : 1,600,000 IU; Fe : 50 g; Zn : 40 g; Mn: 40 g; Co: 0.1 g; Cu:10g; Se: 0.1g;1:05¢g DM = dry matter;
OM = organic matter; CP = crude protein; NDF = neutral detergent fiber; ADF = acid detergent fiber; ADL = acid detergent lignin, EE =

ether extract; GE = gross energy; TMR = total mixed ration; PGH = pangola grass hay; DKTL = dried kratom leaves
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NANISANBILAZIANTDL

ANNNTANEINATREAF Lazlunsevian -
wife wuan ldiBnswadonaeeszaudan wazly
m‘xvi@mLLﬁwi@ﬂ?mmmiﬁu"Lﬁﬁ“\muﬂ‘l,ugﬂmm
g/d uaz glkg BW*™® (Table 2) WARANNUANANITY
(P <0.05) 1945261 Y Aat3ununsAuldianun
Tugdaes gid uay gkg W e Taeseay Y 0.5 niu
siaflanfudmguits SArgendfiawFoudianty
neuiilaliadu v (P < 0.05) wasilAngegalungs
FLa3u Y 0.5 3au U DKTL 4.44 (P < 0.05) 814
Lﬁmmnﬂ@iumﬁi“umam?uﬁZWT(C. tropicalis
KKU20) @1:190 Lﬁumiﬂ@mﬂd@ﬂL@uibnﬂm@@ma
(releasing cellulase enzymes) ka :ﬁQﬂL‘W'uﬂ')’m-
arnnsnlunistesliaesdnguia (Suntara et al,
2020) #48AARBIITLNTTANE1T84 Stella et al. (2007)
9189791 NTLETNE AR S. cerevisiae N lFLFUN
mmuimmmmmuwmu uaz Habeeb (2017)
91897097 HER AT AN KT AT ST
AuUnRlEiuanuslaeanie 5-nucleotide WAz

glutamate danasad3ununisiuls waznifasas

wudedldse@nininlunisnsefunismiauaeg
a = 4 J a A r?/
qauNTe L wanaintd nnsasuasialugduuy
wInlnemse uaznsusdnAudRgAue I R TUAY
dndiAaaes wuddaewnlsz@nananlunis-

tlagEinle NIUAUNIINEN LATINNAT IR AWYITE

Tunsemnzgwuin idnslasuqaunadllsfiunnau
(Arowolo and He, 2018) a4z 13u1aun1snuls
a4 lnTu (OMI, CPI, EEI, NDFI tiaz ADFI) Wuqn
a 1 v o o = o .

JarlndAeeaiu n1uesAgady Chanjula
et al. (2022a) NANHATBINTFLEIN LN LY BN WFs
(2.22 - 4.44 n53) WU Usuanisnule Aqanu-
gausnlunisdesls warnsruaunimnluwney
FAANTU hazn1ndsnlunszyian i luwnen
TfndasaausnnInnInasy AL e avAlsznayl

& L duse

297N WAZAUATNLLS WU NgNT IHF1 DKTL
YA 2.22 uaz 4.44 N3N HANgINIINgNaU | ulan
Tl ANUANAN9AU (Chanjula et al., 2022b) g1
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NN93184 114184 Dias et al. (2018) ANEINALRINTS-
L@INE A (yeast culture, YC) luanunsszauaaautls
pin (lowstarch, LS) uaziilags (high starch, HS) g
NTTUAUNIININ LazANa1NNTa lunseaela 1y
TAUN NUIINTLETN YC Aansdeelsaeeldsinly
TATlAtaga88M"s HS 13udae YC Anuanuna
TunistleeldAndnguasuan 10 laidinasie
ANdnunsnlunseesliaeglaTas waran-
Tuiraglag waz Garcia et al. (2000) 1dAnuwua
YRINTATNEAR S. cerevisiae WATANTINILUT Y
(monensin) AANTZUAUNITNNN LATAIINAINITD
Tunnseealdluune wusn nnnasuassaniuans
Tuwu-dulueunsliinasdenlannainisalunisg-
daelfrasinguis uazuiivgag adnelafimnu Kim
ef al. (1992) wudn Weasudasflulaunaziiy
ANaN1nlunnsteslAuea CF, ADF uay NDF
wenanni WelEudasTidansunn 4 nfusesasia
Fu gunsofinanuaunsnlunistiesidaes DM,
OM, NDF a2 ADF 2839n1nNeidaina (Paryad and
Rashidi, 2009)

a1n Table 3 WU31 A1AINLTRNIA-ANY
nglunszimnzgiuaaung wudn luiansnadon
29952 AUNTETNEas Az lunseia N uie wAwy
mwumm&i’mﬁu (P<O0. 05) YRITEAUNTETNE 46T
fisefU 0.5 Wu91 AeAaesAITunsARIg
zgqmﬁﬂqu"l,uimLmummmwummmmq
ad# (P<0.05) lnaflAladasanansaauiily
n30-A19 Aaud1eash (6.70 - 6.80) Faflusesud
mmmum'ﬂmiﬁwmummn@imﬁum’?ﬁiﬂ@ﬁmw
Lglﬂslﬂ (cellulolytic bacteria) uazniselaaaasllsiuy
(6.0 - 7.1) (Firkins, 1996; Firkins and Eastridge, 1994)
mm‘v‘ﬁ'ﬁmmmﬁLL@”mmmﬁwﬂ’ummmLL@uTuLﬁﬂ-
Tulnsiau (NH -N) Wuan VLN&J@'J’]NLL[?]HW’NH‘LA
(P> 0.05) #aflAnAaud19mi (38.4 - 39.01 aaf-
Wwad@aa) (Zicarelli et al., 2007) Fafuszduiilng
Nuaum e uAT NH,-N ”Lummmmm%aﬁmﬂu
FsTimEnzan 10 - 30 mg/dl (Ferguson et al., 1993)
gnvdunisasgiiulnresqaunsduasnisdainsel
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qauvadTsfuuay Preston and Leng (1987) 918901 W94 5 - 25 mg/dl iHuszAUNMNNZANABN1INNGNY
41 supudutuesuanlntelulnaau (NHAN) 2e9qduisdlunssmnzgiuu

Table 2. Effects of feeding combinations of yeast (Y) and dried Kratom leaves (DKTL) supplementation on

feed intake and nutrient intake in goats

Y0.0' Y0.5 P-value
Item SEM?
T1(DKTLO.O) TZ(DKTL4.44) T3(DKTL0.0) T4(DKTL4.44) Y DKTL YxDKTL
Total DMI, g/d 751° 771% 774%® 830° 1998 004  0.10 0.12
DMI, g/kg BW*™  72.63° 76.56%° 78.26% 80.73° 1.93 004 0.4 0.11

Nutrient intake, g/d

oMl 709 728 731 784 19.02 0.08 0.11 0.40
CPI 122 125 125 134 3.19 0.08 0.10 0.40
NDFI 362 371 373 400 9.60 0.09 0.10 0.39
ADFI 182 187 188 201 4.82 0.08 0.10 0.39

1T1 = Supplemented 0Y-ODKTL, T, = 0Y-4.44DKTL, T, = 0.5Y-0DKTL, T, = 0.5Y-4.44DKTL (g/kg DM in TMR) ’SEM = Standard
error of the mean. *°Means with different superscripts within the same row are significantly different (P < 0.05). DMI = dry matter
intake, OMI = organic matter intake, CPI = crude protein intake, EEI = ether extract intake, NDFI = neutral detergent fiber intake,
ADF| = acid detergent fiber intake

Table 3. Effects of feeding combinations of yeast (Y) and dried Kratom leaves (DKTL) supplementation on

rumen fermentation characteristics and VFA concentration in goats

Y0.0' Y0.5 P-value
ltem SEM®
T,(DKTLO.0) T,(DKTL4.44) T,DKTL0.0) T,(DKTL4.44) Y DKTL  YxXDKTL
Temperature, ‘C 38.46 38.93 39.01 38.95 014 008 019 0.10
Ruminal pH 6.70" 6.73" 6.82" 6.80" 003 004 089 0.61
NH,-N, mg/dL 2554 2750 28.04 27.99 253 057 0.71 0.88
Total VFA, mmollL. ~ 67.24 70.20 76.02 73.10 504 029 099 0.58
C,% 64.35 58.80° 56.25" 55.83" 0.98 0.01 0.02 0.04
C,% 19.64° 2429 27.11% 29.77° 1.46 0.01 0.04 0.52
C, % 13.75 14.31 14.27 11.73 070 019 020 0.06
C,+C,C, 4.06" 3.21° 274 248" 022 001 0.05 0.24

ij = Supplemented OY-ODKTL, T, = 0Y-4.44DKTL, T, = 0.5Y-0DKTL, T, = 0.5Y-4.44DKTL (g/kg DM in TMR) SEM =
Standard error of the mean. *° Means with different superscripts within the same row are significantly different (P < 0.05) DMI
= dry matter intake, OMI = organic matter intake, CPI = crude protein intake, EEI = ether extract intake, NDFI = neutral

detergent fiber intake, ADFI = acid detergent fiber intake
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AN uduaeansalasiui sy e 1d
ﬁvmum (total volatile fatty acids, TVFAs) n1elu
NILINNTZIINUABIUNE (Table 3) Wud1 T AIN-
WANFNAUNNAT 7 Imaﬁﬁ’mﬁlﬂmﬂuﬁw 67.24 -
73.10 mmol/L agielanmnu lein1991891n19@nEA
189 Ozsoy et al. (2013) lAs1819411491 ﬂ@juﬁiﬁé’u
mmiﬁm’i‘uﬁw%m’(m, 3.0 AT 4.5 lafidus)
fAAnnududuresnsalasiussme ldanunli
unzgnuangnuuiuuaiiingy lnadAnedae
at/ludaq 77.11 - 77.71 mmol/L uarn19AnE1189
Abd El-Ghani (2004) TuuwsWus Zaraibi 7 1& 5y
a1m1saTN Ao das N A NN dwes NHN Tu
mu‘wwzgmmﬁuﬁu’tuﬁqmmﬁ 3 daluandanislsy
a3 wazanalunand 6 alueudanislienvis
suziipnuiduduaeansalasussmeld o n
Wudulunand 6 Faluandanasliiennns was
Kowalik et al. (2011) AANHIHA199N13LASUE 45T
S. cerevisiae TuanvssaunUe lasaes fibrolytic
bacteria Nanssnreseuladezlulalannludes
Astulamse uaznszuaunimainlunssinzgiu
P09UNE SeuTIANd T LTean sl szme
I8vianual ANANT L lanei nsdnmlunsail
W31 dnduA19899:% 189 (acetate, C,) HaNSNA
FANUBITEAU Y WaZ DKTL (P < 0.05) bazwiqn T1 |
Fndauresezdiangeiigaadiedadn fynis
a0R (P<0.05) aued dndouanainsfilelun
(propionate, C,) TdH@nDnasan10952A U Y ua
DKTL AR AMNLANFAINTU (P < 0.05) 2943261 Y
WATIEAU DKTL IAeinudn T4 (0.5Y-4.44DKTL) &
zﬁ”m’aummiwaﬁ‘ll@l,um@qﬁqm (P<0.05) A2AAADY
1 Ahmed and Wang (2022) 7 #n =18 & s st ah
FFmFauAUINeNU (thiamine) WUF 41H19TDAARN
ArndunIn-ArslunsznzgmulunaaANAas
289UNE kazlAANTNTwaeansa lodussiue
I8ianun asiian wardndournsas@immaolneii-
Towum SAauuansnetued1eiiiadr oy damng
497 Tnanguilasnd asuien fa3nsaaiudmiiu
thiamine ﬁﬁim;\mfiwmiuﬁlu IULAN1INARBITD
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Ozsoy et al. (2013) R1&MinnsAn AT 03]
WINAREE A WUdn AN sEmN wazlngflawmn
flruuansnefunneain winguilasudandas
HuunTuifiudy aued Avaesiafiealifiaany-
LANFNSTuNNeERR usitunTuansas danndes
FUNIMARDIATIT WL AN1e9nsaTiafenlal s
ANNLANANSTY (P> 0.05) AN ltinanas (P <
0.06) lunguil T4 (T, ,0.5Y - 4.44DKTL) uanannis
Lu et al. (2016) ANHINATBINTIATHITAGLAALAY
45 M19N1TAN S, cerevisiae Aannseaels waz
nerUaUN1IMa N TUNITINNZ MW WL AYHdNdY
gasnsalasiussiveldiana azdiom uazinsfilows
ladfimuunnsneiun1eata
defansnAdagiuaedasdianuay
Dasmsialnsitlown (C,+C,: C,) wudn lildvana
fone9szAUEan uwazlunsevianuia uAN AN -
WANANNTY (P<0.05) 2849¢ALNTIATNE AT LAY
nndsnlunserianwife taawudn T1 (0Y-0DKTL)
HAgeanat 19l doan Aty n19ada (P <0.05)
aanAdaary Dolezal ef al. (2011) AANHNAT
@I NEas luenisienssuaunIsudnlauy
Wuglaaalnid uay Guedes et al. (2008) AnHINA
2RINTLATNTAH S. cerevisiae TURNMIABNTZLIU-
AnavaTn uazniseasldaaaidaladralnansinly
1A wudn nquitldFun s et anadudunes
Twa?mmumﬁ'uzgﬁu wardndiulInsTnNse
Tnsilawnanaerindinguillildsuninass
gas lngaududuaesinsilown wasdndou
aasazdianselnsilewafinidinatoa 1Ay
wasewligetn Wesaninsiilemniusy@nsnn
VBINAIUGININBETLAN (Van Soest, 1994)
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Table 4. Effects of feeding combinations of yeast (Y) and dried Kratom leaves (DKTL) supplementation on

ruminal microorganism count in goat

Y0.0' Y0.5 P-value
ltem SEM?

T,(DKTL0.0) T,(DKTL4.44) T,DKTL0.0) T,(DKTL4.44) Y  DKTL YxDKTL
Total direct counts (cell/ml)
Bacteria (x10°) 1.53 1.81 1.82 2.11 016 013 014 094
Fungal zoospores 0.96 1.28 1.18 1.37 0.18 0.43 0.22 0.74
(><1OG)
Protozoa (x10%) 10.30° 7.95° 10.11° 7.38° 031 025 <001 0.71

1T1 = Supplemented 0Y-ODKTL, T, = 0Y-4.44DKTL, T, = 0.5Y-0DKTL, T, = 0.5Y-4.44DKTL (g/kg DM in TMR)

*SEM = Standard error of the mean.

a1n Table 4 Wudn Useansaenuaiie

iy
waziszainsadasiiag (zoospores) Tunszinng
gugasungliiANuAns1eiuet1sliud Aty
NNADA (P > 0.05) nailANedsuetssainsuua-
N3aatseudng 153 - 2.1 x 10° iaasio N adang

FINAIAL WazITasNaEsEnINg 0.96-1.37 x 10° l1as

mmmm FalndiAeei Chanjula et al. (2007a, b)
731891197 szansvenuaiiGe uaziEesnaeq
LLW:@Jnmzmwumm”lmmLL@:LL@QTMHLUWLW@@,
ﬁ@i’n@ﬁmﬁ@mdm 1.40-1.90x 10" uay 1.15 -
2.89 x 10° LIARFANAAAAT ATNAIAL LAZADAARD
ﬂ'u Bryant and Robinson (1961) as Hungate (1966)
fi1e91udn UszansresunaiiGe wazidasly
nszzgmui Atag ludaq 1010 uaz 10°-10°
IARFaNARANT ANNAAL 1usilszannsTilslnga
FANWANFA19AUYe9sE AL DKTL Tnenndsnssmy
DKTL i 4.44 nfusanlanininguis fiesndndle
WSeuiaufufiszau 0.0 nfusiedlaniuinguis
uazilAnianesszidng 10.21 - 7.67 x 10° igade
Laaans (P <0.01) AMNAAL ifleennannganslu-
A latiu virednsdszneunanTaues s wnwily uay
m‘lﬁﬂﬁuﬁﬁﬂ%ﬂu DKTL anunsndudadszains
Tslmda (Chanjula et al., 2022a) ViauuATBeR
ﬁmmwaﬁﬁuiﬂﬁmeﬁq (bacteria associated with

£
o

protozoa) taan 3¢y

gansdatAsnsndaigag
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“Means with different superscripts within the same row are significantly different (P < 0.05)

vizan1sdanszinsailandan (Ku-Vera et al., 2020)
NueuA8iuN19AN®1284 Patra and Saxena
(2010) 9181971491 mwlm%mam’mmmﬁu&q
wuAR Feuni Ay (methanogenic) 1o wazan
TWalndaiAaadesiunisdansz CH, lunszinne
guu agnglafinny AN3ANHIATIH WuA 8 M s
wWinsaadas 2 926U (0 waz 0.5 nfusanlansy
Tnuia) warlunsevianuiia 2 921 (0 waz 4.4
nfusenlanindnguine) luemsuangnssau |l
nansenusialszainsqdunsduarinaingnly
NILLNITILNUIDIUNE

G

UMNINESH AT a6 wazlunszvianiialy
BNMNIHANGRTIN WU TEBNENATIN (YXDKTL)
satsununisnulavianum Usuinisiulauas
Tnaue nezuaunmamnlunszmnzguy uavilszanns

aa o4 A
P09uUANEE Laztlszainsalafimes turings
AN | oA A e \ . a %
Alalvasueias Anafat3uunisnule wazaanu-
Wndusesnsalnsfilaunsindinguau wdiian
DLTANWATANAIUVDIDLTLAN LAZIINAUTIN A
sialnsilalungand uaznquinadnlunseviasuis
= | o 6 LA ~
AnasalszannslilslndafdnnindnilefFauiie
Aunguilai@sulunsevianuds Ay arunsnld
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Bast (0.5 nfusianlaniudnguils) sonfiulunszviean
wis (4.44 nFusianlaniudnnuis) luanmisuangns
79u TnelddenansenusetTunainisiuls Usunn
nstulaaealnauy nezuaun sl lunszinn g
uaztlszannsresuLAT By waztlszansatefige
Wraan TN INTedndAasas agnelsfinnmAasd
mmnmluumw nraunzIaun luszasmng ]
IURIAAIE m@mmmumqmmﬁﬂwmmmu
‘lumﬂ']wwqiumfamﬂmﬂwmma:rmmm”l,ﬂ

naAnssNUsznA

AnzhadelafrarauAuANEIdEAIN-
Lﬂummwﬂiuimmmwmwm LAENTNENNT-
5351115 528127 3 (COE-ANRB: phase 3) A M4 a1i-
AuuNUITEUsranl WA, 2564 WATIR DL A
A1 TIUIANTINNTNAARATUAZNITAANT

ALENITNENNIBTINTF NWANENAUAITATUATUNT
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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of hemp extract supplemented in frozen bull
semen extender on post-thaw sperm quality. The control group consisted of an egg yolk-based basic semen
diluent (Tris-egg yolk: EG). Two experiments were divided, experiment 1, tested the changes in osmotic
pressure values of hemp extract diluent containing CBD at levels of 5, 10, 50, and 100 pg/mL, respectively.
The retention time in the preservation of the osmosis diluent at 4 °C was 0, 12, 24, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 hours,
and 1 week. It was found that the osmotic pressure values of all experimental groups were optimal for the
freezing of bull semen and had no effect on the quality of the frozen bull semen. Experiment 2, the
supplementation of hemp extract in frozen bull semen diluent on sperm quality after thawing at
concentrations of 5, 10, 50, and 100 yg CBD/mL, respectively, was tested in 3 Tropical Holstein (TH) dairy
cows. Twenty million sperm per tube and packed into 0.25 mL ministraw tubes, incubated at 4 and -121 °C
for 4 hours and 15 minutes, respectively, and stored in liquid nitrogen at -196 °C. After that, semen quality
was assessed by computer-assisted sperm analysis (CASA) at 24 hours, 1 week, 2 weeks, and 1 month after
cryopreservation. It was found that 5 uyg CBD/mL hemp extract supplementation affected sperm motility
(49.43 %) significantly more than the control group (P < 0.05). Hemp extract supplementation at a CBD level
of 5 ug/mL in semen dilution found sperm with a bent tail and proximal droplet were significantly lower than
the control group (P < 0.05). In conclusion, the use of a hemp extract supplementation in frozen bull semen
extender level at 5 pg CBD/mL showed good sperm quality tendencies. It is an adjuvant in the
supplementation of frozen bull semen.
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grunnd -196 a9AEATYA mﬂﬁuv‘hmaﬂmﬁu@mmwﬁﬁL%ﬂﬁfmm?'m Computer Assisted Sperm Analysis
(CASA) Faan 24 Falug 1 AW 2 AU uae 1 1Aeu nauTude wudn NTATHANTANAAINATYTITEAL
CBD 5 pg/mL qum@r;ifaﬂﬁil,m'é'\'fauﬁmmma (49.43 wWaifus) unnannguatANet el g ATYN19atia
(P < 0.05) §MiLNAAUFININENTBIREA NTLETUAIATAANATYTNITAL CBD 5 pg/mL Tinen@eainge
WL mmwumwmrmJﬂm’luaﬂwmvmmmmvﬂmwwmmmeummnmm eandnguAILANDSEIa
AludnAtyn19aia (P < 0.05) m;ﬂmﬂmmmwamqmm@‘l}ﬂwummﬂmmﬂmgmLﬂumuﬂim@ummu
AL Nd Y CBD 5 pg/mL Huwalify rﬁlmmw@@ﬁmumiﬁwﬂﬁﬂu@wm’i‘uiumaﬁwi’]mmj' wiaide
Wauglauy

ARIATY: @9ANANTYTY WIENIRDANUNEE ALuNIWegA TAnewlg

AN mﬁLmmmﬂgmuwmmauiummmNmmmwa
doadudannadnyaeuupiideluidalnaniugs
nsverdnmndnda nivile ulszwelne nassnduiaasiansuueilFeiiananzduanly
fuualaiifindunnil (Department of Livestock  Naz1nun1santnidesianszuaunisau q ansiaeans
Development, 2012) uazdinminmatuladnisuan  tadedanannismnavesiaegalunszusunisan
e (artificial insemination: Al) Wundoglunis  gruugd LfifaqmnLﬁﬂﬁqa@a@giumwzﬁqmuqﬁ
Wmwiugnasnta nerlie Wllse@ninanuay  fiusenin 9 azfinsanudnuiuferesrecian
NaRAANANTY edelsfmnunsnanifianiudes  meluasiadusunnosesaegd sadl Aeinns-
I deutuicunisuanifon nszuauniandn Mdansdeaninde ?ﬁqﬁ@mmﬂﬁﬁ%muﬁmmmm
drdeutuia siludesdinafniingndmiusnm AauN13uI9AA Wi glycerol AMN1INTILAABUATIE
antwiaaseda lneddaulszneuaesaisiesiu  sesaegals (Forouzanfar et al., 2010)
dumsngannsutud (cryoprotectant) 1318 lunszusumsuieatindeuguds arsines

fevmlszneufidaanruguacnuidunsasiedae Idlunslesiudunsaainnisududs Ae launs e
Tiagqaiangting1aasa@isneglauin visll @1al  @1sadawdauaIntamaes (Rehman et al., 2013) &9
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undalalulsemalnadoulunjasldldunaiudau
U8 cryoprotectant Tusinen g LL"ﬁx‘i'ﬂQ% (extender)
4 o . - -
dannsldladunaineifesiuanni@annsaasegaann
naiusneElnenisududs sauiu glycerol daua®
dQ‘ dg/ 1 1 [~3 Ul 1 o/
Af93u urad elainnn nasldlduwasdenuToymn
wagannisldlawaafluldsfdun lgandndtindga
& a o . "
aranunistuidenaesuuanFanelsnsig 9 7
ANNNINANANNANY IS IRIB4A I (EI-Sisy et al.,
I v oy 4 as?
2016) 4% Wngaeadu I @enAasaentdiy
aNn9ninAnININegA WRTNIgATaluT e sud
i naenaunlsanguugiaunseiaugudalude
Tuingauman (Apimeteetumrong et al., 2013) AL
luilaqiiuaslaiinisfnwddanisasnansaaiu
AUMTIEAINNITUT LIS (cryoprotectant) Tnanag
Ha1387naNNaITNTBENALTRA WARNTTRANTNT
Au-thaula wasdszmalneldaynyinliaiuiem
nanuazldniannide gaduauladnuiinyaq
(Cannabis sativa L. subsp. sativa) Usznay ANEIENT
gnAtyuanestia el trans-A9-tetrahydrocannabinol
(A9-THC) wa¥@13 cannabidiol (CBD) T4HUTu e
wnlunityss eans CBD Nanaannioysaiuanssiu
AUYLADATT ARAIINLATHA mﬂﬂgmm@@ﬂmmﬂu
mwjfaLﬂumwwmﬂﬂmﬂummumﬂgﬂa?m
aandindudianidnuazaniunneyyadase il
Vinaneanslsznanaeitaaniiuamen1sniLaeg
a4 a (Alagbonsi et al., 2019) A nn 1A N WA
419¥81ATY299419 CBD AolTadAiiaanaNuN
ZNN@ﬂ?“’VIUV]\‘i‘V]N‘U’mLL@“’@‘].II‘HL@‘UF]'J’]NL°IJ3J°]J‘LL‘1/]
WANGN9AL T9812 OBD HAnuungulaluntsiasulu
11e1Aea9UN T lALT U HiB9aINananaunuans
F1uqaTWINUILTe N1IAAAINNLIATEAAINNAS
PANTLATULDITZHZIAINITAUSAWN hazdalnng
Anwasadasluniaduansasnlutien@eana
Ydalawduds Faunniszaunagndainumsnsasi
nuaenlunsldiig11ReasiaunsnannIn
HE L = oo , a
29911179 A1 UNIN T AeANt e lunTLaE
Tul121138479L 18991 NA1ANAUN WA TH 1AL A
a o = I v = =
faszuavanssnuaatnluidalald Aadununes
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nassnansananyasludneududsinmelame
AN NTBIRGANAINT-Azae lun1sAN AT

L4 aa
aUnsaluazInns

AnInnans

walaunnugnsatdasalaaalsd (Tropical
Holstein: TH) $1uau 3 &2 a1¢ 9 - 10 3 viwnin 900 -
1,000 Ailansu deflanguazimindalndiduaiu
v @uﬁ"‘ﬁﬂmeamﬁﬁL%”@LLﬂiLL%M@ﬁuﬁ:‘Em\amwm\i
Bunuwl uNeaIeeYNN R EARINAGRY (Approval
No.) MACUC052A/2565

MSRNAN YT

inlufyadlleufigevanieu fignvgd
45 parnaLFea uaan 8 ol mn&uﬁﬂuﬁtym
fleuuiaudannranisuadasiesedtnauazdan
deldneiryaeudarinludluletrinsnuea 99.9
wefidus (warfryas 5 ndu : lalaiwaniuea 100
fadans unan 8 99Tus Weasunaiudasinun
ﬂi@qé’qmﬁwwmqmem‘vmwﬂimmm’4 Al
mem‘@mmmﬁmm mnuummﬁvmﬂﬂ‘isﬂm—
wmmemimmmwmnmmwmeu mmmm
Evaporator (EI‘M@ : HAHNSHIN; @u: HS-10SP) ‘1/1
GrUUNH 54.85 BIANIALTEA AVINAYW 34 MPa 1139
4931.28 psi (Rovetto, 2017) %I\‘ifl Distiller slumiﬂ(&lvu
ToaasleTalnsniuealiiduraanan uaziidiga
AHELIN ‘ﬁqmmﬁ 45 aeAnaidea dunan 24 Falu
inszmelelaTnaniues eLﬁLM%‘ﬂLLﬁﬁj’]ﬁuﬁ/iy%iﬁi%
TunnsAnm A mn&uﬁwiﬁﬁ’uﬁmmﬁiﬁdmm
AmnzvundTunuansdnfnyluiyes Ae 413 CBD
A28 8N"9 High Performance Liquid Chromatography
(HPLC) @atfunnuansild windu 189.72 Aaaniusie
adans 39415 CBD ﬁuﬂumaﬁmmy‘@%mzﬁ'
ﬁﬁf;ﬂﬁmﬁ’uﬁaﬂ”u&qﬂﬁﬁ?mmﬂ%LMTLL S PEIRGT
wazaniFuineyyasaselililivinasansilsznay
se0Tad AeNdanilszuunisaiaansdiunng
penTiatuiietiasiunisvinansiiiaiie
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LAUNITNARNRN

INUHUNNTNARBIRL LGN a e 9 aNY Tl

(completely randomized design, CRD) Taeiuiig
aanu 5NquNIINAABIAE @;mﬁﬁmﬁmw
SEIC PRV AL AL (Tris-egg yolk: EG) il u
nquAsLAn wiENtiiedeananidelalulsunn
1,000 mL TnaRdqulsznauaes Tris (hydroxymethyl)
aminomethane (Tris 30.28 g, Citric acid 17.00 g,
Fructose 12.50 g, Glycerol 80 mL, Egg yolk 200 mL,
Sterile water 660.22 mL fauAUUSU pH 765- 6.7)
wazgATinedeansinidelafiinsissuansania
ANty Te (hemp extract: CBD) feeuaududy
5,10, 50 WAz 100 ug/mL ANAAL T luLFunn
1,000 mL Wuipaanu Inafdaulsznaumilausy
gasinendeansindelaiildldune e
ansafmANTyIemNIEAL AR lE T a1y

nManAaasdi 1 Manegaumsiasuulasasen
anusuaasluAnasiedaanidala

MTIAIAAIAIINAUBAATNANYDY 5 NGN
namaand ldun nquildldunadudaulsznen
(Tris-egg yolk: EG) tlunguaquas LL@ZﬂCZ\}:N‘ﬁﬁ
ansanaaniyaadugouilsznau (hemp extract:
CBD) 7issuAasdad CBD 5, 10, 50 waz 100
pg/mL ANNANAL FaeAsnsdnnusuaealufin
(osmometer) @.ﬁﬂ: Gonotec; @'u: Osmomat3000
Basic) 1umﬁ?mm@fh”mmmﬂw‘fu@ﬂmiuﬁnmmﬁﬁm
Reansindelaannsrazinainisfiuinmi o, 12,
24,48, 72, 96, 120, 144 m‘llm way 1 8Uand 7 ‘V]
gruuNd 4 a9ALIalTeA ‘Emmmmummmmw
e liRguuniiil 37 esdnsaiTua uiazngalu
1311m3 5 mL (Wadood et al., 2016)

N1SNARBIN 2 NIFLESNANTAN AN YT bUUIEN
Raanuhdalaududssanumnalagamanas
NSAZANE
o a =3 95 dall ] Y
nniszaiudmenelalaglddatnaen
Wi (artificial vagina) WeLATENAIABLAZTAIAREA
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WENLA? UINaNUTHIAUIBUT A WA 8T8
faan Wanseiulfiiaa i mianInign naw

a 8 & A4 £ o 2 v o S
71T Wana AT uiuATILIn NN 9l eeasA

2aNHIWALITUNaLeATUNIIRNAIA LATLH DT
o :j/ dl v dl =2 c v 1
Fupsangealifidasasmdnunanludesnann
WeNetNYNUIaLAZIA15 anNeWugnszunN.
LAAIINVAIUNTARAY NTTUIBNITTAUNTALAY
mmamﬁﬂL%Lm'u,%qLﬂuﬂixmuma‘mmmmgm
22an3nUAdRT (Uavechanichkul, 2008) aginegnaes
Nnilsznns

nsdsziliuanmnidaiiasu
nanasdssiiuguininidedeaadu
- s v ¥
(Weziuarun1gnIn) InansadalTHARTUICES
RS T . 4 4.4
#lé e Aoudu-la warnisipdeunng 9
‘]J%L‘flu“]’mz‘i"lf;lﬁ]’] i ldmsanA N NT Y
mmmm spectrophotometer waau A ua
LW@’VI’WWu'JuL“ﬁ@@’ﬂ'&’ﬂuﬂ’]i‘]_li‘a“@@\iﬂ@’aﬂu’]L“Tjﬂ
Tmmm@mmmm@ﬂnqm

1BunasingniRaanatnmale
= ((A x B)/20,000,000) x 0.21 — A

e A =1BuImsTe (mL)
B = ANdNduaedinme
, ¥ ° o A ¥ 4

waldungd1iuanangunme Useneu-
Y ¥y L Y o oo .
ot grauneiaaansimalaildlaung (Tris-egg
yolk: EG) HIUNguALIAN UAT4ATUNNARANUNITS
IANTnsaINaNTaTARINATYT9 (hemp extract:
CBD) szaumInuidnd 5, 10, 50 wag 100 ug/mL
ANNATNAL TIANNNITATUIDILAIUNTRAZH AN -
WNTUWINAL 20 R1UAAANABA

nszUAUNSLE aut U
mqmmﬂmwumjﬂLmemmm‘Lm
VRBALLT (ministraw) TU1A 0.25 TaARAT AN
uﬂﬂﬂummmﬁ 4 asAnaaiTea e 4 4aluq
@uuu@ifﬂiuimwum@muﬂm 121 eeANTALT e A
1980 15 unit udsaNniuiNnae At easut i
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Tulnsiauiannaun)d -196 a9ATaLTEA WAL
i liliusnen ludsdwsiinfusnenunme taududs

msﬂmﬁu@mmwfﬁﬁyﬂﬁ’fqmﬂ%:m Computer
Assisted Sperm Analysis (CASA)

v‘hmiﬂa‘mﬁu@mmwﬁﬂngﬂrﬁqmﬁ%mi
azanztindelaud LL%quﬂﬁ’]mﬁu’Luﬁmmmﬁ
gouuni 37 esAnmalaa uan 30 AUl 6
m@mummlmiumamwmmmmummm‘mu
37 mmmmf’nm mumummmmmmmwmmﬂ
AagiA i’ad Computer Assisted Sperm Analysis
(CASA) (%8 HAMILTON THORNE; §14: CEROS Il)
Mnisasatlssiiunmunin Inadsviiunaieuay
mimﬁlfau‘ﬁ'mmfaq% (motile) NNTAEURIDYA
(static) mim?{@uﬁiﬂ%wﬁwmﬂqa (progressive)
@Tﬂwmxnﬁimﬁ'@uﬁmmma wazdmugIuInen
2189243 flaan 24 FaTue 1 §Ua 2 dlenef uaz
et

N15ATISUTBYS

ﬁtmiﬂ:u’ﬁ’asﬂ@%\mumimﬁ AT -
udstls9u (analysis of variance, ANOVA) aaaills-
unsugdniagudmindimnziideayanieans SPSS
(Statistics Package for Social Sciences) 1433509
WSeniauAaasssudnangunimanasdania
Duncan’s multiple range test ﬁi:ﬁﬂﬂﬁ)’m L:‘lefmj’uﬁl
95 \wafidus (P < 0.05)

NANISANHILAZIANGTE

malasunlasansAnnnusuasslufinuas
dnenidaanaindala

T L T IE CTE I TS CPIENE PRI AN PYV
‘ﬁlqmuqﬁ 4g9Attaldaa Tuusazdones
92ULIANITALINE WULT ANANNAKERATNAN
(mOsmol/kg) mﬂﬂﬂziu control (EG), CBD 5 ug/mL
Uz CBD 10 pg/m il Aanaumnsinariss SedlAn A
AusaaluAnetlusridis 400-500 mOsmol/kg
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usilunga CBD 50 pg/mL ua s CBD 100 pg/mL
mwmmmuam‘imnmmmq 3ngu finanau
mummwmu@@zﬁumnﬂqiuiwmw 500 - 600
mOsmol/kg (Table 1) agnalsin1n ATAITNA W
a9aTANIBINNENNIINARDY FIAINAIANAY
@@@Iuﬁﬂﬁmmmmi’wévmqaLL@ﬂﬂJﬂ?:%Uﬁi@
Qmmwmmamﬁm%‘immLL“J’N Tnaudnfudann
osmotic pressure N1ATFIU T09u T 8azviniy
320 mOsmol/kg (Ahmadi et al., 2020) W liAQTIAY
1,537 mOsmol/kg (Liu and Foote, 1998)
Lﬁ@@qaﬁmﬂ”ﬂﬂ@uﬁnL’%aﬂizwuﬁuﬁw
GafimanusunaaluAanm1ngn 320 mOsmol/kg
(Ahmadi et al., 2020) dananliagadnisan J
ANEALUNATUEIUNA9 (mid piece) wﬂuwmzﬁ
vmmmmmﬂﬂmmmmmmwmmnmu Fai
NITNARBLNAAEIRIAN LI AU DA TNANTTALT
pluinidala Padrik ef al. (2012) wudn nsanas
sesrussFueealuAnluidednaliiinnis-
vy LL@ZLﬁ@ﬂW?LLMﬂﬁQ‘H@\‘iLﬁ‘ﬂﬁu@zﬁ fasann

)}

b

mifafa@‘im?ﬁmmmmmmmﬂu@ﬂLéﬁ@@rﬁﬁmm
‘vrmLLuumm’mLﬁﬁ@@‘wumwuumuummumm
ﬂ‘umi‘mmmmmmmmmwmmmm At
INILLUN TR NN ENR a3 8 A IR T NNT
ANAITIAN AN ) 8nFaeE19T Y UIR1auTaINAS
dJ 1 o o a val v a o
FetqgdsunsanuaadluminlidmanulnaiAageiy
UNTeandadnT (Jarassaeng, 1999)

qmmwﬁfnﬁy'a

mﬂmiﬂfrmﬁuﬂmmwiﬁL%amﬂ‘?ﬂﬂm
N19A18289844 (static) WU TUTI9981UAS
n1suauds 2 4Un13 ngu CBD 100 ug/mL (81.07
waFidus) ﬁi”@ﬁmmsmﬂmﬂﬂd’mziuﬁluﬂﬂ'wﬁ
Hod1ATYMN19anA (P < 0.05) LANAIAINNITUE L
24 dalua 1 flansd uay 1 wew lidlanauansney
@ﬂﬁqﬁﬂfﬂdﬁﬁmmmaﬁﬁunq;ﬁu (P> 0.05)
(Figure 1)
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Table 1. Comparison of osmotic pressure (mOsmol/kg) of egg yolk base extender and hemp base extender
(CBD) semen diluent for different storage periods (0, 12, 24, 48, 72, 96, 120, 144 hours and 1 week)

at a storage temperature of 4 C

Osmotic pressure (mOsmol/kg)

Period CBD CBD CBD CBD
EG Extender P-value

(hr) 5 pg/mL 10 pg/mL 50 pg/mL 100 pg/mL

0 478 £8.19°  484+8.14° 491+8.19° 515 + 6.39° 540 + 4.41° 0.001
12 452 +2.40°  480+4.91° 476+6.93° 512 +5.04° 545 +8.09° 0.000
24 469+ 4.06°  484+8.45°  495+10.02° 525+11.85° 543 +7.06° 0.001
48 475+6.33°  484+8.95° 494 + 9.24° 525+10.60° 550+ 10.71° 0.001
72 447 +2.33° 458+ 2.85° 485+5.78° 520 + 9.26° 538 +7.97° 0.000
96 475+7.00°  487+7.06° 495+ 8.14° 523+9.84° 539 + 7.02° 0.001
120 449+2.03%  482+5.93° 491+ 7.45° 522+ 8.65° 547 +1.53° 0.000

144 483+ 8.50° 491 +9.87° 507 +12.71°  534+8.97%° 552 +9.29° 0.003
168 480+11.05° 488+ 7.80° 507 +10.26"  536+11.02* 559+ 11.24° 0.001

229 show statistically significant differences (P< 0.05) in rows

"EG: Tris-egg yolk, CBD: Cannabidiol from hemp extract

Static (%)

100.00 -

80.00

60.00

40.00

20.00

0.00

EG CBD 5 yg/ml CBD 10 pg/ml  CBD 50 pg/ml  CBD 100 pg/m

M 24 hr 1week [ 2weeks [l 1 month

Figure 1. Percentage of mortality (static) of sperm treated with different semen freezing extender
(EG: Egg yolk base extender, CBD: Hemp base extender)
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dmiuntsinaeuilddrandnesega
(progressive) W11 fiaai0an 24 F2lu uay 1
Flpnef T AauuansineTufunguauediad
WAANATYNNATA (P> 0.05) LANAIAINNITUE LA
2 #1Uan ngu CBD 5 pg/mL (15.39 1laidusl) &
é‘J'af;I@Zﬂﬁ?Lﬂgﬂuﬁiﬂfﬁﬁﬁﬂ'ﬁN’mﬂdﬁﬂ@;m EG (8.67
wlafidusl) ngu CBD 50 ug/mL (10.58 wlasidus)
uazngu CBD 100 pg/mL (2.93 wlasifus) aei1eil
WedATUN9aDda (P< 0.05) ua Il manuuansineiis
fiungu CBD 10 pg/mL (12.86 tlafiGus) atnil
Wag1ATYnI9ata (P >0.05) uaznaIaINNIFud
wile 1 thau ngx CBD 10 pg/mL (15.42 o fidus)
f¥enazninnaeuilddrmdinanndings EG
(4.99 wWafidus) wazngy CBD 100 ug/mL (3.06
wafidusl) ageliad1Aynieada (P < 0.05) ws
T Aouunnsnafuiungu CBD 5 ug/mL (7.67
wefidus) uaznga CBD 50 pg/mL (9.79 Lafius)
'am\muﬁmrﬂmmmnm (P >0.05) (Figure 2)

mim@ﬂummem (motile) luda9iaan
wFansudude 24 Falus 1 4Unnof uay 1 1heu
ldfpuuansneiuetdeldad1Aynieaifnu

ﬂ@"mﬁlu (P>0.05) Tanusiitaanaivdanisuguda 2
&Um19i wudn ngu CBD 5 pg/mL (49.43 wadidus)
ﬁ%@ﬂ@zma‘m?a"auﬁiﬂ%wﬁﬁmﬂﬂdmajm EG (33.63
wasidus) nqu CBD 50 pg/mL (38.58 tlasid )
wazngu CBD 100 ug/mL (18.93 wlasidus) aei1eil
WadAnNalA (P<0.05) us limanuunnsineiu
fungu CBD 10 pg/mL (42.60 1lafidus) atinail
WadATYNNATA (P> 0.05) (Figure 3)
nsasNaNsananyae Uz ALA N LT
5uaz 10 pg/mL Tuingn@eanstindelagunsn
ﬂévuﬂmﬂmmwﬁm%mﬁmﬁuiﬁ (Faaiazn19Aaaad
GLH ifafm mam@auwiﬂmwuwm@m faaay
mimmummﬂm Lazfesaznisnaoulnnes
@mmmauwm ) Tnafisna9rudnmnuATaAan
ﬂgna?m'afaﬂﬂﬁLﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂummmwmmmmemmu
AUNINLABNAY (EI-Sisy et al., 2007) FadanaliiAn
NN9NAR reactive oxygen species (ROS) (Baumber
et al., 2000) AanaRoNN TNz A lipid peroxidation
1umm’mﬁﬁlLﬁui*ﬂmamwﬁmmm@u (Kadirvel
et al., 2009) zﬁ'\m@ﬁi@Lﬁ@ﬁmwmzﬁmummw-
@uym}ﬂm DNA%HW;‘]J/QT]’W‘L@?‘N cannabidiol (CBD)

Progressive (%)

100.00 -+

80.00 -

60.00 -

40.00 -

20.00

0.00

EG CBD 5 pg/ml CBD 10 pg/ml CBD 50 ug/ml CBD 100 pg/ml

M 24 hr

1 week [ 2 weeks [l 1 month

Figure 2. Percentage of forward motility (progressive) of sperm treated with different semen freezing extender

(EG: Egg yolk base extender, CBD: Hemp base extender)
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drudaglun13aAn su@n reactive oxygen species
(ROS) LANANTEIN LN cannabidiol (CBD) 19l
AANIINAFQUAY amamyloid Jultaslszaining
n1ranAidudureslanaulanensuddu uay
cannabidiol (CBD) Fj/dLﬁﬂQiﬂﬁﬁUﬂﬂiﬁugdﬂﬁ?Qﬂ%N
uarniseaadaIaraddnsaulauAuUIduat A 11
WA uduTeaasmaN LR Na Y Gesanades
AUTIENIUUAY Alagbonsi et al. (2019) ﬁiﬁi"]ﬂd'}ud’l
mmnmnmmuﬂumimu@umamw ARAINN -
IATEA mﬂﬂgm‘mmnmmulumm'aLﬁumw
mﬂﬂmnum@ﬂumﬂgnim@@ﬂmmumam@m
uazanBuayyasaseliliflinaaanslseney
m@mm"ﬁ'Lﬂumm&]m?mmm@q% VEGY R
static 48 AARAIALNI1UIAUUDY Alagbonsi et al.
(2019) 189 IUINNIFLATHANIAN AN QY T T AP
T‘ﬂiu,@mﬁuu@m‘ﬁluﬂizaw%mwma‘rﬁ’]’ﬁu@%aﬁmz
ﬁi@qmmwﬁf] L%’ﬂﬁléﬂm@’m Tnel¥Ruiuauaiy

100.00
90.00
80.00
70.00
60.00
50.00
40.00
30.00
20.00
10.00

0.00

EG

CBD 5 pg/ml

W24 hr

AT WATHINITIATIZUADANINIBIDEA AU
agANTIn uaznisiAfeulg Anwoizn1edugn
Ingnreega wudl nasliasaniafy oy
ANUIUNTINTDIGA ATANHUENINAUTUINEN

- e o dnwe o 4 e
pavagaanysnindngui i ldasn luaniennasli
asananyruwazlusluasdfuin i ldsuanfulu
Aan lUNANANIANAT kATINGNE luN1TA ey A

[43%

2D

AUz UINENVDI8Y
A miuegqaniduguananztluuuniean
(bent tail) WU Tugasinamasnisutuda 24 Falus
ng CBD 100 pgimL (41.16 weifus) dagand
mmmmﬂndfm@iuﬁlu@ﬂwﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁfymmﬁﬁ
(P<0.05) ’lummm’?‘iuﬁqmﬂmﬁqﬁqL’%ﬂﬁ' 1 dUanf
2 fdanef uaz 1 theu A NwAnseiuiungw
AustnefludrAynneadin (P> 0.05) (Table 2)

L

Motile (%)

1 week [ 2 weeks

CBD 10 pg/ml CBD 50 pg/ml CBD 100 pg/ml

Il 1 month

Figure3. Percentage of sperm motility (motile) that received different extender for freezing semen

(EG: Egg yolk base extender, CBD: Hemp base extender)
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Table 2. Comparison results of morphology when receiving different semen extender after thawing (EG: Egg

yolk base extender, CBD: Hemp base extender)

Concentration 24 hr 1 week 2 weeks 1 month
Bent Tail (%) EG 379214023 31524064 17.74+2.71 16.86 £1.93
CBD 5 pg/mL 37.71+1.11° 3428+3.388 11.72+247 11.91£3.10
CBD 10 pg/mL 36.74+ 128" 3257+3.12 12.88+0.90 20.88+1.23
CBD 50 pg/mL 35.80+0.84° 29.63+0.99 17.10x£297 24.06 +4.36
CBD 100 pg/mL 4116 £0.32° 37.08%£0.20 18.87 £2.08 16.81 £ 2.47
P-value 0.014 0.268 0.201 0.096
Coiled Tail (%) EG 2.07 £ 0.34° 1.59+£0.35 1.13 £ 0.20® 1.19+0.45
CBD 5 pg/mL 2.36 +£0.27° 1.4610.49 0.70 £0.09° 1.07 £0.30
CBD 10 pg/mL 1.83+047* 1.09+0.10 0.68 £ 0.10° 1.27+£0.05
CBD 50 pg/mL 0.78 £0.08" 1.17+0.16 0.80+0.02™ 1.06£0.28
CBD 100 pg/mL 272£043° 1.88+£0.17 1.18 £ 0.05° 1.07+0.12
P-value 0.024 0.365 0.020 0.974
Proximal Droplet (%) EG 3.10£0.36 1.87£0.12 4.4940.38 3691 0.66°
CBD 5 pg/mL 3.18 £ 0.51 1.90+0.59 3.84+0.07 327+0.75°
CBD 10 pg/mL 2.66+1.16 1.24+£043 3.77x£0.14 13.98 £ 1.79°
CBD 50 pg/mL 148+ 045 1.381£0.26 4841111 11.81+1.02°
CBD 100 pg/mL 4.39+0.24 2.38+0.16 5.0910.64 423+0.21°
P-value 0.088 0.249 0.469 <0.001

*ab

“ show statistically significant differences (P<0.05) in column

"EG: Egg yolk base extender, CBD: Hemp base extender

' v
aaa °

zﬁ”ﬂwm:ﬁmyuﬁwmmaﬁﬁgﬂLLuummm BEANNNLIAULNNZLTINNAIHI (proximal
1194 (coiled tail) WU31 TUd99RAIMAINI1TUT L9 i
24 daTug ngu CBD 100 pg/mL (2.72 wlafidus) &
fa@ﬁ'ﬁ'ﬁmmmﬂmqmmdﬁmm CBD 50 pg/mL

(0.78 wlasiius) adfdadAynieana (P < 0.05)

a

droplet) Wuqn Tudagnanuaaniguguds 24 daluq
1 dilaf uay 2 dulanof ldfponuusnsineiuiungs
%u@ﬂmﬁﬂmﬁ’]ﬁmmmﬁﬁm >0.05) luanei
M919a AUt Ui 1 e ngu CBD 10 pg/mL
(13.98 wedifus) Hegqaninantininziinninas
AaNINNIINGN EG (3.69 vlasidusl) ngu CBD 5
ug/mL (3.27 wWafidus) waznga CBD 100 pg/mL
(.23 wlafidus) adraliad1Aun1eadia (P <0.05)

wr Ll AN UAN AU LNANEW LA TIRAINATS
Asutufainded 1 danef uag 1 Ao aifaany
uans1eiued 19l dad1Anyn1vata (P>0.05)
Tusnizfigaanamdenisududs 2 dla19i ngu CBD
100 pg/mL (1.18 tasidus) ﬁ@@%ﬁmmmﬂmq
NINN9INgHN CBD 5 pg/mL (0.70 wlafidus) nqu
CBD 10 pg/mL (0.68 asiFusl) uazngu CBD 50
pg/mL (0.80 e fidus) at1eldad Aty n1eais
(P< 0.05) usldflArnuAnsnaiuiungu EG (1.13
wafidust) (Table 2)

wsl ldH AornumnsNeaiuiungu CBD 50 pg/mL
(11.81 wesidusl) (Table 2)

ANNNIMNARBINLIN FUF N 129047
Tunguiliaiuansafaiysefiseiunaanudady
100 pg/mL ﬁmﬂq%ﬁﬁmmm (bent tail) Lm:ﬂq%‘ﬁ'
Huneanilun (coiled tail) 1INNFINNNGUNITNARDS
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aeNNTEA1ATYN19ATA (P < 0.05) 9184711491 CBD
AINAABNGANTINNINA dDIFIUINU1TBIA04A
uarANgaNaNysadevezinslon uavdadanasie
WEANITUNGNALRINY (Carvalho et al., 2018) f4q
4eMARRTL Payne ef al. (2019) lA918911431 @3-
nax wAuuniuasdinasanuialnfAvesane oy
dugulnenTesegags sluuﬁqn%mnizﬁumq
daaaaduszezinan 35 41 agnalsininannnisg-
Anmnued Thun et al. (2002) Sanumanuulssau
IBINANNINATIEH CASA flanansiatiulnnaIa
mﬂmmﬁummﬁ”mﬁfymim:ﬁuﬁzgﬁ”uﬁqwu
ﬂ?mmmm@q?}ﬁ'ﬁumﬁﬁLm:ﬁ'u?mmmqu@z
u?wmnm\iﬁwmm%mnﬂduﬁ‘ﬁmm’?ummﬁ’m
A TININNIINGUAIL AN 9 CBD Lfluuuﬂu
M‘ﬁmLmumuuﬂﬂmmaﬂqwﬁmqmmfnnm quﬁ
lunisd1un198niay uazlansfuenyadase
uanmn‘ﬂﬂ”aﬂﬂuﬂdmmmaﬂi:n@uﬁ'ﬁmmmuﬁﬁ
‘l,umiﬂmmmmmnmq@ (Carvalho et al., 2018)
fatis 154704 CBD mmmum@mmmmmmm
LAz gl an s N ATesdATRTY uaY
1533104 CBD finndnanadanaldifianiInasaues
FaAYNLATEALAZ AN ANITHNIUNA ot
N7U sl UN19EUIUINEN VR UTAR DG TR INY
LL@ﬂ\ﬂﬁLﬁWj’Iiﬁ\iﬁﬂ’]?Lﬂ?ﬂlﬂuLLﬂ@W}Nﬁmdi’maVlﬂﬂ
28984 A9IUNNU8 epididymis ¥AIN131H CBD
WULIRSIUNAY (Zimmerman et al., 1982) lunnanay-
ﬁ’umﬂmiﬂimﬁwﬁm@’ﬂ@m@w‘ﬁﬂ@u epididymal
cauda (Patra and Wadsworth, 1991) uazlu vas
deferens (Carvalho et al., 2018) #8151 CBD L1
srazinauIudenaliinnauEalnA Tudugu
ﬁwmmmﬁmmzmqmmﬁq@@Lﬂlﬁu

G
AMNNIANHINTETNANTAN AN TYTIN T AL
ANHNTIAS 7] AeA1AdNAUeeaTuFAnaaingn
wrudernmala wudn arsadaiyseanunsn i@y
Tuwhenuduisidelaldnmnududuns s 5 uay

10 pg/mL [flasannszAuntsasuansaTAfInaI
fapsAnpnuFueaaluAnteingut i ele
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LmiLﬁwmﬁﬁm‘ﬁ'ﬁmm?mmmﬁmﬁmm NN
§R3N1sRTInTenTe0g] ANEMENITAREUT
mmmﬁﬁfu@fjwﬁﬁﬂzﬁﬁﬁﬂ;mmﬁﬁ (P < 0.05)
Lﬁfau_l?ﬂuLﬁﬂuﬁ”‘uﬁﬂmLLﬁLLiqiﬁL‘%@Iﬂﬁugmmﬂ
finnsuansaianyee ednelsfnnauised
rﬁ?’]Lﬁumiﬂﬂ'wﬁi@L*’f‘ifaqﬁfamawmauqmmuﬁmm
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Abstract: The assessment of available soil water capacity (0 of tropical soils is often inconsistent with the

)
AWC
appropriate determination of the field capacity (ch) in different soil textures, which affects identifying critical
water content and irrigation. This study aimed to compare the assessment method of ch by hydraulic
parameters from soil water retention curve (SWRC) to OFC at pF 2.0, a standard method used for laboratory

pressure apparatus for evaluation of 0, . of different textural sugarcane growing soils in grouping to coarse,

AWC
medium, fine, and gravelly textures, 3 locations of each textural type were collected at the depths of 0-Ap,
Ap-60, and 60 - 100 centimeters. Particle size distribution, bulk density (p,), and soil water content (ev) at pF
levels 0, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, and 4.2 were analyzed, then the ch was estimated at maximum hydraulic
capacity (C_(h)) from SWRC obtained from experiment data with van Genuchten’s model in RETC program.
The results found that the predicted (ch at C, (h)) value was below pF 2.0, which was in the pF of 0.85 - 1.78.
Therefore, this suggested that the assessments to ch at C,(h) depend on textural types and can be applied
in the laboratory to determine more accurate critical soil water content, intervals, and amount of irrigation for

sugarcane.

Keywords: Field capacity, hydraulic capacity, available soil water capacity, soil water retention curve, RETC

program, sugarcane growing soils
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Funitenlfidugna (National Soil Survey Center,
1996) IneldanumANNNILAN U T ALTIF LA
91N Nemes and Rawls (2004) LLmz%u"ﬂ’a\‘iL“fIﬂau
(soil textural classes) (Montanarella et al., 1998)
(Figure 1)

3. feenaauilisunaulaseaine iiun
A uTuanlna 1 ieiaasmusasulsiusin
Tusunralundenanumu (soil moisture pressure
plate apparatus pressure cooker apparatus) (Gardner,
1965)‘1/]? Al pF 0, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 25,30 kas 4.2
mnuuﬂmamﬂammmmmulumummf;faﬂN
Inead3uams (0,) (cm’ water cm® soil) AAuAuR
I UAazIALLAYATUIUANNURILUUTINTRIA 1
P, TneAsdanaaA U e ULIainannfet 19y
mAvuurlisunaulaseairaudannsdaesunns
aeanszuendildifiumattedulag core method
(Blake and Hartge, 1986)

4. MN19aF1dUNIN AN NENRUSIENI9
AT ©,) LATLIATN ©,) PR9FURT AN UL
eduunnsnefy Taal4luina van Genuchten
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(1980) A8 lilsunan RETC anlumaeinissziliu
AauLlmssasnanifidn Ay Idun 0, 0., oL, n
waz m Inadayafifnldainsaatnenu Aot
wlefidusaedaynIAIUIANTIY (sand) N utls
(silt) uazRwmsaa (clay), p,, OV%QLﬂumL@gmm
Lwi@:ﬂ@:mﬁmﬁﬂﬁwumLwi@:?:ﬁummﬁﬂ‘umﬁu
(Table 1 WAz Table 2) Lﬂuﬁ@w‘ﬁ'ﬁmﬁuﬁnmlu
Tdsunsn RETC (input data)
d1usunisudasAarmanuaulunidag pF
(log,, matric potential in cm H,0) \{ulaALRIAINAY

(pressure head (cm)) el lulsunsy RETC Tned
pF0,1.0,15,20,25, 3.0 kaz 4.2 1y 1, 10,
31.62, 100, 316.23, 1000 LA E 15849 ANNANA U
MEANTLA 9L pF 2.0 INANALUNUIL AN AL
wifﬁu?'wlma*‘(bar) Tl aandaggnmanN e Wl
Wunoeums waawdaanadu (convert) lihiluung
NagWER 1dAe 0, 0.01, 0.031, 0.098 (0.1), 0.310 (1/3
20.33), 0.98 kAT 15.5 U1 ANNAIAL daludunaui
anananaql1ddnd pF 2.0 Aemaududl 0.1 1nf uaz
OF 2.5 ABAYNAA 1/3 Vida 0.33 1§

Table 1. Particle size distribution and bulk density of the studied sugarcane growing soil

Average values for the RETC program

Depth
Particle size distribution’ (%) p, (gcm?)
(cm)
Sand Silt Clay

Coarse to medium texture SL, SCL, LS: (n=3)

0-Ap 70 15 15 1.59
Ap-60 65 14 21 1.70
60-100 71 14 15 1.66
Medium to fine texture; CL, (SG)L, (G)SCL, (SG)CL, (G)CL, (G)CL, (VG)SL; (n=3)

0-Ap 30 40 30 1.40
Ap-60 32 38 30 1.57
60-100 41 28 31 1.71
Fine to very fine texture; C, (SG)C, (G)C (n=3)

0-Ap 19 31 50 1.31
Ap-60 17 29 54 1.37
60-100 29 21 50 1.46
Gravelly (medium textured); (VG)CL, (VG)SCL, (VG)SL, (EG)SL, (EG)SCL; (n=3)

0-Ap 59 17 24 1.59
Ap-60 62 18 20 1.65
60-100 60 16 24 1.83

' USDA textural classes (National Soil Survey Center, 1996): S, sand; LS, loamy sand; SL, sandy loam; SCL, sandy clay loam;

SC, sandy clay; L, loam; CL, clay loam; C, clay; SiL, silt loam; SCL, silty clay loam; SiC, silty clay; Si, silt and G, gravel >35% SG

= slightly gravely, < 15 %vol; G = gravelly; 15 - 35 %vol; VG = very gravely, 35 - 60 %vol; EG = extremely gravelly, > 60 %vol.

*FAO Soil Map of Europe (Montanarella et al., 1998; Nemes and Rawls, 2004); FAO textural classes: C, coarse; M, medium; MF,

medium fine; F, fine; V, very fine
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Table 2. Average soil water content at different suction head varied from pF 0 to pF 4.2 within a different soil

depth intervals

Depth Soil water content (cm® (water) cm’ (soil))
Code

(cm) pF 0 pF 1.0 pF 1.5 pF 2.0 pF25 pF3.0 pF 4.2
CT™M Ave.(0-Ap) 0.355 0.333 0.310 0.268 0.228 0.197 0.190
(SR6, SR9, SR10) Ave.(Ap-60) 0.338 0.325 0.311 0.284 0.247 0.210 0.182
Ave.(60-100) 0.351 0.329 0.308 0.247 0.224 0.193 0.190
MTF Ave.(0-Ap) 0.509 0.473 0.440 0.399 0.383 0.355 0.351
(SR1, SR3, SR5) Ave.(Ap-60) 0.448 0.404 0.380 0.357 0.342 0.319 0.306
Ave.(60-100) 0.460 0.421 0.405 0.389 0.372 0.356 0.356
FTVF Ave.(0-Ap) 0.574 0.500 0.458 0.416 0.392 0.364 0.360
(SR2, SR4, SR7) Ave.(Ap-60) 0.545 0.480 0.457 0.425 0.412 0.392 0.382
Ave.(60-100) 0.558 0.522 0.495 0.466 0.449 0.434 0.434
G(M) Ave.(0-Ap) 0.384 0.351 0.321 0.265 0.246 0.224 0.220
(SR8, SR11, SR12)  Ave.(Ap-60) 0.337 0.278 0.258 0.237 0.220 0.200 0.186
Ave.(60-100) 0.351 0.265 0.245 0.229 0.217 0.204 0.205

5. U1AAaLLIN19Ear1an S (Hydrualic
parameters) 4 7 Ann1sUszsananas tlsunsy
RETC (Table 3) NAIUIIAINNT LB A 6, Tne
UNUAAIUL AN NTRANERSAINANIR ARl
Faauniad 1 adldsun1swmunlnaendaluing
2184 Mualem (1976) WAz van Genuchten (1980) tilu
ﬁug’m’lumiﬁﬁmm deduetluieiiuaesan
AINAY AN I ey TUSAI AR nle ¥inlsd
NIUANANNRTAANERAT (C,(h) ANugNNNIR1dan
N1INAAR (Empirical Equation) 2484 van Genuchten
(1980) guWeridulalasluan Fagunnsdi 2 14
A1ANITel SWRC (van Genuchten 1980, Panawong,
2021)

_ 0s-0Or
o(h) = T lab| T (™)
ch) = a" [Bs - OrJmn(-h)

[1+(-ach)]™+Or
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Tnad 0, = ATNTULRIAUNTZALUIAIUN h (cm’

S,

cm?), 0 = AonaunanA19lumy (cm’cm®), 0
ANTNTUBNFIIDIAL (cm’ cm™), h = LEAKIIAIU
@951 (soil water suction head, cm), o, n, m A8
1 a rdl o v
ArnIgimefnuuagllAsredunsn T
m =1 -(1/n) (Mualem, 1976) anniuasadunsn
SWRC LAAIAINNANWUSIZNINBIAIUNTDIA 1
(h) Aduaeiuen pF (pF = log,h) s2AUFN ] L
. & - 4 .y .y
ANANINTUTRIAY O(h) NUseRIUT (h) s2AURAS 7
Ar1uanlAaInnIswnBAINIT R Ima N laann
n13ininamsdluriesl]iRAnNg (observed data) Waz
AN TLAR N lnannnnsUssiiusnalilsunsy RETC
(predicted data) ATNANNNTN (1)

-

6. UsviluAIAIINqIaA14nT (hydraulic

capacity, C,(h)) Inginn1sA U sANa YA UT A AL
4 . 4 z -

Antlaresdanwaizniaasunlasp g ueesnu
Weuiun1aas sl agusanetinaesiu (d0/dh) e
WARITEALLIIAUNT ANl anldanngegn

daninua liiudasuqaad1ans C, (h) Tne
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Table 3. Hydraulic parameters from SWRC predicted by van Genuchthen’s model using RETC program

version 6.02
Code Os, (cm® cm™) 0, (cm®cm™) a, cm™) n m
CTM 0-Ap 0.371 0.051 0.031 1.419 0.295
CTM Ap-60 0.347 0.053 0.031 1.267 0.211
CTM 60-100 0.351 0.048 0.034 1.377 0.274
MTF 0-Ap 0.432 0.079 0.010 1.485 0.327
MTF Ap-60 0.389 0.073 0.012 1.404 0.288
MTF 60-100 0.354 0.064 0.020 1.249 0.200
FTVF 0-Ap 0.496 0.100 0.017 1.327 0.247
FTVF Ap-60 0.483 0.099 0.017 1.297 0.229
FTVF 60-100 0.448 0.094 0.019 1.272 0.214
G(M) 0-Ap 0.381 0.061 0.024 1.314 0.239
G(M) Ap-60 0.359 0.053 0.028 1.304 0.233
G(M) 60-100 0.315 0.050 0.035 1.186 0.157

er: residual water content (cm3 cm'z), 95: saturated water content (cm3 Cm'g), o (cm'1), n and m are shape parameters

AN RN I9TaA1dnsan Tl sungy RETC
NIWNUABILUIATNANNT 3 (Mualem, 1970; van
Genuchten, 1980, Panawong, 2021) #a%d
a" [0s - OrJmn(-h)"
C,(h) = (3)
[1+(ah)]™+1
TPeN AINUNE WL 7619 d IR LAAIAIANNS
A 1uar 2@9lunisAnwaseiildllsunsy RETC

nafu 6.02 ultsunsufildeaudng anunsold
deziiiudandmisaamianiaindayaasaing
TH AN TAINTUR Y (soil water retention) ba e
WarFusautlmisramianfiespulddudadaeiin
fldesuneBunnnnaaeuiiesing i ludasloy
Flidumagainresdu Wsunsuildwiines
9891u1Aa Brooks and Corey (1964), van Genuchten.
(1980), Igonormal distribution model 2 8 4 Kosugi
(1996) wa e dual-permeability model 484 Durner
(1994) (van Genuchten et al., 1991)
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7. 711019922 R UAINARIALAA DU RS

nan19921H 1 (assessment of the predictions) 1ag
= o JRiey o v PN
Whauiauiuen 0, Mldainnisdaludesdfjiminis
[ dl dl o v o/ "
nu 6 -nam C (h) h) AR AR sTarN &R S
mn‘ﬂu 1ma van Genuchten uldsunsy RETC lag
1HANIINAA09T09AIANALARAUANFIADILRAS
(root mean square error; RMSE) (Table 2) 91 Huna
4 . .

ANAAIARAaUetWlsse O, uaz 0, Taeld 0,
4 dn o v
N9/ pF 4.2 w”menn’mm‘l,wmﬂgummammunu
ANNANNNIT 4 (Alaboz et al., 2021)

sk = /T2

Tna@t zide A1#ildarnnisdsziuann van
Genuchten Model ann 11 sn RETC (predicted
data), Z A8 ANTILEAINNNIMARESH PF 2.0 (observed
data) LAY n AR ANUIULBINITNARE

(4)
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NANISANBILAZIANTDL

1. N9NTLANEURIDYNIAAU N193UUNLTELAN
[HaRY LATANNVIUILLEUSINTBIAY
ANTAN AN AR d Aoy 1w Table 1 A8
n1swANNszataaesaun1IARWla L %sand %silt
WAL %clay auﬁv‘hmﬁnmrﬂgh 3 suiifeniu uax
Aulunsam (Figure 1) lawn 1. ﬂ@juﬁum’iwmu
(coarse; C) 19U 1uNAa19 (medium; M) (CTM1_SRS,
CTM2_SR9, CTM3_SR10) fidemufugautlunaeg
Foumtlentunany uaznaelusou 2, ﬂ@;uam‘f‘:@
nunane Daazidan (fine; F) (MTF1_SR1, MTF2
_SR3, MTF3_SR5) ﬁLf‘I@ﬁuLﬂuéquﬂum 318 T9U
soumlantunae wazdaumiles unedunud
nmaUluBunnudnies 3. nquAuiieazdanis

 VAVAVAV

S

A A\
Y \VAVAVAVAVAY
JAVAVACTZAVAVAY
VAVAV-VAVAVAVA

) A v y Av‘
i VAVAVAVAVAVAW

S CLTAVAVAV oA
' \VAVAY/

NNINININON.
WAVAY

ATDEANIN (very fine; VF) (FTVF_SR8, FTVF_SR11,
FTVF_SR12) fiderufduiumiden wazunetusu
ﬁﬂi"’mﬂuﬂijﬁ"]\i Az 4. Autlungaa (gravel) (G1_
SR8, G2_SR11, G3_SR12) %qﬁﬂmmmnﬁq 35-75
wefidudlnelsuams mﬂumjuamﬁ@ﬂmﬂmq
fifeawdusqumiles saumiladune uaz
FAUNTIY ATNUUILUUIINTIAU (P,) BE 1U
FeAUABUTNNEINNgY (1.36 - 1.91 nfusiagnuIAr
CIUR LN AT) TaglennLAuNTI AR T ud 09Ty
1NN 60 afiFuslnetFunas TaesinllFuu
faouuuiutusannindiiesannillsuim
Bundadnggendndadudneuzreshuanfou
el wazfiniaindeudreaynipauneduwien
zjﬁu@hﬁq@gmﬁ%ﬁﬂﬂLminﬁq@@uﬁdwﬁm I
A v W ALLLTuTY

CTM 1_SR6
CTM 2_SR9
CTM 3 SR10
MTF1 SR1
MTF 2_SR3
MTF 3_SRS
FTVF 1_SR2
FTVF 2_SR4
FTVF 3 SR7
G(M)1_SR8
G(M)2_SR11
G(M)3_SR12

(N X NOX N NOX XeX J

Sand Separate, %
(50-2000 pum)

Figure 1. A triangular grid (modified from Nemes and Rawls, 2004), Textural classification systems of the

study according to USDA (National Soil Survey Center, 1996), USDA classes: sand; loamy sand,

sandy loam, sandy clay loam, sandy clay, loam, clay loam, clay, silt loam, silty clay loam, silty

clay, silt and G, gravel >35% and as defined by the FAO Soil Map of Europe (Montanarella et al.,
1998; Nemes and Rawls, 2004); FAO classes: C, coarse; M, medium; MF, medium fine; F, fine; V,

very fine
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2. 1 uns AN URNNUSSEMI9AMNT Y ©,
LLazLLNﬁQ‘iE’I (Oh) AR9A U (soil water retention
curve, SWRC)

Han1saAIIzidayaainn1sinine e
lueed1iAn12 (observed data) 11 Table 2 uay
Ain 0, ldanaunisil 1 dadudildanntuing
van Genuchten (predicted data) 874190 4 F14
dunslpnuduiugasndnananuiu (0,) uazus
Aatin (6,) 19951 Aaadnaiduldanistintinans
AU (soil water retention curve, SWRC) (Figure 2) nel
utlagausng <) raena1iiy 3 409 A7 Radoliffe
and Simunek (2010) LLa ¥ Panawong 2021 i
iw\mu”lq Aa (1) air-entry m@mﬁmumumum
qm@ummﬂm (pF 0) wmqmqmmm (pF 2.0)
(2) capillary AeA1A N URUT AN A8 TR 99N
TRIUUIALAN TUAY %uﬂuﬁmmﬁﬁﬁﬂuﬂsﬁmﬂ
drwsuite (3) adsorption AeAnAILTUALTIGNAA
fafntussfigann

o eal o a ol
N@@Wﬁ%%@’mv\l’ﬁ?’muﬂ@im IMHITAN
Aam ausuluima van Genuchten Aananslu Table

Q

3 d9ama1iu best fitting 214149 fitting curve a1n

Tulsunan RETC wazAnfildainnisdninama
(Observed) AINANT MU U SWRC GRUTET L‘«f@ﬁu
nnszinm (Figure 2) wud SlouseismeaAuiiagy
mmmumu@mm Lummﬂumnmmuiﬂu
Feeineuadniindy Lmum@mummmu
dudndaunnduiuauiadesdneiifiinied lasd
aneensWiduuuuEnuaus (sigmoidal curve)
AR"EgLFALRE (S) uazANEARNI TN A
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dwsuilenuiszinnang 7 Sanuduilitanene
RRHIITTIak PN ﬂﬂLﬁuﬂ@iu?\wﬁwmuﬁqﬂmﬂmq
(CTM) i P ndugendnnguaudu ludas airentry
wae capillary § LLmTﬁN‘Emmqumm%uﬁmmlu
Uk BN TneannzduALLL (0-Ap) maﬁmmﬁuﬁ@
denaredndaunraTuALAnAREN9AL
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...... .
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Capillary region

dsarption

Oup |
pFa.2 :

Fitting curve by Vi model FIVF

program version 6.02 and Microsoft Excel

2 3

log(Pressure head [cm])
Fitting curve by VG model CTM_S0_100
Fitting curve by VG model MTF &0 100

50_100

Fitting curve by V& model_Gjm| 50_100

*  Obs CTM 60 100
+  Obs MTF 60 100
4 Obs FTVE 50 100
e  Obs G{M| 50 100

(e)
Figure 2. Prediction of the soil water retention curve (SWRC) for different soil depth interval, (a) 0 - Ap cm,

(b) Ap-60 cm and (c) 60 - 100 cm, of the studied soils using the van Genuchten model by RETC
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4 = ¥ o2oro
HARA1TUNLTHIAMNTUGNAI AT
air-entry aziiuladnAnansnlunsdunaeshiu
qegalunndaslunguaniileazidaniisazidaanin
(FTVF) 3998981 Wuilatunansdeaziden (MTF)
! a dy =2 v a dld
dounuilevetuiel unans (CTM) AuAunsaniisl
Lu@ﬂ’]uﬂmq( (M))ﬁﬂ?mmﬁﬂﬂﬁlﬁmﬁuﬁq
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neanigludunuananingmmng 37 - 75 wasfidust

ae3unms (Table 1) FedenaraninfuANTy
luAu 2199 adsorption Punutinazanasay
AsRauTUTUWNY x iuqaTiias 0, A ldanunsn
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3. AMNRTAAERS (hydraulic capacity; C,(h)) waz
NameﬂemﬁuFi'm'a'm'im'm%yuau'm (Field
capacity, FC)
nan1slsziiuAIAIINqTaR1ans (C (h)
fuseRainszAusing q 7ldannaunisi 3 1daun
mwmﬁw (Figure 3) memqmu‘wuﬁi N34
ERANG (log,,(h) NTALAN 7] mum@nmvmu
AANTURWA g URY B(h) arnannisi 1 uda
Wa1301Ag94n (C, (h) ABAIAINNEITEUEU-
ﬂmwéﬁlqm@ﬂqm (peak height) (Figure 3) Famary
A1 O(h) 10981017 1 Twinls Tude GFCﬁ c,(h) &
Argaga daduqgn 0, fAlfa niuinae deilua
ﬁ\‘]‘ﬁl CTM_0-Ap, CTM_Ap-60, CTM_60-100, MTF_0-
Ap, MTF_Ap-60, MTF_60-100, FTVF_0-Ap, FTVF_

-4

3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
log (Pressure head [cm])

(b)

Figure 3. Prediction of maximum hydraulic capacity (C,(h)) at peak height (equation 3) with aqua O(h)

(equation 1) using the van Genuchten’ s model by the RETC Program version 6.02 and Microsoft

. 0.0025 I~ Fypical 6
.1 (G
...... ;r::_x_llg) £ pF 2.0
0.0020 1 . FIVE_60_100 I
G(M)_60_100 SIS

0.0015 -

0.0010 -

Hydraulic capacity, (;,,(h) [1/cm
2
3
L%l

0.0000

Cufh) = pF 0.85-1.30 7

3 -2 1 0 1 2 3 4
log (Pressure head [cm])
(e)

excel., (a) 0-Ap cm, (b) Ap-60 cm and (c) 60-100 cm of soil depth in different of soil types
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Ap-60, FTVF_60-100, G(M)_0-Ap, G(M)_Ap-60 Liaz
G(M)_60 - 100 A1 O, 04 AINNATAANANTHIE A
C,(h Af 0.345,0.334, 0.325, 0.391, 0.363, 0.339,
0.465, 0.464, 0.430, 0.357, 0.339 WAz 0.308 cm’
(water) cm” (soil) puas U Tnadauwlug)dAngandn
A ldannnIsmeaes (observed) fauamalu Table 4
uay Table 5 Lmea{Luﬁwﬁil’ﬂnfiﬁ pF 2.0 Aaag lutaq
pF 0.85 - 1.78 (Figure 3) mnm@miﬁﬂmﬁmmuﬁdﬁ
windmatlszene 4 lunstinsziluiestjisng qm
0. mamﬁmmﬁuﬁ'ﬁmdﬁ pF 2.0 mnldAansaun
0, 14 C,(h) Faannan 1 ez 3 wazuailldaeanpda
mfamqmﬁu Yingjajaval and Sangkhasila (1991) %\1
ansnsoniniuld el fumnas e

4. nnsusziiunansIgintma van Genuchten 114
Tusungn RETC

AINNNIANHINLIN B, 18 ANINATAANART
494 (C () Tervualiiduqnen 0, Ndsziiinle

anTuima van Genuchten 1 RETC (predicted 6y,

'
=

ganudrdaulunArfenanagendnmn OFC%?]' oF 2.0 7
7l Vmenmamqmuluwmﬂgummmﬂmmqmnu
m”l,ﬂslummammqmuﬂﬁ‘wamm @mﬁmmum
0, w”l,mmn‘llw,m@ m@\‘iLu@mum\‘iﬂiwmmiuwwmu
WU mmmuﬂﬂm’maﬂmq Aeludunaudn 0-Ap
WAL 60 - 100 LIURINAT ﬂjmﬂ@iuauﬁ@ﬂmﬂmqﬁq
AzLBYA WAL 60 - 100 LIUR LHAT mmzﬂuﬁmf‘:@
AzRUADNAZREANIN (Table 4) NANITANEIEIL
njaenAAeaiLNaNISANEI289 Panawong (2021)
mmmiﬁﬂmmmnuﬂmmwmmﬁm’mmmu@ma
wimammwamﬂﬂwmwummwmmﬂqﬂwm
Safansunfenanuuandisaes GAWCviié’quﬁ”q
d093% w04 0, an 0, il e Tnguszass
lunnszatlszniu GAWCwmnmmmma@umn‘imm
fdvinsneannepnailusieiian 0, o C,(h)
uazdanalin 0, '
WuadeagUsznnns £6.29 wlesifus (Table 5) R
denaraAINARALARELAE 0, luszALUAINAN
100 WURLNAS (Table 6) atnaTiLlaTmLAL

TANARIALAADUANNATAIHN -

Table 4. Determination of available water capacity (0,,) using 0. = 0, at pF 2.0 and 0, at C,(h) (Equa.3)

from the predicted SWRC and wilting point (8,,) at pF 4.2 from observed data

Soil texture eFC(cm3 (water) cm’” (soil)) OWP (cm” (water) cm’” (soil)) ech (cm’ (water) cm’” (soil))
classes (At pF 2.0) ©, atc, () (pF 4.2) (PF2.042) (0, atC,(h)-pF4.2)
CTM 0-Ap 0.268 0.345 0.190 0.078 0.154
CTM Ap-60 0.284 0.334 0.182 0.101 0.152
CTM 60-100 0.247 0.325 0.190 0.056 0.134
MTF 0-Ap 0.399 0.391 0.351 0.048 0.039
MTF Ap-60 0.357 0.363 0.306 0.051 0.057
MTF 60-100 0.389 0.339 0.356 0.033 -0.017
FTVF 0-Ap 0.416 0.465 0.360 0.056 0.105
FTVF Ap-60 0.425 0.464 0.382 0.042 0.047
FTVF 60-100 0.466 0.430 0.434 0.032 -0.004
G(M) 0-Ap 0.265 0.357 0.220 0.045 0.137
G(M) Ap-60 0.237 0.339 0.186 0.051 0.153
G(M) 60-100 0.229 0.308 0.205 0.024 0.103
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Table 5. Root mean square error (RMSE) between predicted and observed 0, and 0,

. Field capacity (GFC) (Cm3 water cm” soil) Available water capacity (OAWC) (cm3 water cm” soil)
rorizen Predicted O, (A) Observed 0,,(B)  AB (AB? |Predicted 0,,.(A) Observed0,,.(B)  AB (A-BY
CTM 0-Ap 0.345 0.268 0.077 0.0059 0.1549 0.078 0.0770 0.0059
CTM Ap-60 0.334 0.284 0.050 0.0025 0.1518 0.102 0.0500 0.0025
CTM 60-100 0.325 0.247 0.078 0.0061 0.1345 0.057 0.0780 0.0061
MTF 0-Ap 0.391 0.399 -0.008 0.0001 0.0397 0.048 -0.0080 0.0001
MTF Ap-60 0.363 0.357 0.006 0.0000 0.0575 0.052 0.0060 0.0000
MTF 60-100 0.339 0.389 -0.050 0.0025 -0.0168 0.033 -0.0500 0.0025
FTVF 0-Ap 0.465 0.416 0.049 0.0024 0.1049 0.056 0.0490 0.0024
FTVF Ap-60 0.464 0.425 0.039 0.0015 0.0818 0.043 0.0390 0.0015
FTVF 60-100 0.430 0.466 -0.036 0.0013 -0.0040 0.032 -0.0360 0.0013
G(M) 0-Ap 0.357 0.265 0.092 0.0085 0.1369 0.045 0.0920 0.0085
G(M) Ap-60 0.339 0.237 0.102 0.0104 0.1526 0.051 0.1020 0.0104
G(M) 60-100 0.308 0.229 0.079 0.0062 0.1028 0.024 0.0790 0.0062

N=12 2(Zi-Z7 =0474,  X(Zi-Z)'/N =0.00395, %RMSE =6.29 2(Zi-7) = 0474, 2(Zi-Z)IN =0.00395, %RMSE =6.29

Table 6. Amount of available water capacity (mm) at a depth of 100 centimeters

Average Predicted 0, (mm)’ Observed 0, (mm)
Horzon o O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
wp wp FC ke we F ke Awe
(cm) (em’cm®) (mm) (cm’ (mm) (mm) (em’cm®) (mm) (mm)
CTM 0-Ap 23 0.190 44 0.345 80 36 0.268 63 18
CTM Ap-60 37 0.182 67 0.334 124 56 0.284 105 38
CTM 60-100 40 0.190 76 0.325 130 54 0.247 99 23
Total 0, are intervals at a length of 1 m of soil water 146 78
MTF 0-Ap 27 0.351 94 0.391 104 1" 0.399 106 13
MTF Ap-60 33 0.306 101 0.363 120 19 0.357 118 17
MTF 60-100 40 0.356 142 0.339 136 -7 0.389 156 13
Total 0, are intervals at a length of 1 m of soil water 30 43
FTVF 0-Ap 30 0.360 108 0.465 140 32 0.416 125 17
FTVF Ap-60 30 0.382 115 0.464 139 25 0.425 128 13
FTVF 60-100 40 0.434 174 0.430 172 -2 0.466 186 13
Total 0, are intervals at a length of 1 m of soil water 54 42
G(M) 0-Ap 28 0.220 62 0.357 101 39 0.265 75 13
G(M) Ap-60 32 0.186 60 0.339 109 49 0.237 76 16
G(M) 60-100 40 0.205 82 0.308 123 41 0.229 92 10
Total GAWC are intervals at a length of 1 m of soil water depth. 129 38

"The predicted volumetric water content for each soil depth (mm). The 0

horizon (mm) by the amounts of 0

AWC*

AWC

The summation of ech
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from each soil horizon is the total ©

in cm®cm™ units was calculated by multiplying the thickness of the soil

e Within 1 m of soil water depth
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A (total available water capacity, TAWC) Tu4 a4
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flszsupnaan 100 wuRmas ldanqn o ANa
18-AanTgegn (C,(0) fAnannndndildannas 0, 7
pF 2.0 A8 1.9, 0.7, 1.3 kaz 3.4 w1 Ineanizlumy
JunmniieAuunang
g1niudes Allen et al. (1998) 9181911437

Dow

AT AUANTURAUNAARININNG 65 LilaFidus

A dy a A
2184 0, ¥TaANTUIUAUARALUAR TN 35

Wafidus 199 0, NeeduAINNANTRIFIN 100

AWC
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Effects of Seawater Intrusion on Water Quality

in ‘Namdokmai Sithong’ Mango Orchards
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Abstract: The objective of this study was to investigate the effect of seawater intrusion on the water quality
of ‘Namdokmai Sithong’ mango orchards. The water samples of 7 mango orchards along the Bang Pakong
River in Khlong Khuean Sub-district, Khlong Khuean District, Chachoengsao Province, Thailand were
sampled from November 2021 to May 2022. The distance of all mango orchards far from the Bang Pakong
River estuary is around 88 - 93 km. The results showed that the seawater mixing ratio (F) in the orchard
1, 2, 4, and 5 values were higher than 2 % since February affecting the electrical conductivity (EC), salinity,
sodium ion concentration (Na), sodium adsorption ratio (SAR) and soluble sodium percentage (SSP)
exceeded the acceptable limits for the agricultural water use. The F values in orchards 3 and 7 were
1.20 % and 1.87 %, respectively causing the water quality e.g., EC, Salinity, Na, SAR and SSP to be higher
than the accepted value. The value of seawater mixing ratio in orchard 6 was 0.57 %, which was suitable
for agricultural water use except EC. Therefore, it was concluded that the seawater mixing ratio of the
mango orchard is higher than 2 %, impacting the water properties associated with water salinity which are

not suitable for the growth of ‘Namdokmai Sithong’ mango.

Keywords: Salinity, seawater intrusion, water quality
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Figure 1. Seawater sampling point in Gulf of Thailand (a) and water sampling point in ‘Namdokmai Sithong’

mango orchards in Khlong Khuean district, Chachoengsao province (b)
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Control Department, 2010) Fudaatnaiinielu
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9.00 - 12.00 w. Tulmaz ﬂmmfmqmﬁmmwmlu
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Figure 2. The daily changes of precipitation in Khlong Khuean district, Chachoengsao province during
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spectrometer (ICP-OES) wazAanlss (C) Auas1zyl
F9e13% Mohr's titration method (Motsara and Roy,
2008) YNW1INABTIATIEY 2 1 AUIDIAIN LAY
(salinity) (mmw‘ﬁ 1) zﬁ"mmumi@m&ﬁ”uimﬁﬂu
(sodium adsorption ratio: SAR) (mumaﬁ' 2) (Estefan
et al., 2013) WefdurlnAauiazaneld (soluble
sodium percentage: SSP) ('&Nmﬁl‘ 3) (Kumar et al.,
2016) Lmzzﬁ"mmumagﬂgwi%ﬁu (seawater mixing
ratio: F) (@Nm?'ﬁl 4) (Arslan and Demir, 2013)

Salinity (g L'1) = EC(mS cm1)x0.64 (1)

SAR= —Na1 @)
CaZr +Mg?+
2
. [Na]
SSP(%) = oo Mg e e <10 @)
F(%) _ [Cl sample]'[C1 Fresh] x100 (4)

[Cl sea] - [Cl Fresh]

\Wa F = dadaunisgnanuiian vidas wladidus
of = anududunaalssaassoating

Sample

e NaRBAIIALTFRRART
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ol = Podudupaslsdianiiaa wisg
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LARDAIINALTFDART

N9ILATIZUTAYANEDH
Fiazannulslsuaesdeya (analysis
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wwaltiugeganeungAan1aw HAWiaiy 7.70 us
aeslaimulduansreiuneaiAduipau s
AAinAY 7.44 (Figure 3) %Lﬁuvlﬁfh@mmwﬁﬂ
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paenaaudannilusradnidasiisaieliunang
FaAnandunsa-Aneae iz andmsy
Idmnzidgnivaetszndng 6.5 19 8.5 Haniwiiu
nealdneadann9U114nang (Royal Irrigation
Department, 2015) ‘Lummzﬁmmm’mmgmmm
naupauANuaREaf 5 ¢ 9 fanmidunsadais
A9dm Linladn mmﬂumm—&hwmﬁmﬂmu
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firngegeeteiiludnAnmeain sesaannAaaoud
4 uaz 5 pauanau (Figure 4) TanERanINANTTn
W28 A 7 491 RauAFaung AN e
W.A. 2564 DUABUNOENIAN W.A. 2565 (Figure 4)
Wud1 meuluiAni AN st i1 geqaatinel
HadAtyneais Tne@aud 1,2, 3, 4 uaz 5 Wiy
4.09, 2.20, 1.69, 2.86 WAz 2.77 Lm%%mu@fﬁimum
AL an N s A T uua T geTudous
AeunnmA uazgugAAeuiun AN aniuamadly
Lﬁ@umwwuu@quwmm ANNANAL TAENLAIN
annnissniireetnF e ud un Ao
WOHNNANTBINNAIUGINTT 1.25 InTTNUFiDNnT
FufurRenyldreainlditenismnzilgnit
(Chaiyapinan, 2005) foﬁ"mmgﬂummwﬁﬁﬁﬁmmmﬁuqq
mumﬁmmq@mmwﬁwm USDA (Richard, 1954)
AL 119t nedasineannian it
ynetenaduszazniatlseunn 100 Alawns §
ﬁﬁLfaﬁﬂluq@LLﬁwzﬂmm 10 T (W.A.2553 - 2562)
WinfL 6.28 nFuseART waTnLdn ureiliiudipn
Feuda 20 niusedns Tuegfuaninaainnig-
Mwum@qﬁﬁwzm (Chitradon, 2016; Hensawang and
Chanpiwat, 2021) wanang Winlddraninnasin
T AaeAILELIaNNNIANENTIRY 7 (AeUT9 AU
7 6 uaz 7 fluunTiusindnaiuay enaiilasannii



AngwanisgnaninAnAaanm it lugaunzisuinanlidnas

2 gl FutinannaaesTassniu luansinu
g7 1 89 5 vinsannuadtinnaznelaiifu 1 Alawmns
atlduinlnanssannuaitunalzng aanndeq
Fun1sAn®1289 Marine Department (2021) oy
iwmumm?mq@mmmmwuﬂuummmqﬂvm
flan nnisinningesinanasmiuszazvinaann

9.0

o

*r

‘]J’mLL;J‘qu'mNﬂzmmqﬁmiulﬁ@umngﬂﬂu WA
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Aaedden Anannnn s Iniawingy 6.80 - 13.90
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Figure 3. The monthly changes of pH value from water samples in orchards during November 2021 - May

2022. Standard error bars are the mean +

SD, *, ** means significant difference at P < 0.05 and

P < 0.01 in each orchard, respectively **means significant difference at P < 0.01 in each month

Remark: The suitable range of agricultural water is 6.5-8.5 (Royal Irrigation Department, 2015)

501 —e— 0-1, p<0.07*
—O— O-2, p<0.071**
—p— O-3, p<0.07**
40 1 —a— 0-4, p<0.01**
—a— O-5, p<0.071**
—0O— O0-6, p<0.07**
T 30 4 —e— 0O-7, p<0.01**
D — — —— Acceptable limit
=
(&)
W 2.0 4
1.0
. w o 5 s -
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Figure 4. The monthly changes of EC value from water samples in orchards during November 2021 - May

2022. Standard error bars are the mean + SD, *, ** means significant difference at P < 0.05 and P <

0.01 in each orchard, respectively **means significant difference at P < 0.01 in each month

Remark: The acceptable limit of EC for agricultural water is not over 1.25 dS/m (Chaiyapinan, 2005)
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ANLAN
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au anaiflesunann i lagnsaannuaitinunlzng
LAY mmuwmmu@ﬂﬂ@ﬂmLmu’mmmuﬂu
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Figure 5. The monthly changes of salinity value from water samples in orchards during November 2021 - May

2022. Standard error bars are the mean + SD, *, ** means significant difference at P < 0.05 and

P < 0.01 in each orchard, respectively **means significant difference at P < 0.01 in each month

Remark: The acceptable limit of salinity for agricultural water is not over 2.0 g/L (Chaiyapinan, 2005)
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Figure 6. The monthly changes of sodium (Na") value from water samples in orchards during November 2021

- May 2022. Standard error bars are the mean = SD, *, ** means significant difference at P < 0.05 and

P < 0.01 in each orchard, respectively. ** means significant difference at P < 0.01 in each month

Remark: The acceptable limit of sodium for agricultural water is not over 10 megy/L (Chaiyapinan, 2005)
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Figure 7. The monthly changes of SAR value from water samples in orchards, November 2021 - May 2022.

Standard error bars are the mean * SD, *, ** means significant difference at P < 0.05 and P < 0.01
in each orchard, respectively **means significant difference at P < 0.01 in each month

Remark: The acceptable limit of SAR for agricultural water is not over 4 (Chaiyapinan, 2005)
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Figure 8. The monthly changes of SSP value in water samples for orchards during November 2021 - May,
2022. Standard error bars are the mean + SD, *, **means significant difference at P < 0.05 and P <
0.01 in each orchard, respectively **means significant difference at P < 0.01 in each month

Remark: The acceptable limit of SSP for agricultural water is not over 60% (Chaiyapinan, 2005)
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Figure 9. The monthly changes of seawater mixing ratio value from water samples in orchards during December

2021 - May 2022. Standard error bars are the mean + SD, *, **means significant difference at P < 0.05

and P < 0.01 in each orchard, respectively. **means significant difference at P < 0.01 in each month

Table 1. Pearson’s correlation coefficients between seawater mixing ratio (F) and water quality parameters
Parameter pH EC, Salinity Na* SAR SSP Ccr
F - 0.350* 0.867** 0.867** 0.923** 0.901** 0.598** 0.925**
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means significant difference at P < 0.05 and P < 0.01, respectively
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Comparison of Analytical Methods and Prediction of Soil Organic Carbon Content
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Abstract: Soil organic carbon (SOC) can be analyzed in many methods, with different advantages and
disadvantages. The objectives of this study were 1) to study the correlation between three SOC analysis
methods and to predict the dry combustion-SOC with wet oxidation and Loss on Ignition (LOI) and 2) to study
the correlation and predict the dry combustion-SOC with soil properties. One hundred fifty-eight soil samples
were collected in lowland and upland soils and analyzed for soil properties. The SOC content was analyzed by
3 methods as follows: 1) wet oxidation method 2) dry combustion method and 3) LOI method. The results
showed that the dry combustion-SOC had a statistically significant positive correlation with the wet oxidation-
SOC and the LOI-SOC in both lowland and upland soils. The correlation coefficients (r) between the dry
combustion-SOC with the wet oxidation-SOC in lowland and upland soils were 0.91** and 0.81**, while the r
values with the LOI-SOC were 0.95** and 0.77**, respectively. The regression equation to predict the dry
combustion-SOC in lowland and upland soils with the wet oxidation-SOC had a coefficient of determination (RZ)
of 0.83** and 0.66**, respectively. The R® of the regression equation to predict the dry combustion-SOC in
lowland and upland soils with the LOI-SOC were 0.90** and 0.59**, respectively. However, an equation for
converting wet oxidation-SOC and LOI-SOC to dry combustion-SOC were useful for interpreting the dry
combustion-SOC testing. The correlation between the dry combustion-SOC and soil properties showed that
lowland and upland were positively correlated with clay content and CEC and negatively correlated with sand

content and bulk density.

Keywords: Soil organic matter, soil organic carbon, soil properties, lowland soil, upland soil
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LL@Vﬂ?ﬁmmm{muEum?ﬂrs 33 fail 1) wet oxidation 2) dry combustion k8% 3) LOI NaN1TANEI WUIN
ma‘uauﬂum‘ﬂmmﬁ Wineds dry combustlon (dry combustion-SOC) mmuwuﬂmmmn@mw
uamﬁmmmamnu 3% wet oxidation kaz LOI mwummm naw 1AeAd wet oxidation HANdNU 9y ZWlﬁ
ANANNUS () 10 0.91 LAz 0.81** MNATAL 35 LOI HA1 r 19inL 0.95 wa 0.77** ANANAL ANN1T
nAneeLieinu dry combustion-SOC #8733 wet oxidation 18 iusTiguuazaeuiiAddsavanissadula
(R?) WAy 0.83* waz 0.66™ AMNAIAL A1 R? N1991U18 dry combustion-SOC #9833 LOI m@ﬁuﬁ@jmm
paw RANTL 0.90" Uy 0.59" AL atelsfimuaInaunsi ldanunsniaeuAdinseianaa wet
oxidation waz LOI 13T dry combustion 18 aqifludselaailunisulanaiiasnsiannsueudusedaaeis
dry combustion dry combustion-SOC H@ndNAUSIFIuaniulFuimenn1Afwmuilas (clay) LazAIINg
wanuasuuanlenay (CEC) LLaxﬁwa?“uvv”uﬁrﬁmuﬁuﬂ?mmwmﬂﬁumm (sand) WAZAIMNAULUUIINTDY
A1 (bulk density, BD)

° % a A o - a ae A T & A
ﬂ"\ﬁ"\ﬂﬂ;’li AUNTEIFL] ATTUBUBUNTE ANLAAULLANAL NUNQAN NN

AU ARz suenauiae luAu (soil organic
carbon; SOC) Hua"edsdaurasisdldaen
Buvzadn luAn (soil organic matter; SOM) wazdeldaunnsaiu AaNHanldlunsaimszd
a a A a = P o - a a a @ a oa Aa

Wudunsoansfiaglunu G9laannisannesn AU ugunITluAuIesieljiRn sl giinan
1099 1NNT TINART Wreanqdunae saniadunsy  Teadoulugy Hendiasnzidan 335 A9l 1) 35 wet
arsnsniglanlaeseanuiuariqaunidd- oxidation (Walkley and Black, 1934) L1438 oxidize
1ATIZWAY AR LA ATYARaNLTRNIINI8NIN prfuauliiluafuaulnaanladaenuna au-
AT UAZNNSTININIDIAY (Patharadilok, 2013)  lalaswm (K,Cr,0,) uaznsaniuzdudndy (H,50,)

.z y e da . oo v o 4 4 N .
fafu n1slddselaafreaiAuuaznsdan1saun udadnlalasanivae (Cr,0,%) lnanislnmsniu
wAnANeiuAsdanaldNUTuNuresAFuaudundd  reducing agent tuAT AN N U 1 uUNI ANy
PUANEINaiU (van Noordwijk et al., 1997) AaiL16)H dznaniansonarlifealdiaTeaNaN LAY We AN

a A o R gy o Ao a ~ % AN v o o ' d' ' \
aunsedngaslfidussidnannIneesn e ld nlatanudugan Ae@ recovery ot lutag
192 ANAN T UIRININEINTAU WANITAATIEH 71 - 92 wleafidusl (Nelson and Sommers, 1996) Y1

dunadagluiu ldaunsndinseilalansg TsiagAnsAn correction factor (CF) e lsSun o
aansmmeildannafueutwidldwiedng  avfueuBunidiaanugniesuiniy uazansiadl
lnserdaudnnisfidnanfueudunidiitsunm Al K,Cr,0, Fudusunsuedeuindan 2)33
58 1afidusl 2998UnTadRg (Grigal and Ohmann, dry combustion (LECO Corporation, 2016) +T1A33
1992) mmﬁmﬁﬁmﬂﬁﬂﬁmaﬂgﬁﬁmmﬁﬁmmm‘“u

(FAO, 2019) HATNNNANFUaUBUTFE FE A NS

318



- as a o [ o a < a
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a

NQUUNH 950 - 1,400 9IANIALTEA HAIQNADY

(accuracy) uaziiAmufies (precision) 44 usileies-
ﬁ@ﬁ'mmm?iqvl,aimmam?ﬂrﬁﬂumﬂﬁmﬂ@ﬂﬁmi
wae 3) A3 losson |gn|t|on (Jones 2001) Lﬂufaﬁ‘v}
FanauuanatrastniniviellaeaAunds
N19LNNARRUUNH 350 - 440 aeANLTaLTHA
Suwannaoin (2007) 1897491 N3ATIZHANFURL
8un3dA8AT dry combustion HAIINYNFBININ
n913% wet oxidation LW31¥AT wet oxidation &
%@ﬁﬁﬁmmmmuﬁmﬂﬁﬁ?mmﬂ%Lmﬁuﬁiﬂ
anysnl vin TSN fueudunseinnaeile
fandeandnarnuiiuate n1samseianfuau-
BuNTHA2838 LOIwWNNZAUN1TIATIZAUNIN Y
\Reaindu Aviamidis ef al. (2015) 13 guLiley
ATN199ATEANFUeURUNTER287E wet oxidation
LA dry combustion TneldAaat19AuE198 9
(soil certified references materials) Wua9 a3 dry
combustion HAYINYNABININNINTT wet oxidation
fauwmgiinisiinmzian fueudusddaeds dry
combustion A4t uAB A2 lanaensunaz 14y
mm:-gm‘lumﬁme:ﬁmmi’uauﬁuﬁfﬂuﬁu
waidaem ARt danefigedsiinAdaniad sz
AN ANFLIAUB U RA AT LA eiAE dry combustion

16:a1N3T wet oxidation ka¥Ad LOI Iaain153LA1EI
anAUANUS (correlation analysis) LA¥N1TILATIEZY

n1snAnNatE (regression analysis) Konare et al.
2010) ladsznnniAaANFuauaunIdreannlu
wanINIAZITURNAINANNT %SOC A283T dry
combustion = 0.03 + 0.36 (LOI-SOC) {A1 R? winriu
0.89** aNANYY FagunTatszan Al ATy
suvadrasivldlne\daurAidesdunianiuas
NNNNLAINLBIAU BNFBeNgLT mmmmmﬂﬁlﬂu
wARleaau (cation exchange capacity, CEC) A2N
MNLUUIINAY AL Tudy B9a1nnsmaaeTes
Konare et al. (2010) 9a11130Usu1UAIATLRL
duvirdresnuluuenininzdunn tneldusunnaes
AUNIARUIUTLEL AINANNTT ANFUAUBUYFETAINGD
dry combustion (g/kg) = 1.854+(0.019 x clay(g/kg)) i
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AN R WINAL 0.45** Syers et al. (1970) WL AIN-
FuRUFIENTN9AN CEC wazdFurmimsuaudundel
289AUNI 8 TuN9Re Ul 1891 sEinATNT LA WA
flAn R? winriu 0.96* Tuanisinanudurugsendng
A1 CEC uazitlafifiusiaasayninfumiian dp0 R
WINAL 0.57* a1N9N1AAEI 184 Stevenson (1994) @514
ANN1TAITNANWUTs2MI19 CEC AUaynA
Auntien uazAFLeuauYTE uALIBINGNAY stony
downs W11 CEC (cmol/kg) = 4.37 + 0.44 (%clay) +
2.25 (%SOC) aeinalsfinns NNIANEI9ILARENIIAIY
ANNANAUSUATNNIY NN AN TR URWYITEANNAT dry
combustion Hdayatiaelutlszmalne

NIUIAMNANANUTTENI19ATALATIZH
AFuauduvIluA LAz aNTR AT aad Taeld
ANN1IAIAAAAT NNt sE R UA AN T UB U TE
TuAu Aaflumadenuielunislszifiudarfuey
un3elfaeA3 dry combustion TouAmTzEz nanlung
AAed uazAnldane QWHQ’QHTA@\‘IN’]MD‘]J?N@QV’] 1)
e AN anA U103 AT S AN TR YT
WANA1RLAZAF AN e SuN AN FUa Y
BunTellaeAd dry combustion A8A3T wet oxidation
1Az LOI uay 2) lieAnemanduriuguaraineaunis
AunglFuN A FUenEuYiaelaeaa dry combustion
foeanTRAUL aad

o as
AUnsaluazlians
WuAneuazmsiiudaya
VIn1sANHAILE TN A. 2562 - 2565 lat
= | & A
Anwaudemnaniniunesniiu 2 Ussinm
) ‘wu‘ﬁ@;m (lowland) wag 2) WuNAaw (upland)
AVNULNBANGNYARUIDINTNABMUINAYW (Land

EL ﬁL

i
a1

Development Department, 2005) FratnaAuluLT
qu fiusaatnean 5 4amdn lawn Aamdnunsanssd
Fandpdugi Aandnuasaad@un Aaudngnesnis
HAZNIUNNLNIUAT Imwmﬂmmmwaﬂ@ﬂmq
MR S7191 92 Frating dauiumiaey Lfeen
Auann 5 Aanda laun Aandauasanssd aandadund
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o o

RAMTAUATINTANT AINTAGNITUYT UazAIUudn

o =

giinsnil Tneldnnunedgnivals Tdun des du

]
o

ddznag wazd1aing WuAY 119K 66 AN
FANANUIUFAL1VIINNA 158 Fiaaeig (Figure 1)

MSNUARENNAY

ViudnadaAuusazutlas 2 stluuy ldun
NLALAIBLILLLTLNIURA 8N4 (disturbed soil
samples) Wazn1aiufaasnguLulisuniusaeia
(undisturbed soil samples) FannaLFUfeE UL
sunausiaag1alae 1435A LA 819994 (composite
sample) TnelAUA9RE19AUATIUIN 5 qAFBLLAT 2
SLAUAINAN AR 0- 15 LAY 15 - 30 WIURLNAT
WARLN DL N AULAAZITALANANNANAGNIAR
‘Lﬁ’vﬁﬂﬁuuﬁﬁq@:uﬁmfjwauﬁlfaﬂﬂm 1 41U 1
Alansu et A siantTd esduniand
29971 daunaiusietgeAuLuL i sUnIuAaatg
(undisturbed soil samples) LAUFAI2E19AUAEAT
core sample 419U 2 AAsiuad 2 sEALAMNEN AB
0- 15 uaz 15 - 30 Wwufuns Wenlaias =

480000 570000 660000 750000

1870000

[\NakhontSawan)

1780000

1690000

1600000

1510000

480000 570000 660000 750000

©haiyaphum

AN LUUIINUBIALALEAS core method (Land
Development Department, 2010)

mMeRseiantARwdnsy

BN A0819AUR AU LLILTIN I UF 9N
faanliusie Ua sour uAZUNTIIUNA 2 RoAINAS
\fediAszviaunTAAudesdu Idun Alasziiiie
Aulne a5t (pipette method) (Gee and Bauder,
1986) A2uLTuNTA-A19189AU (pH) Iaaldamsn
dauRusiatin 11 FaganiATeq pH meter (National
Soil Survey Center, 1996) A1n17u1 A1 209R 1
(EC)‘Emﬂ”L%fé’mmzhuawifaﬁﬂ 1:5 Fndaeiadeq
EC meter (Richards, 1954) mﬁwgl,l,@mﬂ?ilﬂmmm—
laaai (CEC) @fimmagl 1N ammonium acetate (pH
7.0) (ITA, 1979) Aps1zsfanfuauduyize 3 35 fai
1) 3% dry combustion Tnaldiaes CNS analyzer
(LECO Corporation, 2016) 2) 3% wet oxidation
(Walkley and Black, 1934) az 3) AtAsneuilTuny
ANFUBURUNTE A28RT loss of ignition (Jones, 2001)
Tnefisensiaenfoi

Map of Study Areas

1870000

1780000

1690000

@ Upland
® Lowland
Bangkok, Chalyaphum, Suphan Buri

1600000

Nakhon Sawan and Nakhon Ralchasima

1510000

Figure 1. Map of soil sampling points of lowland (n=92) and upland soil (n=66)
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MFIATITUAISLAUBUNSS AQERE dry combustion
(LECO Corporation, 2016)
UNADENAUNILALAITAURIUAZ LN
9u1m 0.1 Dadwas irliAirseridanieies TruMac
CNS analyzer S/N 15552 Irﬂmmﬁfafafjwﬁqmuqﬁ

1,350 avAnaaidea \uean 6 w1 yan1sanse

FatnadaeAuganfiatemugneda (soil certified
references materials) ¥)n | 10 Aaeng {enmagey
mmqﬂﬁ’f@wmﬁﬁmmw‘”ﬂmmmm?}'ﬂ %recovery
299A15UeK IUANTIRIIE dry combustion 11nN31 98
ilasfidust

M5AATIZUAISUAUBUNSE AEAT wet oxidation
megaas Walkley and Black (1934)
UNA29E19AUTAUNIUAZILNTITUNA 0.5
HAaALNAT (32 mesh) L& Tafa0819AY 0.2-2.0
nin ldasluaangdannauin 250 Haaans AN
an7azane 1N potassium dichromate (K,Cr,O.)
atll 5 Hadans undaiun o Wanwazansazane
NANAYW LANNIANINeiududua w0l 10 Haaans
memmﬂwwamammm Fameltlszanns 30 1
FAutNnaY 15 DaAans Lmq\‘imm‘ﬂwwm%’f‘lu
Il LFN O-phenanthroline ferrous sulfate indicator
3 -4 ve1m N3A suspension AAEANTAZANE 0.5N
ferrous sulfate (FeSO,+7H,0) @umzﬁqﬁwmqﬁ
(end point) AnRT84 suspension azitlaguanALien
fludrinmnaunns i1 blank %aiﬂﬁﬁqaﬂ'wﬁumud
AUNMIIATIEHRLRENAR ANNITDATUILLTNI Y
AnfuaLBwRT LAl FaNnsfre L

1BunuANFURURWYITE (%)
_ (blank-sample) x N 184 FeSO,x0.003x100x 1.33

UMIN2RIALRILIA (g)

Tne# blank A8 a1sazane FeSO, AN
blank, sample A a17azany FeSO, filninss
Fnatng, N 189 FeSO, Aa Adnuiduduuas FeSO,
lumiag normality, 0.003 Ae U MYnAaNLya
(equivalent vveight)m@qm{uauﬁgﬂ@ﬂnmmm’iu
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. a4 s .
e meq waz 1.33 Aa AR A nnIsAwI Tne
ARAINANLRAY %recovery 189ATUAU TuAMWNTL
75 ilafidus

MFIATILUAISLRURUYSE A2eRT loss of ignition
(Jones, 2001)

11 crucible evlananuTuiigungd 105
asATaTea 1faan 2 $9lua tianld desiccator
F911mIn199 crucible Taf2a819AUTTAUE
AZULNINTUNA 2 HARLNAT A1UIU 5.0000 n5u 1d
crucible udaanuMinAauey tNfaasnaALild
crucible udalaufiquiunfl 105 asrvgaldag
Tunan 4 alu udatianld desiceator apinmiin
NAIBUFAIDE19AY ﬁwﬁq@ﬂwimmﬁfqmuqﬁ
400 aaALTaLdaa {an 4 99lu9 wdasinunld
desiccator AMTNMENUEINNIENFAREN AL 81750
Al AU udunIdluAulsfeannns
sasielylil

SN fuauauyize (%)

PMINAUMAILN 105 °C - LWInAUMANNT 400°C

PmInAUNAIaUN 105 'C

MSIATIEHTRYANWATA

auTAAwd e uALAssilae 1 aif i
wasun 18unl ALede (mean), AN3BEIg1U (median),
f&'qulﬁlmmum m3311 (standard deviation: SD), A1
futlsv A pnuutlstlsau (coefficient of variation: CV)
LAZANANNLLT (Skewness)

AATEWANAUNUS (correlation analysis)
1840153 AT1EANTUeUBUNTHA283T dry
combustion 1awA 1) AtA1zHaNENN LTI
1FUNUANFURUBUNTE 2131978 dry combustion
AU3F wet oxidation wazAT LOI Wag 2) FtAT1Li
gndunussendnedduinuanfueudunieingds
dry combustion fuguARwdoey

a¥19guniniieriuiedinauanfuey
BuNTA2838 dry combustion TagaF1aannis
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nANAae (regression analysis) 7¢ua19UTN U
ANFUAUAUNTENT dry combustion #2833 wet
oxidation Wa¥ LOI LAZAF19ANNITNITNIUNE
UFnuuA1fueudunsedas dry combustion Aag
anTAAulnedsd stepwise regression analysis
Tnaudedeyananidy 2 9m Ao training set for
calibration way testing set for validation Tnaigu
Tayaeaniiu dadau 70: 30 Im*’ﬁ’ﬂgmm‘ﬁ' 111
NIAF19ANNINANAELAZANNTATUAANART AN E
73 stepwise regression Zﬁqu%’@gmm‘ﬁl 2 YNl
lun1sdszunnuAtiuniasuesuduniedlumu
Lﬁ'famm@mumwgﬂéfmm@mumiﬁ@%’m"ﬁyu
TAEIAN1ILAN root mean squared error (RMSE)
(Saldafa-Villota and Cotes-Torres, 2021; Willmott,
1982) LAz A1 model efficiency (EF) waaﬂa‘ L1
mwmmmﬁnmmmmmmmmam‘wmwuu Rl
mmﬂw\mmmmqmmmu Tneltlsunandnidagy
NNADA

NANSANBILAZIANT DL

aniARuT e

N1TLAIN AT A LTSN TUUN IR AN LR A
Lﬁy@qrf’fummﬁq@ﬂ'wﬁu‘luﬁuﬁajm WL A1 pH 283AU
‘Lu‘ﬁuﬁ@iuﬁm@@mﬁqﬂ.% - 8.01 (Table 1) n"3-
nszaneFafluuLLITEne SAneAemingy 6.39 udnd
47@1 pH daulu)ilunsaaau Anisunlnineessy
(EC) vesituiiquegludns 0.01 - 0.48 faddudsie
VIUFLNAT AN EC fagflmxﬁuﬁ"l,ailﬁm FunennA
N9 (sand), aUNIANTIE WL (silt) uazayNIA
Ruwilen (clay) TAnLaRe 201.02, 358.97 uaz 440.77
nFusenianiu mNA1AL Wun ﬁumu“lmysluﬁuﬁzju
é}”mﬂuﬁfaﬁuﬂi:mwﬂ@iuLﬁ@@uﬁﬂmwmuﬁfaﬁmﬂu
Aunien AnNvINLLLIINYa9AY (bulk density, BD)
mmﬁu‘ﬁ@jm 2¢ U199 0.94 - 2.13 nfusegnuIAT
IURLNAT ﬂQWN'ﬂLL@ﬂLﬂgﬂuLLﬂmi’ﬂ’ﬂ’ﬂu (CEC) ag
W29 0.45 - 116.60 Ui luasanlaniy lulnsiay
Favun (TN) B¢jluta9 0.35 - 28.55 nfusenlaniu
S uN 09N FIa ALY T ETA LA =W A28 dry
combustion, wet oxidation Laz LOI ﬂ@ﬁﬁuﬁl quBg
luting 3.87 - 29.47, 1.66 - 31.22 LAz 6.78 - 70.36 NFN
feAlansy Audn s lnedlAnledeiny 13.16,
11.23 Iaz 29.71 nfuABN ANy MNATAL

Table 1. Soil properties of lowland soil samples (n = 92)
Parameter Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Median SD CV (%)  Skewness
Soil pH (1:1) 4.45 8.01 6.39 6.66 0.91 14.16 -0.33
EC (1:5) (mS/cm) 0.01 0.48 0.16 0.13 0.12 73.24 1.1
Sand (g/kg) 4.00 74410 201.02 100.79 213.16 106.04 1.12
Silt (g/kg) 95.53 561.70 358.97 388.60 103.28 28.77 -0.63
Clay (g/kg) 58.89 75111 440.77 44522 178.61 40.52 0.01
BD (g/Cm3) 0.94 213 1.52 1.49 0.26 16.95 0.41
SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) 3.81 29.47 13.16 11.20 7.02 53.34 0.92
SOC (wet oxidation) (g/kg) 1.66 31.22 11.23 9.22 6.71 59.72 0.83
LOI (g/kg) 6.78 70.36 29.71 25.90 15.02 50.54 0.83
CEC (cmol/kg) 0.45 116.60 32.48 28.07 22.82 70.25 1.59
TN (g/kg) 0.35 28.55 1.64 1.02 3.63 220.64 6.61

BD = Bulk density, SOC = Soil organic carbon, LOI =
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Loss of ignition, CEC = Cation exchange capacity, TN = Total nitrogen
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udaa liNINNNTIAI TN AN T U LYITE
Tnedgaes LOI HAgendinisdiaszifaeisauiiu
Qdd’l o ] v v v
WI1LA T LT UN TN RRE19AN A TNFR LAY
Farnuinnuellenaniliansdunsdunsaiingn
e Ingeniyes1afanuiUsunamunilen
BN (Christensen and Malmros, 1982) a1NN1INAAD
489 Sutherland (1998) #3181 uD9T0a T A297 D
dl o v a I3 3 a = U 1
Lol ianannlinsaasnedianfuaudunssla la
e u nnsgaudeunainiasea¥isaasuslumiu
lﬂl & &

nalasugilifluansuenlasenlafaesaislsznay
ArFUaLLAluA Y WA daulFuiaianfuenaunde’
PR RaeaT wet oxidation H3u1aiANFuaw
a A el o | _aal . aa
BUNIENURUNIIAT dry combustion Wl 127E
wet oxidation {A1aAY recovery agjludas 71 - 92
wladifust (Nelson and Sommers, 1996) wid1An
A1 % recovery 184AFUAY LiNa lHLUTuNuAN R
BUNTHHAINYNADININTUN 75 1afiFusduan
(Allison et al., 1965) USNIUANFUBURUNTE N
A1 A2835 wet oxidation Tuiunguuaznau
JUFunniAnfueudunseiieandnas dry combustion
FAUANFAAYW 14 waz 35 Wafidusd niuaisy
TI4RAARBITUALNIUNAARIYRA Avramidis ef al.

Table 2. Soil properties of upland soil samples (n = 66)

(2015) WLI AUBI9BY 2 FreginaiaiAs LilFun 0l
ANTUBUBUNTEIRI43T wet oxidation (21.00 AL
4.94 wWafidus muansy) HUFu1aiaFuanduyiel
#%een919% dry combustion Gatfoandn 5 wWefifus
(29.00 K@z 5.60 LWafdus AINAIAL)
suTRAu s U0 uTine L wudn Al
pH 8¢/ lug99 5.17 - 8.03 fiAnadawintu 6.75 uang
91 A1 pH IR9AUR LT AU UL pH 1unans
(Table 2) An EC aglutag 0.01 - 0.19 Haddwuudsa
VIR AT @gﬂuizﬁuﬁimﬁm 31704 sand, silt uay
claymmﬁu‘luﬁuﬁlmuﬁmLfa?{mvhﬁ”u 471.81,
303.57 WAY 224.62 NfNAANIANTN ATNANAL
LL@mﬂﬁ&ﬁudﬂﬁumuim&iluﬁuﬁm@uﬁL‘f':faﬁu
ﬁm@ﬁiuﬂ@juamﬁwmu BD 2¢/l1194 0.75 - 2.59
nfusagnuIATIguALNAS A1 CEC waz TN HAN-
lRAainTy 21.98 lruAluaseilansy uay 0.97
niuseAlanst MNANSU ANLeANANFUALALYELT
QLmW”Mmmﬁ dry combustlon wet oxidation LAY
LOI 1897iufins AN IaREWINTL 13.77, 8.84 Uaz
22.73 nfuAANLlANTN ATNAIAL N1T3LATIZUUN
ANFUAUAUNTEIABATYRY LOI HANANTUR U WY TE
geninAaauwRsaTuiuNuTig

Parameter Minimum Maximum Mean Median SD CV (%) Skewness
Soil pH (1:1) 517 8.03 6.75 6.73 0.82 1212 -0.08
EC (1:5) (mS/cm) 0.01 0.19 0.06 0.06 0.03 54.86 1.00
Sand (g/kg) 67.68 904.36  471.81  471.78 21449 4546 0.16
Silt (g/kg) 67.44 540.83 303.57 31319 124.16 40.90 0.01
Clay (g/kg) 16.67 623.11 22462 189.22 14434 64.26 1.22
BD (g/cm®) 0.75 2.59 1.69 1.70 035 20.82 -0.18
SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) 3.56 55.56 13.77 9.75 11.06 80.31 2.25
SOC (wet oxidation) (g/kg) 1.79 35.32 8.84 7.42 6.35  71.83 2.37
LOI (g/kg) 4.25 51.35 22.73 20.65 1136 49.99 0.63
CEC (cmol/kg) 0.23 104.45 21.98 12.37 2566 116.71 1.93
TN (g/kg) 0.26 3.45 0.97 0.84 0.64  65.85 2.61

BD = Bulk density, SOC = Soil organic carbon, LOI =

Loss of ignition, CEC = Cation exchange capacity, TN = Total nitrogen
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ANANNUTTEUINLUTNIUAS URUAUNS 2RI
dry combustion NUA8 wet oxidation Wazas LOI
ANFNAUTTLMINIDAATITT AN TRV
395 lun dry combustion, wet oxidation uag LOI
mﬂqﬁyuﬁ@immm@u (Table 3) W21 YFNIuAS-
veuduvIdresAuluRuTquiit AT sifaead dry
combustion HaANLEIFILANKIAE wet oxidation
waz LOI agafitiadAyn1eadad (P < 0.01) HAN
ﬁuﬂsxﬁwémuﬁuﬁuﬁ(r} Winiu 0.91* uaz 0.95*
ANEAL 13U UANFLAUR YRR AT e T
wet oxidation NANANNUSITILINALAT LOI aeinadl
wad1Atyni19add (P < 0.05) §An rivinfiu 0.89*
dauiunnianfueudunidresiuluiuiiney
AR =R EiAT dry combustion Hanguwus 1T
UANHIAR wet oxidation ua LOI atalwadnAty
N1940R (P < 0.01) HAN rwinAY 0.81* LAz 0.77**
ANNAFL USUNUAN Tl URUNIE AR LA T A
A% wet oxidation NauduWuE L Eauaniuds LOI
ageldad1Aynieaiis (P < 0.01) 8en rwinfiu
0.78" GaganAdaIfLaIUASaT89 Ramamoorthi
and Meena (2018) BN feUB WA
#1833 dry combustion & AV ANNUALTILANAIAT
wet oxidation uaz LOlag1eldad1Atyn19ann
(P<0.01) 8AN r WU 0.94* WAz 0.87** MINAAU
ViuLAeQ T UALNI1AA8289 Rowell and Coetzee

(2003) 391501 UANFLAUBUNIETA LA LR A
dry combustion NaUANAUTLTILINALAT wet
oxidation way LOI ageTiad1Atyn1eata dan r
WU 0.93* LAY 0.88** MINANAL Chen et al.
(2015) WuI BN uAN FLURUEERA AT LRt
3% dry combustion {A183N3133 wet oxidation 814
L'ﬁmmnmi@@n%mﬁuﬁmmdmnmumﬁfm
mmﬁ*@uﬁammﬁ@qmmdﬁ 1,150 a4ATaLTEe @
uenanidenuinainresi Wawssouilnmgu
ANHLIUNTAANS LAZATINANTDIAUY AINARD
% recovery LWaTAN correction factor UBINIGILAIIZH
ANTUAUBUNTE AT wet oxidation (Bisutti et al.,
2004)

n1siunglinnuasuaudunianltaszy
PERE dry combustion Taald38 wet oxidation
wag LOI
' [ a = rdla '3

NM9UsENIUAIAITUAUBUNTEN I LA LY
2 aa . vaa . .
AIEIT dry combustion 1ael475 wet oxidation 184
Auiunguuarnau laanisaieaunisnanes
ANAIRENAUTALIN (70 1laFiFus) aunisvinune
ArANfUauBUNTTrasAuluiunguilsnuaziden
At

SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) = 2.16413 +
0.97343 (wet oxidation-SOC (g/kg)), R°=0.83" (1)

Table 3. Correlation of soil organic carbon analysis methods of lowland and upland soil samples

Lowland soil Upland soail
Parameter Dry et LO| Dry et LOI
combustion oxidation combustion  oxidation
(gko) okg) 9 oka (kg 99
Dry combustion (g/kg) 1.00 1.00
Wet oxidation (g/kg) 0.91* 1.00 0.81* 1.00
LOI (g/kg) 0.95* 0.89* 1.00 0.77* 0.78* 1.00

** = significant difference at P< 0.01, * = significant difference at < 0.05
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WUI1 N19LATIEHANTUAUBUN T AT
wet oxidation 4111902 F UL AITNE WKL TR

BunniANFuauaUNIeA28as dry combustion 16

83 wlafifus 1ot A lAsEiA FueuAYETae
33 wet oxidation mﬂqaum?{ 2 (30 Wafidus) un
wnuA1luauni (1) wanazlalFurnip1fua
BUVEETALAINZWAEAT dry combustion W5 Sl
RMSE 1Ny 1.68 wag EF 1W1fiu 0.93 AN R LAy
A1 EF fiAdnlng 1 waasliifiudnaunishansnsn
TEnuneA1diAT e AN FUeUBUNT T A283T dry
combustion TA bnNALALNALANATS azaInnIn 1 : 1
line (Figure 2a) aziiulgan A i1 & T Anlng-
WweasAuiuA1dAszasaanfesdjimnisg R
9U3Ra189 Uimer et al. (1992) TU18ATANSUBY
Bun3TR983T dry combustion 189AUluTgUaTN-
alAamn SOC (%) = 0.23+1.17 (wet oxidation-SOC
(%)) HA1 R°=0.99** dauaNnN1sNuneAIATLaU-
Suriresauluiuiineutineasdaadil

SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) = 1.78434 +
1.39310 (wet oxidation-SOC (g/kg)), R*=0.66**  (2)

WUI1 NFFATIZUANFUeUBUNTE IR
wet oxidation @18190AT UL AINNENULL TR
1BuauANFUeURNNIEFneAT dry combustion 16 66
e fifus 180t AnAIAIsiAn FuauA YRR eAE

wet oxidation m@qﬁuﬂmﬁl 2 (30 Wafidus) N1un
Arluaunaf (2) udaarldunnanfuendunie
31A321E83% dry combustion w91 §1A1 RMSE
Winfiu 3.06, LAy EF 1MAAY 0.40 A1 R uazAn EF
T g 1 wanslfidindnannistlamunsanly
ANT¥IuNY GeganAdasLnIIN 1 -
2b) mwmuwimummm (overestimate) Wazm
(underestimate) NINANATN

N17U3v NN AN AN TR UAUNEETI A AT =
Fnti3% dry combustion Tae 433 LOI 2ee@uitufiga
uazAau INEAFINANNITANBEANAIBENIAUTALLIN

1 line (F|gure

(70 Lﬂ’ﬂiL"ﬂu[ﬂ) mJﬂ']';rmuwmmiufawaummm
mu‘luwumum’m@ L@ﬂmﬂ\‘iu

SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) = -0.4002 +
0.45029 (LOI-SOC (g/kg)), R°=0.90** (3)

WUIN NTAATZEANFLRUB YT IAeidE LO
AMNNTNATUNEANKRLYTIRIUTN AT LAY
AUVEA287% dry combustion I& 90 WlafiFus 1ile
W1ARA AU UB UNTETALAS LOI 199U A
#i 2 (30 Wafidus) urunuAnluaunish (3) udn
IFU3uN AN FUAUBUNIE R 1AW R3] dry
combustion w191 JA1 RMSE Wiy 2.32 way EF
WiniL 0.86 AN R? uay EF HAdnlng 1 wansldfidiu
dnaunsiaunInldiiune AdiAs LA TLa Y-

@) Lowland © Upland
30 4 _
S e o 25
g 25 4 _ ) é
220 o« > > 20 |
@ - =
= o a S 15 4 P
£15 4 b o &. Py
k) e 2 4 od o
L 10 - 13] e
S .’:o 5 e
° -9 ® 5 |
g 5 o o -
o .
O T T T T | 1 0 T T T T T 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Observed value (g/kg) Observed value (g/kg)
Figure 2. Scatter plot 1:1 line of observed and predicted dry combustion-SOC content of lowland (a) and

upland soil samples (b) using wet oxidation-SOC
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BuNnIdRa838 dry combustion lalnaLALTUAN
AT9AzAINNIIN 1: 1 line (Figure 3a) mu"l,mwm
fivunald T A Ind A e eTuRuANe3e 899uise
499 Konare et al. (2010) Tfaun13lun19n111e
ANTUAUBUNTTA287T dry combustion 189m 111
LAWINIAZIUAN A1NaNN1T SOC (%) = 0.03+0.36
(LOI-SOC (%)) AN R* iU 0.89" daudaunng
FAurg AN AN FUauAUNTFre9Aulu Ui noudl
MEavLFARaL

-3.93329 +
(4)

SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) =
0.78879 (LOI-SOC (g/kg)), R*=0.59**

WL NIAATIZAANFUBURUYIFE IAEAT LOI
AN T LT A INE UL TTRIUT N WA S -

vaudUYITeRae33 dry combustion 16 59 1aFidus

dlatnANAAseiAnfuauauNIalneAs Lol 184
uged 2 (30 wWefidus) wunusrlugunisi (4)
WUq1 NA1 RMSE winfiu 5.56 way EF Wiy -0.96
A1 R Wazen EF laidn1ngd 1 uaaslififiudnaunnsiily
Winzan lun19N g aanmraaeiuns n 1: 1 line

(Figure 3b) AvinunglafiAngauazangnanas

ANANNUSTTUINIAISUAUDUNTENILATIZU RS
3% dry combustion NUANTRAAULLIRIAY

ANANNUTIENINIANTUBUB LY TN AT

83T dry combustion fugaTFRu UL e
ANUATADY (Table 4) Lme‘LﬁLﬁudﬁuﬁuﬁ@uﬁ
138104299 sand way BD Handuwusluidsauiy
TNy e Y P ARy A AT TR
atin (P <0.01) TnaflAn rwnfy -0.43* way -0.62**
ATNA1AL UTHN0 clay kas CEC Fanduwuslu
L%qmnﬁumi“u'auauw?fﬂuﬁumm‘ﬁuﬁ@"mﬂw
TdadrAtynneada (P <0.01) InadAn rvindu 0.45*
LAY 0.63** ANNGIFY TadanAReIfLIN-
A]8984 Chaudhari et al. (2013) WuU31 BD HA21H-
avdunusludaauiulTunuasueudunselu
Pos Taefien r winiu -0.89* Buviedagiuduin
1% BD TuAuanad 4114348289 Zhong et al. (2018)
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WU d3unnd clay HAnudunusiudsunmuang-
& a - - RN
UaudunTed AL tngd3unns clay Minnaulasy
ANENANIAINANINEINIA TRYAUNHA waziady
ARBNINAFABNITRTIFIVBIAY TINN1TNHAT-
UAUBUNTETLUINNNITATIFIUBI AL
ANFURUTIENIN AN TUAURUN T T UANITR
- & . DA
AULLRIAUIRINUNABYW WL HUFNN0 clay Lag
AN CEC HANANNUS LT auaniuAFUauauy sl
AuresiuNnauae19luad1ATYnINalA (P <0.01)
A" r Wiy 0.47** Uaz0.45™ AINA1AU (Table 5)

n1svunadiutAIsuaudAUNIdluAu
AATILUR28AE dry combustion Taeldaniima
ey
n1sdszanuAlF NN AN FuauB UNT I
muimﬂmmmm WAae33 dry combustion Taeld

@NUM@HLU@QM%%’BQ@H%@W 1(70 Lﬂmmum Inel

i
U

'lﬁ stepwise regression AUNTIVIUNEAIANTUAU-
a a o a tﬂgl d‘ 1 = = o da/
@umﬂ‘ummuﬁluwumumwmmﬂmmu

SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) = 31.2836 -
15.1449 (BD (g/cm?) + 0.1462 (CEC (cmol/kg)),
R°=0.60** (5)

WUIN NITNUNE AN FUBUBUN T AR AN1TR

a

A1 ATNITOAT LN AINE LTI 89LTHIUAFUB Y

a a v aa
AUNTEATIELIT

dry combustion 16 60 118 Fid s
BD lay CEC N’WLLV]uﬂ'ﬂuﬂNﬂ%‘

LHaUNANTATIET

7 (5)

%

2231 dry combustion WLA1 JA1 RMSE winriu 5.03
WA EF 7inAY 0.37 A1 EF ldd11ng 1 usilen R?

v PN & a = ralla I3
LL@’]qziﬂﬂﬁ‘NWMW']ﬁ‘UﬂuﬂuV]iﬂW'JLﬂﬁ‘qZ‘M

Winfu 0.60 DadsaNsule wanelfifiudnannisil
gunsnldnnuneAnls wiainns w1 1 line (Figure
4a) 1RIRAUNUNAN wansliviugn Ardinunelald
INALALNAIAT AIUANNNTNIWIEAIANTUDUB WNTET
a g ~ = o &
ga9nuluiuinauliseavidannall

SOC (g/kg) = -37.54045+0.07992 (clay
(g/kg)) + 11.87893 (BD (g/cmS)) + 0.02895 (sand
(g/kg))), R°=0.40** 6)
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Figure 3. Scatter plot 1: 1 line of observed and predicted dry combustion-SOC content of lowland (a) and

upland soil samples (b) using LOI-SOC

Table 4. Correlation coefficient between dry combustion-SOC and soil properties of lowland soil samples

Parametor SOC (Dry Sand Silt Clay BD 3 CEC
combustion) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/cm’) (cmol/kg)
SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) 1.00
Sand (g/kg) -0.43** 1.00
Silt (g/kg) -0.04 -0.27* 1.00
Clay (g/kg) 0.45* -0.86**  -0.27* 1.00
BD (g/cm’) -0.62** 0.35* 0.08 -0.39** 1.00
CEC (cmol/kg) 0.63* -0.52**  -0.32* 0.68**  -0.28* 1.00
SOC = Soil organic carbon, BD = Bulk density, CEC = Cation exchange capacity
** = significant difference at P< 0.01, * = significant difference at P< 0.05
Table 5. Correlation coefficient between dry combustion-SOC with soil properties of upland soil samples
SOC (Dry Sand Silt Clay BD CEC
Parameter combustion) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/kg) (g/cma) (cmol/kg)
SOC (dry combustion) (g/kg) 1.00
Sand (g/kg) -0.27 1.00
Silt (g/kg) -0.11 -0.74** 1.00
Clay (g/kg) 0.47** -0.86**  0.28 1.00
BD (g/cm’) 0.26 0.16 -0.05 -0.19 1.00
CEC (cmol/kg) 0.45** -0.77*  -0.23 0.91* -0.01 1.00

SOC = Soil organic carbon, BD = Bulk density, CEC = Cation exchange capacity

** = significant difference at P<0.01, * = significant difference at P< 0.05
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Figure 4. Scatter plot 1: 1 line of observed and predicted dry

upland soil samples (b) using LOI-SOC

WUI1 N1TALATITHANTUa U UNT e
AN1TRAYN da1N1TNaTUNYANNR UL TR TN
ANFUBAUBUNTHA287T dry combustion 1& 40
Wefifus 1ilatnA1diased clay, BD wagsand
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LAUBUFETRALAIIAAR dry combustion WLIFA
F1 RMSE winfiu 3.64 way EF Winfiy -0.57 A1 R?
waz A1 EF ldid1lng 1 A1 RMSE fanldidnlng 0
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GA, Applications for Inflorescence Elongation, Seedless Induction,

and Berry Enlargement in ‘White Malaga’ Grape
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Abstract: ‘White Malaga’ grape has been popularly consumed in Thailand. Research data for its problems as
short peduncle, small and various berry sizes, have been limited. This research aimed to solve the problems
using gibberellic acid (GA,) applications. The experiments were 1) to elongate the peduncle with GA,
spraying of 2, 4, and 6 mg/L at 15, 20, and 25 days after pruning (DAP) compared to untreated inflorescence
(control). Spraying 4 mg/L GA, at 20 DAP increased the peduncle length up to 119%. 2) To induce seedless
with GA, spraying of 25, 50, 100 mg/L at -3, 0, 3, and 6 days after flowering (DAF) compared to untreated
inflorescence (control). GA, spraying on a flowering day at any concentrations induced 100% seedless. 3)
To enlarge the berry size with GA, spraying alone of 25, 50, and 100 mg/L or added with 5 mg/L
forchlorfenuron (CPPU) at 2 weeks after flowering. The 50 mg/L of GA, + 5 mg/L CPPU yielded larger berries,
as 1.82 cm wide, 3.35 cm long, 7.58 g in berry weight, and bunch weight of 376.37 g, with 20.37 % TSS and
0.80% TA. These indicated that spraying GA, with suitable concentrations and correct times can elongate

the peduncle, induce seedless, and enlarge the berry size of the ‘White Malaga’ grape.

Keywords: Gibberellins, CPPU, table grape (Vitis vinifera), fruit development
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unAnga: aJuiuglariuzazny (White Malaga) lasuaanufisnsulszniunaanuiuiu usnasuidoun
danandu Nadliudn naauintanuazliainane faldayasnin uddaiiamaiennisldas GA,
‘ﬂl % o 1 o A 1 v 1 v ¥ A a a [ Aa
WeaudtymAsnans Inesinn1smeaes 1) N13EATeRNARIENIINLANT GA, indu 2, 4 vive 6 Haaniusiedns
Wadenaniang 15, 20 13 25 Junasdausans WFauiauiulinuans (n9sudBAruAN) Wudn N19n GA,
a a o A dl o v o ! QI o Y1 IS QI d? L3 & o © ¥ <3 v
4 {a@niuriedns Neng 20 Fundsnusiana v litenantiaanaiiaam 119 wefidus 2) nnedniniliindndan
N1INL GA, 1dNdu 25, 50 wi7a 100 HaAnSNFaamns Nezazaanuiw -3, 0, 3 wve 6 Ju WlFauauiuluinuans
aal U 1 dl v v o o 4 =3 % o & o
(N9INATAILAN) WUIN NN GA, Nszezaanuiunnadduduaiunsodnin WS manls 100 e fidus
3) MaiiNaWIARAB{UAIENIINY GA, 1ind 25, 50 1ise 100 Ha@niusedns atamna vidasauiy CPPU 5
Haaniusiedns Nezazndtnanuiuaeddinnf wudn n1ewu GA, 50 + CPPU 5 Haanfusiadng a1u1sndniin
Dinaaduiiawnluniign nandng 1.82 wumiuns 819 3.35 UAKNAT Auwinga 7.58 3N Wwinde 376.37
ndu TSS 20.37 wlefidius uaz TA 0.80 wlafidus andayauandliiiiudinisld GA, nAududunazszazinay
WHNZANANNN IR AT dninalFNds wasiinauaNaeduRLg b iusazn 1

AENATY: ALLLUBLIAAYW CPPU BUHAAA NITHRIUING

o [ o ada o w v 3 ‘ﬂl '
AN Wi 3an e I lfindnineazaansanis-
fullszyniu uityundansdu waziivnaunaual
a1 (grape, Vitis vinifera L.) \HuiNgLam 7 nnjauls Aenaduisesnisaesnanaludszing
¥ dl ° % v 1 1 dg/ v
Faunansonandgnluanfeuld winnsdgnequ  wnauld
Tutlszwmalnadipndudaundinislgnluanneeu Faludaqiiuddsnisudoymiaiunis-
vetlilasainanngienniasesdszmalnedy  dfudpenmuninuazivunananliiuedu Aoanisi

LLUU?M%‘L@M@m“lﬁ’mam?ragﬁu‘ﬂmmﬁu@{u ANTAILANNITATTYRLIANTNGNALILOLIAAULAY
duldednsiaiidedlifinnmngs adqlsfinuedu  lolnlafudunlduszlanllunswdaiouniy
sudssmiunaanildfuannionlulszmdlng  laefvnddeicluazsnaszmeonsld Gibberellic
Tneianiziuglaviuzazniuagna (Whie Malaga)  acid (GA, ) TeilamuantiAnszfunsiinsasesiaad
(Department of Agricultural Extension, 2016) 1fuug Ansutisaenead uaznislasunanan lnanaln

= o | \ g | o o Ao o e o vy =
ninsUgniueteunsuangluiunuguaiana AdrAynvinligadgada ldidunisiiaanin
Tnaanizdandnaays Wwesannilgnldreudredneg  Asudaugurasnivgas 41mfunisnanadud
= a_ a oA ) = o -4 a W v = |
wazdinawsyiiuleg ddenaawinlug a1 samnd nasld GA iNeduaIu R lAdenadaunnlug
WITULUAN LATHANRARDINEY HINAR 1 - 3 LNAR (Nilnond et al., 1996) waznsld@1s Cytokinins A
wddnifaqiiudeyuiutlsemiunaaniug  AnaniFElun194ua3uN1TuLNEas N198iRL12289
T o Ineanwnziugnifmdnlfiaeniinanauly. @ad iesinliuiminue auianauaziIniin
AA1A 111 Flame Seedless, Crimson Seedless, Maroo TaNaN1NUw (Kittiwatsopon et al., 2014) anviail
Seedless, Perlette, Centenial Seedless, Loose Perlette A7l TN L8941 CPPU LAY GA, lunn2dalasy
uaz Black Queen (Suratin, 2010) Zvaguliinaniium nezUaUN1N1eaTsInen i lkuaiaunaluguas

D N ) o H o« = £ ] Y T
AeadnN1sTednaTIAadaIndzaansenisiulsenie dwindenanuinaundinisldanslaansuilaies
wANNHANATWIALAN (Chatbanyong et al., 2010) a4u atrunen Tnanludsnansznusagisiauazdneue
g lviuzaznidenslafuanadianet winaunsn AuNINNe luLesNa (Ben-Arie et al., 1998)
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o [ ¥ ' = 3 a2
guiuinwnsnadignedu Anisldansau-
watsadunazlainlatiueging wanisldinau

Aulszaunisaliaznisaesiinaadgn Ay asls

yeAde i uuielimauianisldans sefu
Ao d Uiz an Lmzm\imqﬁﬁsﬂmumum
Angaduiunistingdenan nasdninliliuds
WATNITTENEIUIANATBIDYUNUT IV HERZN
Tmﬂ‘ﬂ”@u@mmmﬁ@“ﬂmmmﬁﬂﬂﬂ?“m[ﬂ%ﬁu
NNINARaY WIS lTuzas mmfawuﬁ@uj AABAAU
Lﬂummwuﬁmmmumﬂ%’lﬂmmum@uim

sialy
L4 aa
aUnsaluazinns

m'im?ﬂuﬁuﬁuéuammuﬁv‘iﬁﬁ'ﬂ
naaediuauRig liuraznuuLNas9
fitlgnlu Snetnaun Smdammy3 (fifh 13.694355
N, 100.005246 E) Tutiaqipaunieneu 2560 Daihau
funau 2561 11 49UB{UTRUNHATNT AMATNT
jedeq angdu 5 1 Taelinananaesnsosied
n1egnlussLUAIUUINEY FTEUNNTENI AL 3
WAT X 3 Rs Anidendueduiiflawafugdingue
fu dngesiulaeldile 15 - 15 - 15 Tudnen 50 niusie
fu usudl 24 Wi eufuen e 2560 (feusauran
7 51) mﬁﬁm\iﬁu‘lﬁﬁmLL@:Wuma‘Lmﬁﬁﬁmeﬁm
lumaudneusausaie 3 T

msrﬁ'mLwhﬁlma:nswj”umm'an

Fausehalududl 1 weunanau 2560 W 4
AN udauans hydrogen cyanamide (@Dormax)
§931 4 HaAnFuseART Aoanszuenanin tile
ns:rﬁ’jummmnmﬁmj’ﬂmmﬁu Hlonnenifindu
W%@ummmnmméauﬁmaﬁumﬂuﬂﬁmL?\'faﬂﬂi@mﬂ
fitaunlndiAestuierinimaaes

NINARBIR 1 HAUDS GA, uazaTgianan
Fl&suanssannstindenen

zimﬁ@ﬂﬁﬂmﬂﬂ\juﬁ'Lﬁ'umnm%um
ugavinnnsAatnesuIL 80 Ta a1n 10 Ay ey
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an9a¥anE GA, UTH1A9 20 HAAART ARaNITLIAN2A

¥ A v v & A a o 4 a p
U NAIMULTNTU 2,4 1178 6 HAANTURADRAAT LHD

dananliang 15, 20 e 25 FUNAIAAUAITY (DAP,

days after pruning) 1Fauifauiunnsldldans

(nesuATALAN) 991U 1035019 911 4 91 T4z 2
Taman

é’m‘mmmmmmmﬁ@m@nmnzﬁ”ﬂmﬁ ﬁT\ﬁLLGi
flanaii 4 Aedanvid 18 (mummmmm) LW@
uumﬂmimmmw@mﬂ Laztnmindeuaiile
FUAEn
NSNARBIN 2 NATDY GA, UATAIYToAEN
dl Yo 1 v [~3
Alasuanssenisldiudn
quinandananaJuiiiauanaudfnting
AU 104 18 AN 13 U LNANUATATANY GA,
1391m9 20 HARAMT AR8NTTUANAAYN NTzely 3 Fu
ABUABNUNY TUABNUIU 3 %38 6 TUNAIABNUNY
Gl [ o v v ¥
(-3,0, 3 9130 6 TUNAIABNUIN) AIEAITHIENTY
25, 50 4138 100 NaAnSuFAeART WiauWauiunnsli
14413 (N3s1ATAILAN) 991 13 35N19 911 4 11 G4
2 1aAan
guifiufnatanaadu 5 uasada [NaNI
I c o o v o
AINAUNAANILILALNE (AUA1YN 18 NAIFALFIN)
IneniLanuauNg FudaudaA v A e fid g
15uan
N13NAARIN 3 NAT8Y GA, uar CPPU #ia
NN TUIANABIY
" , | A o o
quiaandanaayunieny 2 dUa1vimas
& e o o | = =
ABNLNY (W38 6 UANTIAIFALFAINY) TANen
13zu0U 3 WURLNAT LAYAALTINEAIUIU 56 TaNE
AN 7 AU iilenuansazant GA, 1Bu1ms 20 Iaaans
FAENITUANAAUI NAINLTHD W 25, 50 138 100
FAANTNADAMNT NeNALNaLAEIR WFaTaNU CPPU 5
a a o 1 a = = o 1 Vo
Jadansuseans wWisuiiaudunisldlafugans
(N99XRBAYLAN) 394 7 ABNIT 911 4 11 4148 2 TaNa
PRINUANT WAL vl annaludasanssing 1
WAD 50 HARBTeLVINT
AaRNNsATeyiALInvasHaaundLan
FaLAFLU AN 11 D9dUn 9N 16 wazdunniin 18



M5@19NAT 39(3): 331 - 340 (2566)

(Lﬁmﬁ'mmmam) ATIATANANAR IULTIUF N0
Lmzﬂmm‘wm‘llmmlwﬁumﬁm:mﬂu‘*ﬁ@ 50
fate LReTATIUIAAIINNFIY LAZAIINENINA
drinus dvende Punmaesudefiazaneminlg
(total soluble solids, TSS) 15 tunsafilninan'ld
(titratable acidity, TA) WAzARTEI1W TSS/TA

LHUNSVIARDILAENITILATIZUNAN AT A
TINLHUNINARBIRLLduaNy Tl

(completely randomized design, CRD) LazalAIEif

ArANNLLTUTU (analysis of variance) wFeLiey
ATNHLANAINTBIALARLAEAT least significant

difference (LSD) N13AUAHNL T 2371 95 1o 511460

paallsunINaLAT12YiNI9AD A Sirichai Statistics
6.07

NANISANHILAZIANTOE

NsERTanaNadu - HAUa3 GA, Ltaxﬂqqﬂ@ﬂﬂnﬁ
lasuans
mﬂfwmmu‘lﬁmmwemfanmuwuﬁ%w-
UZAZN FUAATUMAIANNNTFRLAT pnaniiat
sensaGuuanuazimundutananiuu a1n
nan1smaaesinlddnAanuenadenaniiniu

25.0 4

at9samialudnvii 4-7 (Figure 1) ANty
wasuulastesundaurdilanyi 8 Aadianed
18 n&afALAIAs 39lussasfiufaona Tnadnens
nsiuinaesinudanantduuuy single sigmoid
curve LAZARAAARIN LT84 289 Skinkis et al.
(2019)ﬁﬁ@m@ﬂ@\juﬁmam?ﬂ;Lﬁuimﬁlﬂuﬁuﬂﬂw
29nF9 lUT29uIN UAsARE ] ARAIBEINT ] e
paflaunalafuiiuarAiingntradtanan
Buasivisenlaswiedndenfionaduasud
wansliiindn aidedudenaninisutaaas
Lt AA e lALE19T89T 0n eI NT U
ati19790152 g9 dU AR 4-7 ndedausiia
ﬁmmmﬂ@@ﬁ 9.66 LIUFILNGS (Table 1) d9Ln/
Iadnfsvezrinessninenantdesnn i tenal aneoie
ABUT 19U %qimﬂﬁqiﬂaiﬁuﬂi:mummrﬂ‘l,u
[FannsAndounnndesnistanaaniiielidszey-
'vmimdwmmﬂwa ualdidaaiuudu wazlaunn
Taualuny Fartu slumqﬂgummﬂ@ﬂmm%ﬂumm
ﬂ@mmlmﬂmamu@@ﬂLW@TMM@WNWLﬂu
mmum@mLLNmuLL@waumunumm@m N3l
ﬁﬁ@m@‘lﬁma"ﬁpﬁﬂfmLﬁ'm:ﬂ:ﬁwiwdwm LAy
anniailoauiuludals Inanisldansaaununis-
wityidLlanguaLwasaawin liifanstinaenaues
1aa (Nilnond et al., 1996)

20 days after pruning 25 days after pruning
20.0 - Jeesrersbeassensssndyeansssanes
- : B
E 15 days after pruning i P P P .
= e Pt m e — — — — .I
B 150 - i i i
5 (b T T TS LTS, ’:i,l 7 jm -
E i g g
] K b ’ 1’
£ 100 ¥ it i
o i1 i 2,
a A 4 P4
v E':: 2 -
9 ————  Control
= 50 -
=
- - GA; 2 mg/L
W - ke GA, 4 mg/L
22292 Z A A bl 2 A % A L b A A
0"4!?42?;} . F % k2 O"‘f‘}?ﬁi‘}} 0 L 0"4) %fiéffz?«ﬁ:f'&i@f A % % o GA, 6 mglL

Time after GA; application

Figure 1. Developmental changes in inflorescence length of ‘White Malaga’ grape treated at various ages

with different GA, concentrations
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AINNIINARDINUTAADNAYE GA, LT NT U
2, 438 6 AadnFusiadns flang 15, 20 vda 25 Tu
uFaTAuseAY nud dananilldiy GA, 1NAIN-
indu Wunengde AAauenade 14 - 21 URLNAT
Fannndnfildwuans (N9sNATAIUAN) NGN 47
wafidus wanaliifiudn GA, aunsatiedalas
Wifutenandnunaiisanniuld uazileRanson
fiszfunduduaes GA, Lmvmmi'ammﬁ"a
1#uans wudanswi GA, Aanadidi 4 Sadinisie
Ams fiovez 20 Tundsiausieie arunsadniinlif
damennauauasinaialduinie 21 wuiuns
v3aenandndad linuans 119 wlesifus (Table 1)
daudaneniildsuansaanududu 2 uas 6 fadnsu
oadns AArns1adetanndt uansliiudnseiy
il 4 fadniusiedng Saoumanzanige
lunnsfiadenendmiuiugil Auiduduiigaite
pndnaeiinnstiaauavennd lwnzequlinga
5 BRS Clara 711470811 GA. panuidudu 30 uas
60 NAANSNABART ABIASY YT 30 1 saurfy
nsanuas wudn poadadud 30 fiadnsudedns

dae it uteaiuiinenaiinauls (Formolo et al.,
2010) HR4ANANINANA LT AAUINMTNTINTE AU
NNFUNYAIVBILTAS LANANNE AL UIBIHIILTAS
= £ %
eaenawle

fmm@mﬂmummummﬂmu GA, AN
NnAaediiLlEIIN TR 20 Fundadausaia
m’lmmfamfaﬂwmfm’mmﬂmiwummq 15 438 25
SunaIfALAINaantes T9lnALALNAUINENI UL
Nilnond et a/. (1996) Nlanu GA, 1iud 50 Faaniu
rﬂ'faam PAIAANLIU 5 U (ﬂiumm 20 TUNAIBALBIN
Aq) Auaguiug laviuzas ﬂ’mﬂ@nuum@mumuum
TneTanaNTIENINANTUELANANTA R NTLEZA
FYUINGEALAD 3281 I NauAaTNadIN1TOTENE
2u1A lFNINTL AnEan1mAaedaziuladntanan
AN v PP 4 o !
n1ATu GA, nnnssNAT AU MINTaNaNINNIYA

1 ‘ﬂl Yo £ £ a a o 1

AILAN waTTaNaRlATy GA, idudu 4 Hadniusie
ang %qﬁmmqmnﬁmmﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬂﬁ@mmﬂﬁmmﬁ’hﬂ
114 268 n¥u (Table 1) muu ANNUTaABNAE GA,
dadi 4 TiaAnsuseans sz 20 Sundasausana
Amnrang N stiatananedwiig lviuzazn

Table 1. ‘White Malaga’ grape bunch length and weight at harvest, which the inflorescences were treated at
various ages with different GA, concentrations
Inflorescence age at spraying Bunch length % Bunch Bunch weight
. GA, (mg/L) .

(Days after pruning, DAP) (cm) length increase (9)
Untreated (control) 9.66 f 0.00 207.50d
15 2 15.91d 64.70 25112 ¢
4 16.25d 68.22 258.75b
6 1422 e 47.20 259.25b
20 2 17.56 ¢ 81.78 265.25 a
4 21.20 a 119.46 268.50 a
6 17.45¢c 80.64 267.87 a
25 2 17.33 ¢ 79.40 259.25b
4 19.38 b 100.62 267.87 a
6 16.50 d 70.81 259.25b

F-test * *

C.V (%) 3.58 2.07

" Means in the same column with different letters are significantly different (P <0.01)
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nmstnimalsingn - naras GA, uarangdanan
#ilesuans
mamundunalfinaniemandaluling
mwﬁm'*ﬁyuﬁuﬁ’ﬂwm:ﬂi:ﬁﬂﬁuﬁ Wrae1aLiAaIN
nsldansaaupuninasiulnfisuiediie
Friindnene nfalugassazmaimuniivanzan
doluedulaiuzaznienanyldandaiiivielis
AIWEIUN AINNTINUANT GA, Lindu 25, 50 139

e e a ave J .
100 Aaaniumeans Wnudenennsze 3 Junauaan
11U, AENLNY, 3 SUNAIABNLNY Y138 6 TUNRIAaN
G| o o 1 = a
113 (-3, 0, 3 %38 6 TUNAIABNLNW) WUIN HN19AA
WAATRWANFANAAY (Figure 2) wuan wan ladlasy
GA, (n993dBALAN) HEMIIN1TLENaR 0 iwefidust
4o o« J v ve ae  uy
wraRAwAnNNua Tuaneinanlasu GA, 1dna 1S
WAA 30 - 100 wefidus urnsineANTNengdanan
nlasuansuazmnududuans GA, (Table 2)

mm

mm

m

N o By

3 days
GA,
before flowering s 80 mglL
Flowering day
GA, 100 mgiL
3 days
after flowering
GA, 100 mg/L
GA, 25 mglL
6 days
after flowering GA, 50 mglL
GA, 100 mgiL

Figure 2. Seedless appearance in ‘White Malaga’ grape berry applied with different concentrations of GA, at

various inflorescence ages
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Table 2. Percentage of seedless berry in ‘White Malaga’ grape treated with different GA, concentrations at

various ages

Inflorescence ages at spraying GA, (mg/L) Seedless berry (%)

Untreated (control) 0.0f

3 days before flowering (-3) 25 70.0b

50 70.0b

100 70.0b

Flowering day (0) 25 100.0 a

50 100.0 a

100 100.0 a

3 days after flowering (3) 25 50.0c
50 475 cd

100 40.0d

6 days after flowering (6) 25 30.0e
50 45.0 cd

100 40.0d

F-test *
C.V (%) 15.55

"Means in the same column with different letters are significantly different (P <0.01)

miw'mi@manax‘juﬁiw:m@ﬂmuﬁqm GA,
Wudu 25- 100 Aaansusaans anungndniin 1y
Aanalfindaldde 100 1Wefidus dauniswud
srazarndunaunanuIndnunualiiudnla 70
e us uaznsufiszey 3 -6 FundenanLL
dninnalfindnldiies 30 - 50 wWafiGusl (Table 2)
FeanAdaaLUIE U auIT (Nilnond et al., 1996)
Lﬁmmﬂmﬁumm@@ﬁuﬁ@mmuuﬁﬁﬂmmﬁ% duds
NN998NTBINABALIDY LL@::T—‘TU&QH’]TL@?‘EUW“H@Q@@Q@
A mdadnnesoyiAnlauasimuntesads
danasians IS Aunna (Chatbanyong et al., 2010)

wanannsini IFlfuanuan nsvu GA,
'vlﬂmwLﬂj”uiuﬁﬂﬁﬂi@m@ﬁmmmlm&iﬂdﬁﬁiﬂﬁ”?ﬂ
a3 1esanauiueisadudassunnsinrenaiag
Tugefirdaiamn andayaantiulddnism GA,
ﬁizﬁmﬂﬂmuﬁmmzﬁwﬁcymnﬁiﬂmﬁnﬁﬂﬁ
dn wazanunsoldfipnududusi 25 faaniusie
amg Nideswasansdnin liflfiuan Watanysnl

ﬂ’]‘iL‘ﬁN‘lIUﬂﬂNﬂ’ﬂéu - NAUDY GA, 9NNU CPPU
ARUUIANADIY
mnmiwm@\uﬁ'@Lﬁ'mmmmmiuﬁm
n9ldans GA, iudu 25, 50 wsa 100 Fadniusie
amg Leset 1A WTesaniy CPPU dNdu 5
dndnfusedns ?ﬁ\‘u,ﬂumimuqumm‘?éfytﬁuimﬁsn
nanautuasaduLas It laliuauansu fudeuns
@\juﬁuq”lqﬁmm:mﬁ'mqmqﬁﬂmﬁuﬁm@ﬂmu
WRaudeuiuilildvuans wudn naeduitldsans
fnaFuindumnuassuddUa 11 Wudll
wnnduaRlalld Fugnsesnaiaugn (Figure 3) BT
IaFuansuansni1siulaLLL double sigmoid curve
TugaauIntn N AN wag9san 159 Anudas
Antuanteelutesdlavd 12 - 13 saflusvasi
Aonalndasud uazifinduanafaaudasze Ay
fien Sennsld GA, 50 daaniusiadns saNfu CPPU
5 faansureans MWLy fiaeainty
WNNINABANTALRtNIT ALY (Figure 3)

337



M5@19NAT 39(3): 331 - 340 (2566)

A v = | = = o a & A a o
HaayuN ATy GA, iWevae1aAgqnse  unanianduimsianiinay iefansandndan
Faufl CPPU {1 minuasendne 4.9-7.6 nsu  asundnesemanuaianasziiiulddnnisldans GA,
wannquanlulasugans (RAU 9N 3.6 nSN) war CPPUMNlHUnssnasnasuInautaniias

13z 40 - 110 weafidus (Table 3) 1 ldluuin AdndauAn1Nnd1a/mua1aanadann 0.61 41w
TRLANINNIDG 35 - 105 tlafidus U minfwua 0.51-0.57

------------------------------------

2 < -

=

o

a) g g

2

'§ === Control

c

L
—"—— GA,25mglL
sesensess  GA,50 mglL
==y GA; 100 mglL

0 a—y + «  GA,25 mg/L+CPPU 5.0 mg/L
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 Harvest (18)

GA, 50 mg/L+CPPU 5.0 mg/L

Time (weeks after pruning) . . GA, 100 mglL+CPPU 5.0 mglL

Figure 3. Changes in berry weight of ‘White Malaga’ grape applied with GA, and CPPU

Table 3. Physical properties at harvest of ‘White Malaga’ grape treated with GA, (G) and CPPU (C) at two
weeks after flowering

Berry width  Berry length Width/ Berry weight  Bunch weight

(cm) (cm) Length (9) (9)
Untreated (control) 1.45d' 2.36 d 0.61a 3.63¢c 182.75f
G 25 mg/L 1.63¢c 282c 057 b 5.03b 253.37 d
G 50 mg/L 1.73b 3.12b 0.55b 592 b 283.00 c
G 100 mg/L 1.66 bc 290c 057 b 5.02b 293.87 b
G 25 mg/L + C 5.0 mg/L 1.67 bc 3.02b 0.55b 4.88 bc 245.00 e
G 50 mg/L + C 5.0 mg/L 1.82a 3.35a 054 c 7.58 a 376.37 a
G100 mg/L +C 5.0 1.60c 3.10b 051c 5.67 b 280.87 c
mg/L
F-test . . . o wx
C.V (%) 5.05 3.85 5.61 2.88 1.56

" Means in the same column with different letters are significantly different (P < 0.01)
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andayaaziinladinanlasy GA, 50
Naanfuseams soudu CPPUS Haaniuseams

D

mmmmmm:ﬁmﬁn%mnﬁm WANAI9ATN
ﬁ'ﬁﬂﬁiﬁlu@ﬂwﬁﬂﬂﬁwﬁmmmﬁﬁ Aaduszay
mwmmumv]m mmmiuﬂfmwmmmmmu
wuglineas N emmmmmrmmu Zeiny' fiAas
14 GA, 25 Haaniusaamns soufiy CPPU 5-10
Hadnsusaams (Ben-Arie et al., 1998) Wl 814
ilaaann GA, i dLa3unstinfouasirasuay
CPPU #i6FuN19uLNAN 189 A wazEgaanszsuy
nstAReunE1998150191s denaliiinsazas
PPN AP b e P RO BT FEETR
NS eiuisnnaenats AN R waziimii
42A4KNA (Peacock, 2001)

@mmwmmﬁmﬁmﬁm (Table 4) Wu43
UFunnsesudeiiazanainld aasuaildiu cA,
flAnsEdng 19.50 - 20.87 Wafifus deunnndnua
pIUAN (HAN 17.62 1lafidus) atnediud Ay
waziFunnnsaiininemld lunafildsusnsilan
0.80 Lﬂmﬂ%um’Qandwaﬁiﬂﬁ”%m? (A1 0.70
wesigus) usednglsiniuynisnislidndan
TSSITA InaiAeariuludng 25.09 - 25,57 liunnsng
fumneadia Jeenaidumanzdniaans GA, uaz CPPU
nnaududuliinanilidndonaas TSSTA
wasuuilasly (Abu-Zahra, 2010) uaziflunaann
a13vaaead etndaaiunisiaaoudauay
@mummwmﬂum@‘ﬁLﬁumﬂ%ﬁ\iﬁﬂﬁ’mm\ju
Algdsaarfdudusundinadlaildiuans
(Ezzahouani, 2000)

Table 4. Berry qualities at harvest of ‘White Malaga’ grape treated with GA, (G) and CPPU (C) at two weeks

after flowering

(Total Soluble Solids, TSS)

(Titratable acidity,

TSS/TA
(%) TA) (%)

Untreated (control) 17.62 ¢ 0.70 ¢ 25.09
G 25 mg/L 19.50 b 0.76 b 25.40
G 50 mg/L 20.37 a 0.81a 25.07
G 100 mg/L 20.50 a 0.80a 25.34
G 25 mg/L + C5.0 mg/L 20.87 a 0.81a 25.57
G 50 mg/L + C 5.0 mg/L 20.37 a 0.80a 25.19
G100 mg/L +C 5.0 20.37 a 0.80a 25.19
mg/L

F-test * * ns
C.V (%) 2.52 0.00 1.89

"Means in the same column with different letters are significantly different (P < 0.01)

ns Means in the same column are not significantly different (P> 0.05)
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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to investigate factors that influence the prevention of Cassava Mosaic
Disease (CMD) of farmers in Nong Bua Rawe district, Chaiyaphum province. The sample size was 359
farmers of 3 Sub-districts, namely Wang Takhe, Huai Yae and Khok Sa-at. Data was gathered using an
interview form with the computation of statistic methods of frequency, percentage, mean, minimum and
maximum value, standard deviation, and multiple regression analysis. The results showed that most of the
farmers were female (62.7 percent) with an average age of 52.8 years old. Their experience in cassava
planting was 26.1 years, with average numbers of cassava planting areas and yields were 34.3 rai and 3.2
tons/rai respectively, received training and advice about cassava mosaic disease (CMD) from agricultural
extension officers average 1 time/year, knowledge of CMD was at a moderate level. Regarding practices
against CMD, most farmers had been conducted by not importing cassava stems from foreign countries. This
had simultaneously done with, if cassava leaves were seen infectious, they would be exterminated for the
benefit of prevention. From hypothesis testing, it was found that the factors that significantly correlated with

the prevention of CMD (P < 0.05) were production costs, income, and knowledge of CMD.

Keywords: cassava mosaic disease (CMD), agricultural practice, Chaiyaphum
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AN TununndBuuiluwasAuniaugananysod
A1 wazd1eFan1seNgWug (Howeler et al., 2013)
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A aAa o o a Iy % o A o o Y
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(Office of Agricultural Economics, 2021) HAR AW Falszina 9.4 duls Amdudanas 57 veeszina
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Tudu Judads inasunarlua i dnan el sa@unuazdeni (Office of Agricultural Economics,
?Sluj Lmzﬁmmwﬁﬂ‘ﬁ'zﬁﬁﬁm IHun anasuedy 2021)

dszgrauan (i dulatide iy ansgewsn wifsiuddzuavaziunanlddasnas
WaznMale (Bureau of Agricultural and Industrial AN ANANYIITB981R B M TuAT N TuNN9a5N9
Trade Promotion, 2021) pandnwdaungia 9 1 widyninadiena-
o Y A Yo a o o o a 2 !
uanaNtadunI9A1UN1IAAN A AR AIIN- nsznuliiunisuanudilzuasngana taalusis
FRIN1TQIUAn anuilamnuan lisdiudntzuaai 1ud11s1a9 (cassava mosaic disease, CMD) @ai
AN lAfuaonBanlgniuetqunsuats 1nan unasulanagnguidunivzindelafa (Bizabani
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Gheewala, 2021)
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1. Uszansuaznguaacing

11 Uszannsd dluntsdnmaniedl Ae
Lm:rmm‘s;ﬂQﬂﬁuzi"]ﬂ:uﬁ\iﬁﬁuwuﬁﬂumwmm
AUNINAUATNNI TN AT T W.A. 2563 A1UIU 5,441
A Tu 3 Arua laun Anuadenvisl daaud uazlan
aze1n 8 1NENUBNLIRIINT AN nda Tneis 3
Fua Sfnumznfidszmaiiadreadeiu Aeuud
i'muqﬂuﬁuﬁﬁ‘hmiﬂﬂmmmﬁqmﬂ” INELR LY
LLm:qudquﬁqm'mﬁuﬁuﬁuﬁﬂﬂuﬁmmﬁmmj
LLmﬁuﬁﬂ@unﬂuﬁﬁﬂw@T\imuslmymméﬁmfafagﬂu
3 AuaAINas doudn 2 Aua tfun Aiualan
UananuaTuuestaeing ﬁﬁﬂwmuﬂuﬁimz@%‘q
daulunfmnzdgndne §adainendandndand
uffuiinsdnun wsziduunaanizlgniu-
Frulzudaidndoyidususy 2 1eeszmAsesann
uassvrdan 1 w.a. 2563 fiifefinnzilgn 735,629
15 uan@n 1.8 1usu nandniais 2.848 susiels
Tnggnenueaniaszing Ugniiudrdevaaninidy
FusL 2 v09dendn Hilefmnzilgn 128,999 3 Fe
LﬂuﬁfﬁLﬁmﬁﬁwzﬁ”ﬂﬁﬂqﬂmﬂ%m (Nong Bua Rawe
District Agricultural Extension Office, 2020) atnals
A5 Tl w.e. 2564 AAn19szuInTeelsnlus1ey
dnilzndenseusniugninavuestiosuma ANURLAA
annsthwiewiugudzudaiifnlanunilgn vinli
nannsszuauendig (Chaiyaphum Provincial
Agricultural Extension Office, 2021)

1.2 NANAY9LIN MMUUATUIANGNAFDEN
Tmﬂiﬂiﬁqml,mﬁl,l,mmﬂmu (Krejcie and Morgan,
1970) uaRalANgusaati199 1Y 359 AU W1
daya (informant) AnLaaNNguFAnang Inaguiaen
wijtiudunng sruaas 4 nejtinu Tnald3ansgu
LULN18 (Simple random sampling) @ﬁﬂﬁ?uﬁﬁuum
nguiaad1elundazuyiuiléfunisduidaen
Tnalwanuqusaat1eluuiaznyiududndou
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sampling)
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et al., 2021)
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ﬁuﬂmlumﬁﬁm (Abuhamda et al., 2021)
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1. ‘ﬁ"agaﬁuug'luﬁ"\umswgﬁqmeﬁ'aﬂwnm
WnuRsNTRLUgnAudIlEual

INATNIAU I I UWANIN Andusanay
62.7 astlaniign 24 1 arganniign 78 1 Senyads
52.8 Tl aun1sAnmszaulsconAnen (Fasaz 71.6)
fuszaunisainnslgniudndevsateniqn 2 O
unfiga 54 3 lnsiade 26.1 3 fdruauauninly
pTFRUIAY 4 AU LAZLINIUNNANNINEATIGAT
3 Au fufidgnadudndsudvaie 34.3 15 Tiud
nstemsesiinuduresauies laie 26.1 15 nanas
\de 3.2 siuslals fneldannislgniudiznss
e 7,295 unsiels ﬁunummamfaﬁlﬂ 4,382
uwiseld frzdunnudanudlafeatulaalusi
Judtenasa luseauilunans ldsuaLuzin
wieAlinmannidminiiduaiunisnynsieas
1 pfasiod] (Table 1)

2. meUHiRiadasiunisialsalumieiu-
dlenasrasnsasnsiilaniudnleuas

2.1 ﬂ’]i‘ﬁﬂ‘]ﬂﬂﬂ%‘ﬂﬁﬁaLﬁ'ﬂﬁﬂdﬁuﬂﬁilﬁm
Tenlusindiudndendsreaunensnsluganaulgn
Nudrdevdauaznisguainundudidenas wudn
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- 4 Y o o la e
naidungunneminemsnsiiand Ay uFEn
NINNGA AugrauIdaNg wusn inwnsnsfenay
98.6 AnnzAmaaniauRugNUAAINlIALAZUNAS
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ulasnarilldignasasialy sevasuniesas 94.4
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a :I/ o v d’l 1 o 'S a v
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AR 1ATIUYINeT se9a95asas 90.3 HnglamnGmy
d‘ o o A = = U v
Wanatedang lsanguieiiale wazsasay 14.8
= o ~ Y ! )
FnsnAanugzenaulas e ldlmduwrasaudes
29UNAIARgNT AunsldRugnUnIulsn wudn
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a Y o a 1 Y =y v 1
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TUANUNIFT IR UN1AATTABAZ LN AININY FREAY
91.6 Wnulasatnaries 2 iaw neulgniiudilsnas
Afasalluaziasuay 13.4 IaumasidnAuunn
. 4 . N .
dagaineoiulsauaznisdasiunidnlsalunig
4 4 e, ey .
dafludesauladndosliinsmsnmaudaya
aa a aa dl o val 1 dl
annsdfuminedesiulealaandesnianils
(Table 2)
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Table 1. Socio-Economic background of farmers

(n = 359)
Personal and socio-economic background Number Percentage
Gender
Male 134 37.3
Female 225 62.7
Age (years)
<40 44 12.3
41-50 113 31.5
51-60 126 35.1
> 60 76 21.2
Mean =52.81 S.D. =10.182 Min =24 Max =78
Education level
Uneducated 10 2.8
Primary school 257 71.6
Lower secondary school 43 12.0
Upper secondary school 45 12.5
Diploma 3 0.8
Bachelor's degree 1 0.3
Size of cassava planting area (rai)
<20 120 33.4
21-40 153 42.7
41-60 50 13.9
> 60 36 10.0
Mean = 34.32 S.D. =23.989 Min =2 Max = 187
Cassava planting experience (years)
<10 53 14.8
11-25 113 31.5
26-40 171 47.6
> 40 22 6.1
Mean = 26.11 S.D. = 11.125 Min =2 Max =54
Number of family members
1-2 46 12.8
3-4 178 49.6
5-6 107 29.8
>6 28 7.8
Mean =4.21 S.D.=1.662 Min=1 Max =12
Number of labors
<2 180 50.1
3-4 157 43.7
5-6 21 5.8
>6 1 0.3

Mean=2.7 S.D.=1.104 Min=1 Max=7
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Table 1. (Continue)
(n = 359)

Personal and socio-economic background Number Percentage

Own land ownership (rai)

<20 172 47.9
21-40 130 36.2
41-60 41 1.4
> 60 16 4.5

Mean = 26.06 S.D. =21.391 Min=0 Max = 187

Cassava yield (tons/rai)

<3 208 57.9
3-5 149 415
>5 2 0.6

Mean = 3.25 S.D. =0.74 Min =0.80 Max =6.00

Income from cassava cultivation (baht/rai)

< 3,000 9 2.5
3,001-6,000 111 30.9
6,001-9,000 164 45.7
> 9,000 75 20.9

Mean = 7,295.12 S.D. =2,271.52 Min = 1,700 Max = 17,000

Cost of planting cassava (baht/rai)

< 3,000 76 21.2
3,001-4,000 237 66
4,001-5,000 39 10.9
> 5,000 7 1.9

Mean = 4,381.89 S.D. =1,156.58 Min = 2,000 Max = 8,000

Knowledge of cassava mosaic disease (CMD) (score)

0.00-4.67 0 0
4.68-9.35 198 55.2
9.36-14.00 161 44.8

Mean =9.54 S.D.=1.69 Min=5 Max =14

Received training and advice from agricultural extension officers (times/year)

0 139 38.7
1-2 179 49.9
3-4 35 9.7
>4 6 1.7

Mean =1.06 S.D.=1.124 Min=0 Max=5
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Table 2. Farmers’ of practices for prevention of cassava mosaic disease (CMD)

Prevention of cassava mosaic disease Practice
Practice % No Practice %

Before planting
Plant quarantine system

Not importing cultivars or propagating from foreign countries 359 100 0 0
Phytosanitation

Select cultivars that are free from disease and insects 354 98.6 5 1.4

Use self-breeding cuttings 339 94.4 20 5.6
Cultural control

Plow sail 324 90.3 35 9.7

Clean plantation 53 14.8 306 85.2

Survey plantation area regularly at least once a week 332 92.5 27 7.5
Use disease resistant varieties

Use resistant cultivars 328 91.4 31 8.6
Control vector

Soak cultivars to prevent pests 241 67.1 118 32.9

Use natural enemies to control pests 324 90.3 35 9.7

Apply bio-insecticides 273 76.0 86 24.0

Apply chemicals 281 78.3 78 21.7
When cassava mosaic disease occurs

Notify the district agricultural extension offices 337 93.9 22 6.1

Destroy diseased plants 346 96.4 13 3.6

Leave infected plantation for at least 2 months 329 91.6 30 8.4

Search for cassava mosaic via internet disease information 48 13.4 311 86.6
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Table 3. Regression coefficient of independent variables related to prevention of cassava mosaic

disease (CMD)

Unstandardized

Variables Sig.
coefficients : B
Constant 0.609 11.456 0.000
1. Sex -0.007 -0.605 0.546
2. Age -0.003 -0.427 0.670
3. Education level 0.002 0.315 0.753
4. Size of cassava planting area -0.006 -0.914 0.361
5. Cassava planting experience -0.010 -1.180 0.239
6. Number of labors -0.002 -0.178 0.859
7. Land ownership 0.004 0.196 0.845
8. Cassava yield 0.009 0.658 0.511
9. Cost of planting cassava 0.026 2.881 0.004*
10. Income from cassava cultivation 0.021 2.291 0.023*
11. Knowledge of cassava mosaic disease (CMD) 0.037 3.029 0.003*
12. Received training and advice from agricultural 0.003 0.247 0.805
extension officers

R= 0.321 R°=0.103 SEE = 0.105 F=3.309 Sig. of F = 0.000

' significantly different at P < 0.05
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Abstract: The objectives of this research were to study onion production management and analyze factors
relating to this management of the farmers in Fang District, Chiang Mai Province. An interview form was used
to collect data from a sample group of 188 farmers who were members of the Fang Onion Growers
Cooperative (FOC) between January and May 2022. The results revealed that most farmers were male, with
an average age of 53.09 years, and graduated primary school. On average, they had 19.96 years of onion
cultivation experience and 5.36 rai planting areas. Most farmers used their own funds, and loan from various
sources such as FOC and Village Funds for the onion production. Approximately half of the farmers had only
one market distribution channel. They also accessed about two sources of agricultural information on
average. In 2021, most farmers attended no training (67.60 %) and made no contact with relevant officers for
assistance with onion production (67.00 %). Regarding onion production management, it was found that the
farmers were at a moderate management level. From an analysis of factors relating to the onion production
management, it was found that knowledge of onion production management and onion planting areas were
positively significant (P <0.01 and P < 0.05, respectively). Thus, relevant officers should provide knowledge
on production and marketing to the farmers, so they can apply this knowledge to improve their onion

production management.
Keywords: Production management, onion, Farmer’s knowledge
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waznsRAseud e reANdaemEe ludunsuanesvia v (Geear 67.00) ludautesnisdanis
nisuasveNialug wudn inwaInsiszAunsdanisluninsaneg lusrAulunane annisiaaziilads
fidenasianissanianisuanuenvialug) wudn m’mﬁw’humﬁmm?mwﬁmaxﬁyuﬁﬁ'lﬂumiﬂqn
wanvia v Tanuduiusi@suandunisanninisuanua uvia lun)edeliadnAty (P < 0.01 uaz P < 0.05
ANANL) Fariu whiiniReatasandranltauffeatunisdanimisaavenvialunjuninemsns anf
NITUAR WATNIIAAIA LW@meimmmmﬁﬂﬂﬂ%ﬂ%’luma‘f-i’mm@mimﬁmmmﬁq“lmymmmulﬁﬁ@lﬁu

AEIATY: N1IAANITNITNAR WeN gy A INFUeLNEAINT

AN UATAIITA NITYABLT UATUNABIAAY Tnediui
wnzilgnaaunadu 8,800 15 Tnedenda@aalusid
uauﬁq‘lmgLﬂuﬁmmmﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬂﬁmmﬁmuﬁq mmﬁmmmﬁﬂmgmnﬁqmﬁmLﬂu‘}’@ﬂ@z 74.66
1a9tszwmealng lnafantiiuidsznauainivie (Office of Agricultural Economics, 2021a)
uilneaan wazlduilsglulsssugnanunssy idu Tugasfidrunanennsdudnuania-
nseLUT N9aewindy uayldiudautsznenly Tunjdszauilnymivanasiu i nnsanaauunedi
anszilea usu (Extension and Training Office, vanlunjannilssimaau e ldTas T e naLER
2022) dufutlszmalnainislgnuenialng mmmuﬁ’ﬂmﬂuﬂizmﬁmnﬁﬁmeﬁmmﬁumu
wazliuandmiamiansasied nedunisuan waTAUUNITHARaNYa I gandszineguaa
mmﬁqlmaiLﬁ@fé’mﬁwﬁﬂuﬂa‘zmﬂLmzzﬁ'q@@ﬂ Toyuaenanainliuansdalungjaasneldaunan
usmsingsnelsyma uanainiidaiinstnda weduluGeenanld weanaini insmsnsdaszay
vandalug unu3lnantaludszma Tull w.a. Teyunuandialunjaunain (Bureau of Agricultural
2564 Uszwmealnandnvauialng Usuin 34,797 Commodities Promotion and Management, 2021)
fu uazdin1sdenaniaNanAnda i uazulsgyl Faru Fgunalaadrdnauiasegianisinems
Wue 15unaunnsdenan 3,465 A 3ar199u 50.34 NITNININHATUAZAUNIOL AINNITATLANNINAS
ATULY) Tmﬂﬁﬂi:mﬂ@jﬁ’ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ; An n‘jﬂu NLATE wazni1saatananiolng nralimiuanasaas
BULRE WazeBAIATIAY (Bureau of Agricultural 84AN13NN3A1 AN (WTO) T w.A. 2564 - 2566 Tnaid
Commodities Promotion and Management, 2021) nnsdaasn i ldnsruaunisannsal lunisusnng
feid ludFanann dszwmalnaiinisinizign FANTINITUARLAZNITAATABENSATLANAT ile
vansaluny lu 5 49udn laun deelud TFeeme Snwatasn1nsAvensialun luilszine faus
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NN INAANUE AN HRINsaNNTn saxliDs
n1afidaulunisdnassiTurindvandalug
v 1 4 %3 & ©° k4
wisnuuaauazuuyladidunsliunglszaeming
wesannidunansineilszmelnadaliainison@s

Lmv[ﬁ’f(Department of Foreign Trade, 2021)
o o = 1 o o Q‘Id
Fendadaslusidudandaninisdgn
wanalug uasHlSuuuananuIngnaly
dszinalne Tnelud w.e. 2564 ANunmazilgn

auau 6,489 15 wazanursonanvandalun) e

AU 25,978 AU Lﬁ@ﬁmimﬁ\umd\uwwﬂ@uﬂ
fdAywudn aglusnede udane dullnes
W59 LH3N wazdauna (Office of Agricultural
Economics, 2021b) taaiinsdnmeannsalgign
meualna Tusuau 4 uvia Ae annsaleiqn
vanialun e A1in avnsalflgnuenialugy
w919 Arim aunsalgdgnuansinlunnie 4nin
wazaunsadgugnuanialun) auniawmun
§71in GennsdasaaunsnifananRiusn e
sadfunananuazliuTnisuninwmnsnsgilgn
wanvia e luausne < (Tulathammakul, 2000)
5<mi:1%uﬁmﬂul,wi@:ﬂmwmmsﬁﬂqﬂmuﬁfg-
TunfepstlszauTyuINaNAR A URA AR NNANAR
feangnaraidusiuaunin danalsivenvialugyd
2IPNAAR
mmmmLﬂumeﬂaﬂmumeVimmu
21993913 1T 19 1nad mmmnmmwmumm@m
mmmmm:umemwmmuuim Annand
gianuansialuniele A Wuavnsalgilgn
uﬂuﬁﬂmy'LL‘M'\'iLLmLmzﬁﬁ-i’ﬁmumm%nmr]ﬁqm
TudendndasInad Inafaniinauau 2,359 97t
LS wmnzgnanuau 3,560 15 (Cooperative
Promotion Department, 2021) L& 31N & A IN T4
faufuaninaasavnsnl waneslszaulong
HANAAMANTA U AURANA LAZTTYUNIATNAKAR
AnAnANan FeduntsufladymienaGuduiins
Hi”ummLﬁﬂﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁ@ﬂﬂiﬂﬂiﬂﬁW@Nﬁfﬂum
18U HATNT HALUAIUN1IIUHUNTNER LA
N1IIANITAIUNIINAR L-ﬁ”fml,wlﬁcﬁﬁﬁmu%
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Annisdanisnisnaavenialunjreainensns
?{Lﬁumm%ﬂmmdﬁmmﬁﬂm&ism s71ia Fansvin
mmLﬁTﬂ@Lﬁ'mﬁumﬁmmimmﬁmmuﬁﬂm&i
pa9inEATNIazi1 N uladnEuenINaEs way
NI9ANIUHUF NG 7] fifuades 19U n1sudn uay
nsnana Seaziflutsslaninemiseauifeades
Tunrsmuuanisusailyvinananvanialun
AUAATA LL@tﬁmMW?WﬂWN@Naﬂmﬂﬁ?’]ﬁi'ﬂiﬂ

L4 aa
aUnsaluazinns

UsetINsUaENANAIDENT

Uszannsildlunisineidansed Ae
inwasnafidugundnaunsalfdgnnanvialug
tng aniim a1wneee Sandndaalud a1uau 2,359
918l (Cooperative Promotion Department, 2021) n1g-
Aquasaillfifususndayaszuinaieuunman
DaReuNnENIAN WA, 2565 Fadelinauunuin
1oangusaatelnaldgnoues Yamane (1973)
AuAanALAeLTieansL AR sz 0. 07 ilegann
auNTnannani Lﬂumwmiwmnwmywumumq
Lm‘wgﬂ@me“muﬂﬂmﬂmﬂu 1m@ﬁuqumq@ﬂﬁq
188 318 wazld3an19gNAmet19uLLde (simple
random sampling) Taginsauaain

vAZBINaY b lun15I48
i 4 ey v K

wrasneanldlunisiivdeys Ae wuy
duniwal dedsrnavlilsay 4 dqunan lawn 1)
fayanugIudauyAna 2) N199ANIINITNAR
wandialug 3) Avanilunisdanisnisuan
wanvalugy uae 4) Teyniglassalunisdnnis
nisnanvanialun laaludouaaanisannig
nsuannanialunjUsznausas Anniuifaaiy
ANINNITIANIINITUAANANT TV 2BINBATNT

aa a va Zj/ v v o ° o

mmﬁﬂgummum 30 48 fRAuNINUATEALNNS
UDuiR 4 szay Ao UhuRdulezen = 3 AZLUY
ﬂgummﬂmq = 2 ATUUU ﬂg‘ummuj psa = 1
Azuuu ez lHire IR = 0 Azuwl udat AT
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flduutsrrdunisfifeanidu 4 szdu tHun
1ifln124Anns (AM1aAe 0.00 - 0.75 AZLUL) Tin1s-
AANIUeY (m”m?{ﬂ 0.76 - 1.50 AZWUL) AN199ANNT
U1unans (m'wm?ulﬂ 1,57 - 2.25) AT LATHNNT-
FAN1THAN (AR 2.26 - 3.00 ATLUY) ATDTH
dauiifinsmmageunmninduaaudedeld
(Reliability) WAL A1 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
windy 0.739 uarludauresnd1nilunisuan
nanalug UsznaumaaA1nIna UL 28 49
winzdalhidanAinaugnuieia Amauiignias
1% 1 Azuuu Ameuitligndasld 0 Azuww avmiy
drpzuunildunutsszduanfeanidu 3 sziy
laun Fpanuides (AzUWY 0.00 - 9.33 ATLUY)
HANFUIUNANY (AZWLY 9.34 - 18.66AZLUW)
wasHAINENIN (AZUUY 18.67 - 28.00 AZULY )
ﬁmmmuﬁﬁmimmmurf;mmwﬁmmw-
Gadeld (Reliability) waziAn Kuder-Richardson
coefficient (KR-20) 4¥i1f11 0.702 (Vanichbuncha
and Vanichbuncha, 2018)

N15ATISUTBYS

wnavteyalaaldanfidanssniun
(descriptive statistics) Lﬁ@'a%mﬂimg@ﬁﬂwmx
ﬁugﬁumumm wsegna uazdenn liun Anfeaas
(percentage) Aaat (mean) LazANday
N1M3IFIU (standard deviation) uazldanmiTeny-
NU (Inferential Statistics)?Jmiww’mmma@ﬂwu
(Multiple Regression Analysis) WenTadafidana
AAN19IAANIINITNARUANTA LMD 109N EATNT 1At
Fimunuunsiaesadefinasenisdan1snis-
uaananialnnjradneAInNsluaINaNIe A9ndn
Geralvai wail

Y = a+bx+bx+bx+0bx,+ bx+ bx,

+ box,+ bgx,+ bgx + b, X, .+ b, X, +

107710 7171

b12x12+ b13X13+ b14X14

@@ Y = Onion production management (score)

a = Constant
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b, ,,= The correlation coefficient of the

1-14
independent variables 1 to 14
x, = Gender (1 = male, 0 = female)
x, = Age (year)
x, = Education (year)
x, = Experience in onion production (year)
Xs = Agricultural laborers (number)
X, = Onion income (baht/year)
x, = Planting area (rai)
xg = Finance (0 = personal funds, 1 =
personal funds and loan)
X, = Market (number)
X,, = Sources of news and information
(number)
x,, = Training (times/year)
1» = Contact with officer about onion
(times/year)
X,, = Group membership (number)

x,, = Knowledge of onion production (score)
NAMSANHILAZIATOL

é’numzﬁugwdquqﬂﬂa LATHINA WazdIAN
YaunEAsNSHUanUaNIa b

NAN13IRENWLGN INeAsNsszans 2 Tu 3
Wumety Fenas 65.40) flangais 53.00 1 waz
aunnsAnenlusyAuLszauAnE AN smanig
ﬂim‘umﬂﬁumaﬁqﬂmuﬁqlmjL@l?}lﬂ 19.96 1
waz asndnlunsaFeuiiduussuineassiuay
2 A Tud w.a. 2564 inwmsnsdlaneldainnisign
wenalun 1ade 99,930.85 unsiedl uariliui
dgnuanialunjiade 536 13 inwmsnadanlun 14
‘1;”\1L’Eunumfaqmuva\mmmnmirﬁuL’EuLW@nWi-
nanuanalug) lnainemsnaiiundnfasas 50 &
unasanudreveNia v iasunausen lugiuaes
n195udayat19aIWLFI anmnﬂmm@mmf;-
asmanianensiagiedzain 2 TR Fedeanns
finsmsnsdaulng 14 wwmmummgmm
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vianvialungee uazinguaw dud Tull w.e. 2564
insrmsnsdaulnn)ldlasunisausy (feaaz 67.60)
waznsAnsefuda R ese A dasnAely
AuNITARNaNtia g (Faaay 67.00) wanaIni
wud insasnadaulugldldduannnngua
fuenuiteannannsalduanueninlunj« wasdl
mw;ﬁ?m*mLﬂT'fo«wLﬁﬂqﬁunﬁmammmﬁﬂmg@ﬂﬂu
seAULNRNaN (Table 1)

NSAANITNITHAANDNN LA UDILNHATNG
N9AANIINTHARNDNITR WD UR9N AN
NANIUIAINNITAANTINITNAR TUNINTIN Usznau
Tf28 N9INURUNNTHAR N1INAR LAZNITAANA
iquﬁammilﬁmﬁummammuﬁﬂmg yail
Tudauaaanisdanisnisuaavanialun lunin-
mudsarfaulfidiuianinlfufseansnms
WU INHAINTRNN99ANIT U ALLUNAe (R =

1.97, SD = 0.40) ilefiansunludruaesnisdanis
NITUAR WL ANUN1TINMEBeE Uz AU UNAI
(X =2.03, SD = 0.48) Aunsuanas/luseauliu
NaN9 (X= 2.09, SD = 0.42) uarAun1InaInatlu
sraUlIuNana (X=1.78,SD = 0.55) (Table 2)
‘Lum’aumqm’mfﬁmﬁuNﬁmu@uﬁﬂm&i
nensnsdoulun Gasar 72.30) HAnnufaanudila
Tugzaudiunans (ﬁ;‘:LLuuL@lalf;l 16.04 RMNAZ UL
\Fist 28 Az Keitenaduiiessnannisiunsy
fayalusrudinaindalidaud19ain inwmnansd
LLm'megJ@ﬁhmmrmmﬂ Tnaiadsilszunn 2
WHES (X = 2.27, SD = 1.23) uenaInfiinsnsnsels
dnsunseusnviteRase T nin i eades
funsnanwesnialug) lsidemileaied (Table 1)
atnelafimu Lm:rm:mimu’mmwﬁ”]ﬁﬁﬂﬁluj VU
devaulaluardedafant v lmdndedeyadiogns
fifendestunisnannesvinlug) Asdwinliinemsns

Table 1. Personal, economic and social characteristics of the onion farmers in Fang district, Chiang Mai province

Characteristics % X SD

1.Gender

female 34.60

male 65.40
2. Age (year) 53.09 9.90
3. Education (year) 5.96 3.86
4. Experience in onion production (year) 19.96 9.50
5. Agricultural labors (number) 2.06 0.92
6. Onion income (baht/year) 99930.85 96570.00
7. Planting area (rai) 5.36 3.61
8. Finance

personal funds 9.60

personal funds and loan 90.40
9. Market (number) 1.38 0.55
10. Sources of news and information (number) 2.27 1.23
11. Training (times/year) 0.40 0.64
12. Contact with officer about onion (times/year) 0.39 0.61
13. Group membership (number) 0.13 0.40
14. Knowledge of onion production (score) 16.04 3.71
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gawad AruFluausengang yail Usziinunaug
AN AT INEAINIINUIUNNADLIRA 5 SusLILen
Tun 1) n9szunTeINUaUNIZNaN 2) N199:U1A
wa4lsmsnnlunanialug) 3) nasdendnilgn 4)
nsanANduA19resAnluLlaunzlgn uaz
5) niaiusnevenialung lulseFeu mma‘ﬁ'
ineasnsfanaiiaaudnlanananaeulutls iy
mwimdq‘ﬁ a1aAuilesuIaInnIsfinEaIng
doulnn) W funiseusnLazinfeduiingf

[
o

Naadasiunisnanuanialung adneania Ml

= a o o A , A
N19AUTNUTANIR AR AR NN LT UTaIn 199
INHATNTIAINITNAAUDIN F9xvT9a8A DT UE U
Uszifinsng o dain llineasnaiinaannidrlale
AndnsAnE ey asansiales (Footan et al, 2017)

Table 2. Management of onion production

e fifinasanisanmsnisuanuanialua

mﬂmﬁLmﬁxﬁmm@ﬂwmﬁlﬂmﬂ@ﬁmﬁ
fuaran199an NITNaARMaNTL lunjreunmINg
‘1'7{Lﬂumﬁﬂmnifﬁé’ﬂ@uﬂmmﬁﬂwt:JN A1 m
WUIN ﬁqﬁmﬂa‘:ﬁm“ﬁrmiﬁm%uhﬁqwu (multiple
coefficient of determination, R? ) HAWNAL 0.196
MuAg AT FaulsRassianusaniuaduie
A unsraainlsnnldFeaas 19.60 @4
FautlsBasyiia 14 fauilsviu fenuau 2 dauls
AR uduRUSEsuaniufaulsauatiied -
ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂgmqmaﬁﬁizﬁu 0.01 LAz 0.05 AMNAAL
Tevwn mmfﬁmﬁummﬁmmuﬁq‘l,mg (Sig. =
0.000) LLmﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬂqﬂmuﬁﬂm&i (Sig. = 0.032)
(Table 3)

Management of onion production X SD Level
Planning 2.03 0.48 medium
Production 2.09 0.42 medium
Marketing 1.78 0.55 medium
Total 1.97 0.40 medium
Table 3. Regression coefficient of independent variables related to the onion management
Variables Unstandardized coefficients: B t Sig.
Constant 45.846 6.023 0.000
1. Gender 0.042 0.024 0.981
2. Age -0.069 -0.607 0.545
3. Education 0.036 0.149 0.882
4. Experience in onion production 0.059 0.539 0.590
5. Agricultural labors -0.774 -0.775 0.439
6. Onion income -1.345E-05 -0.898 0.371
7. Planting area 0.855 2.162 0.032*
8. Finances -0.685 -0.233 0.816
9. Market -1.790 -1.043 0.298
10. News and information -1.357 -1.741 0.083
11. Training -0.344 -0.232 0.816
12. Contact with officer about onion -0.460 -0.297 0.767
13. Group membership 0.753 0.346 0.730
14. Knowledge of onion production 1.254 5.193 0.000**
R = 0.442 R?=0.196 SEE = 11.220 F = 3.007 sig. of F = 0.000

* significantly different at < 0.05; ** significantly different at P<0.01
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21N Table 3 A1N1FNDBULANNENNUS
ygafadelunsdanisniandnlésn inunsnsfi
ﬁyuﬁiumﬂwq:ﬂ@unmuﬁﬂm&immmzﬁmmi
Lﬁlmﬁvumwﬁwmﬁﬂmgmn An199anng
nsuannenialugy 1dAndnmasn s iiuiily
ma‘m']xﬂ@uﬂﬁﬂﬁmeﬁmmiﬁmﬁumwamﬁm
n91 a8AAA8INU Meena et al. (2016) feFUIE9
Tunnfuauavajinandanuazaalduinnan
WNFHIUNANAUAZIU AN AHANTY legann
HAnn29pn1ensuan I auazaunTaRaRaNia gy
IFunnndnvinfuawadn i Wafuauwnaun €
Hsunusanioanisuanileandinifuauianang
wazrnfuauAEN BndsznnIvi e ineAsnsT
fmaauiaoiudilalunisuasuaniialugiuan
fuualiulunnsdanisnisuanldandninsnsnsd
fanmurnsdy Teaenndeeiy (Mamiro et al.,
2014) inaalddnumansgugnuansialug il
AINFLATAINIID AN ANSAR R T UL LN AN -
Hanu N liinemansinisdnnsdmgna taatna
sz@nsnn Lﬁ@ﬂmﬁuﬂ’]ivﬂ’w‘imwmmﬁmgﬁm
Tunann v wazdeinliuananuansmaIng
zgq%u

Tudaurasifyuiuazdaiauaiuzlunig-
TpnTTnsHanTenEAInsUgnuanialunlu
a1unaene Aandnideslud wuan ﬁm&mwﬁ'mﬁmm
wunnlnalAesiu Ae Toyuisiunimans (Gaaay
25.53) waztlyunaunianan (faeas 25.00) 115U
oyunsuniIeans ineansdszauiuilnymisan
vawialuganatuariinislasuulasseesan
atingaaLF inliineaInsUfufauazan LK
nnsman el sansiailsuauriadrAunanad
WFUTenanARtesse v ldwed 1 AuNanaTiTl
@fg:mmmnmmmiﬁ@mrﬁ%mq uarluunensanistal
53mmm@ﬁummammmﬁﬂmﬁLniu@u Nl
neasnsadusesamianananlusiaign neil
10917y MAUNITHAR InEATNIUszauLAaNIN
annAfutstsu Tnaunedlidunnuiundndnd
yin A alsAdned 1 uaunanaaensialug ls
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Hulpufidesnis nanaie lduanandeauas
HaNdAL1NdauiinnNIdanne Toyunreeadun
29913 Aa TynsuRunu (Faaas 19.68)
Lﬁm@’mﬂﬁﬂmimam (i fJo uazansail) d91A0
LL‘wwu mmlmﬂwmﬂmmumuluma‘mmmmmu
Favias mwmm‘mu‘mmwummwL\me'ammmu
Tunisnanuaniialug HeinenInssinenanEn
muﬁﬂmﬂrﬂummﬁﬁ%ﬁ M linAnIs11mNU way
mmmumumumﬂu @qml,ﬂummﬂﬂuuumumﬂ
I u@ﬂmnumwmmmﬂi”auﬂmu”lmmw
mmu (Fauay 5. 32) mu mwmmummmmmﬂu
Muqmﬂummwmmmmmnmmmmmu@u
@mumimwiuﬂﬂmmmu a7 n19seunaTaslsA
Aadelafalalsun 2019 (COVID-19) uaznsgdas
wesAmaNia ey sz aniusiunu uanannil
Lm:rmmﬂ”qLmummﬂﬁmiqmmmmf‘”gﬁL'ﬁ'm*ﬁm
L{l’ﬁmqu@mwmﬂﬂuﬁwq@.mﬂﬁuL'ﬁ'mmuﬁf;-
vy Watlasiunisiensatendiauainneadn
AUNANY memiﬁmﬁﬁﬂﬁuﬁmuﬁﬂm&i'ﬁlmmx
Fuanimarnialudszmalng sauianissnin
n1suduania lugjainsgilszine

G

AINNNIANENBeannIdANSNIREAMENT-
Tund wuadn nqusaatdaulugilumeany J
argaded 53.00 1 uaziniednmiaglusziy
dszandAnmn inwrsnsidszaunisallunisdgn
s lvajiade 19.96 1 waziuilgnuenia-
Tunjiade 5.36 15 nwasnadoulug) Widunuaes
mumum:mirj’ﬁuL‘Emﬁ@mmammuﬁq‘lum&i
%qf:mwmrmﬁum?'qﬁmefimuwuﬂuﬁqlua&i
Weunameauazlfsudeyatiioaismisnisinums
TALIRAEAIUI 2 Ta9NI (v riaiaunand
guannanialug drsuarfirguau) Tnalud
W.F. 2564 Lm:rmmmu‘l,umiuimﬁr‘umi@muLL@”
mmmnumwmwmmmmmemmmfmmm
TuArunisuaavanialungy UBNANHINHATNIAIY
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’Lvm&iﬁmwitﬁmﬁumwﬁmmuﬁﬂmﬁm:ﬁu
unans aelsfimnunuda inemsnsiaanuiaau
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e g1 Aty n19adndisz Ay 0.01 LATITHY 0.05
AINAIAL %q@%mﬂiﬁdﬁma:rmmﬁﬁmmilﬁmﬁu
nIsuaRUaNa g uannan La il uilunas-
wnztlgnueniialunjauialunindn Ansdpnnsnig
wanveia e I8 ndnenanafiiaaafifeadu
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iesanaanefininddsuulasesnaiettamn-
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¥ wanannined1Aunanaid it enanan
fiauauiten v ldAdegamnsanasauanss
saainmasnsld Toymndunisuannenialvg 7
Fuileannannaninennteiulsdsan v liwesia-
unjifinlsn denalinandnnenialug lifuly
uTideenis wazily AN uRumu Lummnmuwu
‘lumm@mu@umimymgwu mlfinemanasasd
nsffinRuiemamulunisudavenialun) way
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Adanalnrasunalivnuangdauly (Diptera: Agromyzidae) ludszindlneg

DNA Barcodes and Phylogenetic Study for Reliable Identification

of Leafminers (Diptera: Agromyzidae) in Thailand

295uns Yy’ qune 1 IRR' BENS HannA’
InAgAN FUAS Uaz 1aANqs anln’
Yuvarin Boontop', Sunadda Chaovalit', Chamaiporn Buamas'
Kessuda Sonsiri and Chalermwoot Somapark®
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"Plant Protection Research and Development Office, Department of Agriculture, Bangkok 19000, Thailand
zn@ﬁ@”mm:w@uﬁwmm?w@”mmﬁmﬁ'ﬂoumui/igﬂmﬁmmmmi AINATINIINBAT NPT 10900
*Postharvest and Processing Research and Development Division, Department of Agriculture, Bangkok 10900, Thailand

*Corresponding author: Email: Yuvarin9320@gmail.com

Abstract: Agromyzid leafminers comprise a pest group that causes considerable economic losses to
vegetable crops and poses serious quarantine challenges. In this study, the fragment of the cytochrome ¢
oxidase subunit 1 gene (Cox7) of the mitochondrial genome was sequenced to assist in the species
identification of Agromyzidae which are pestiferous in Thailand. Sequences of leafminers collected in the
country were analyzed using a "barcode" region and identified using standard nucleotide BLAST from
GenBank database. Five species of Liriomyza sp. were identified and sequences of 20 samples for each
species were deposited in GenBank: Liriomyza brassicae Riley, 1884; Liriomyza chinensis Kato, 1949;
Liriomyza huidobrensis Blanchard, 1926; Liriomyza sativae Blanchard, 1938; and Liriomyza trifolii Burgess,
1880. A molecular phylogeny of these five species of leafminer was generated using the sequences of Cox1
gene. Bayesian and Maximum Likelihood analyses were used to investigate patterns of clustering. Analyses
gave consistent results. The phylogeny showed that the L. chinensis clade is also separated from the other
leafminers, and it is closely related to L. chinensis haplotype A from Japan. The phylogeny showed that the L.
sativae clade is more closely related to L. trifolii. This study provided basic information on the number of
species and DNA data of Liriomyza in Thailand. Cox7 sequences were demonstrated as an effective tool for

identifying leafminer species.

Keywords: Leaf miner flies, identification, DNA barcoding, phylogenetics
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undnsia: uasTueuzeuliasd Agromyzidae SaldaiTungudngiafinelfifanugrdanmaassgiase
farnuazaNTIeRdAyBarenudiunisinduie n1si nen a4 145 S uenn A nandouaesiy
cytochrome ¢ oxidase subunit 1 mitochondrial gene (Cox7) undag Tun1sanuunaiiauuasiuvuantauluoed
Agromyzidae Fafludmgiainiiddnlulszmalng drduianalendresuussfuueusenlyldgnemu
melussmauasihldiimsiifield dundueusldnlunssusnefinuasiimmengseulufusauianale
InAumsgulugiudeya GenBank nan1saaeInLan unasiunuautewly Liiomyza sp. A7119% 5 1A AN
anduianalelng 20 fdaed1e gnezyuaziuinlilugiudeya GenBank Sduatinriug Liiomyza brassicae
Riley, 1884; Liriomyza chinensis Kato, 1949; Liriomyza huidobrensis Blanchard, 1926; Liriomyza sativae
Blanchard, 1938 wax Liriomyza trifolii Burgess, 1880 N13ANEIANNENAUSNIITAUINAT Anansuiiandle
nAuasAIunudsdin Cox? annuuasiuvuaugauluauau 5 18 unAiAsziaaeg Maximum likelihood WAz
Bayesian analysis WL" LLmuqﬁmmuﬁuﬁuﬁmﬁfj"r;ummimni?m'aﬁ%miﬁ naTidenAdeITUEY Cox! uam
Thdtunadse@nsninlunisldanuunaiawasimuaugauly Tnaauduiusniddmuinisuansliiiugn
unasfumeumeuly L chinensis i Spmnauansineiy LLumrTuMu@um@u‘lmﬁmﬁluj WAZENNL UNAIUMLaY
gaulu L. chinensis ﬁwu”luﬂazmﬂim&uﬁmmln@”%mmqﬁuqmiuﬁmﬁmﬁuﬁ haplotype A Finilulszna
tﬁ'ﬁu waTWNUHATMWIN gt uanaliiiug 1 unasiunuausauly L. sativae HuRanadniuginddaiu
unasTustuauteuly L. il iinnduasiumueumes el miﬁﬂmﬁiﬁ*ﬁ@H@ﬁugmﬁmﬁuﬁﬁmu
rHnveuNasiuiuauTeuluans Liiomyza lutszinalne uazanduiianalelnsaastiu Coxt lesunsiigaiiia
Huse@vBnwlunissvyafinueunasiunausenly

Fa Ao

AdAn: Luasiunueureuly nsauuneiis AweLNfian ANANRLSIERTRUINIG

AU AaNdA Ty AenisAnaneiedseeny -
ﬂiumﬂ (Boontop et al., 2022a) tszmelnelugiue
annnisilasunilasaesdninenniALas Aifinnsdenaninuay m@"l,w,ﬂuiw"l,mmnmmm
aninwindanlulaqiudsnasanisgid lus 923U92nA (Center for Information Technology and
(emerging spemes) LaEN19INIU (invasive species) Communications, 2022) N17ATIANLULNAITUN LY
m@\mmwmwmu‘mmnummum wazluvang 7 seuludalliuiaind desnisdnan deualiiin
ﬂ?::mﬂwumﬂﬂ@ﬂuuﬂmmnﬂmgwmm (minor ANINARUNINNITANANTNHIALNAS
pest) A1NNTOLENVNANT TN LATNANARNY uuasTunueuteuludaunainvans
NNTLINEA imn%u@uﬂ aneln il uﬁmgﬁmwﬁﬂ nsugnesnaduniindudau (cryptic species)
(major pest) uWNasTuMUaUTauly (leafminers) aam lfanseanisawunaie ealull a.@. 2021
udpgitgaiiauiis Tneluszasidauazdinars Uszmadunuunasiunueuzauly Liomyza
wariaAuluTUTnudunuLarasreiieie chinensis W41 2 haplotypes @ ur haplotype A
LNT%W@@r(mesophyll tissue) aﬂgm;‘;\ﬂﬂdﬁ “UUBU- WAL haplotype B %x‘iﬁwqaﬂﬁuﬂ’]ﬁ‘vﬂ'ﬁﬁﬁ@’mLL@Z
gaulu” (Spencer and Steyskal, 1986; Parrella, 1987;) AareliAAANNEEM R LANFANTY NN TANEN
LLumeuuu@m@uﬁLﬁaﬁuiﬁdwLﬂwfiﬂuﬁmgﬁﬁ WUA1 wuasTuuaugauly haplotype B dauflu

lulaqiiuafannd@emeinandanemsinems alagnamuindunuludid dn1ad1vinatauay
wnune neanazegedeluigdniaswgiand  afreaoni@evnaluiganavenlduannda
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haplotype A Anvagianudn dnwouznisdinansas
Wuanerznisatgiag o uduanauuy
faliing (continuous mine) Famn9anN LA TUVILEY
gaulu haplotype A figanumnniaunti Sn1sdn
yanauuufudugnounylsisie fios (discontinuous
mine) (Tokumaru et al., 2021)

atinglsfimu 1 efiansainnsuseadunas-
zﬁ'\m@ﬂmemmmamqﬁmqmmﬂﬂﬁmﬁL*ﬂ’mqm
drusunisdseandnualiaindszwmalneliyg
panmlaniiu nssuundngiaiidlantadalui
NN9eRanAUANINHAIAIALIANIY “UNAISUMLEY
gauly” fadudngdiAyaesiadngdsaanlidl
ANYNFIBY ﬁmmiﬂﬁuLﬂuﬁmm*ﬂmxﬁumﬂaﬁu
IuAeddny nazasnmniinlidudeyaiszney
Tnydnededngive (pest lish) Wanisdaaniiadn
nalifnesnagnanalanididuednad ueanani
nsauunafiaaesdngielignieafialdidu
mﬁ“ﬂﬁmmﬁmmmmm‘rﬁuﬁmmzﬁﬁﬁmﬁifamu
A9ENTINL1TUN T IBLATN19U LY NEFN 7|
faﬂmiuﬂmuumummummmnmmmnuuumqu
vuauseuluiu finnsAnmanissuunaingas
@Tﬂwm:m\ﬁﬁmgm%mLLumﬁz\uﬁu (traditional
taxonomy) (Boontop et al., 2022a) WASTRANTAINNT
vy (Boontop et al., 2022b) analalieane lunnsauun
ﬂmwwmﬂwmv?ﬂmqmaﬁmmmwmiﬂ@me
AN ﬁQﬂLMﬁlu@\‘iﬁJﬁ’l’m@’WLﬂuiuﬂ’]iﬂi‘“’ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂ
wmalulaiifitndedeuasiinissensulusyduana
w19 lunngepaLUNIIALN AT ULANTA W L

nsidaafinaafiunisldmaianteda-
Tuanalunisdneaiduennslan (DNA barcode)
Weldlunisdnuunafnreuasiunuauseuly
LAZAINITNLBNDIANNANAUFITIATMUINIT
(phylogenetic analysis) NN R AL EIT X PNCY
e ufuainuazanuduiufaesulasTuuew
sawluinululssmalng Fenaannnisinmassl
n'fasl,ﬁ’lﬁmmnmhL%ﬁ@ﬁm%’ﬂmmﬁmmi LAY
Lﬂumﬂmuwmmmmmmmmum\muuuau
m@uiumwuiuﬂ@vmﬁim UGN TANAS
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uazanguuamslunisdasiunidndngnanilania
k7 vl v
snadnanlutlszmalne luewnas ldansan

L4 aa
aUnsaluazInns

1. n1sANEIALAWLAUISlARA (DNA barcode) 124
LNAIUMRUAUTaU L
1.1 N1SLAUSIUSINAIDENUNAITUNUD Y

dauly

Fedrsuuasiunueuteulusafuded
1 lunnsinEadueunflanldaindaageiifiy
ANAUAN TN AT 6 nin1rreslszinalng
(M1ANA1S NARZIURN ANAWile nnAzdueen
mManzdusan@aauilauaznia’ls) (Boontop et al.,
2022a) Ingfqat1qunasvuausaulugniiy
fneldludnsazatsueaneges dudu 95
wafidus waziiuineimetianialiguugi
20 a9ATALT 4

1.2 NMSANAALEULA

ananduefAad1LNasiurieutauly
ﬁv‘fqﬂm"ﬁLLuﬂé’fmﬁﬂwmxwmﬁvmﬂmﬁwmLm”q
Inaszen Fa1n35284 Boontop (2016) AN L
ﬁwLLuzﬁﬁﬁLLuumwé"auﬁ’usgmrTmﬁLﬁuvazﬁ%%-
g‘ﬂ (ISOLATE Il Genomic DNA kit; Bioline, Australia)
IAUAAIINIIANLLNNT BN AT UIURNTRK L A1WIU
3 414 IdadlunananAnesLna 1.5 IaAaRT ANt
W lysis buffer GL UFu1ms 180 lulAsdams uaziia
mmvmﬂ proteinase K U1/ 25 lulAsang U
mmmu 37 aeATaded 1uoan 16 - 20 42Ty
@ﬂﬂuul,m\lmmwmm lysis buffer G3 UFu1m7 200
lulnsans udntinluiafigundl 70 esrngaides
WL 10 AT einadNadsnLaNe WaziANANsazANY
Lman@am’ﬁqmﬁ U3unms 210 lulasang anniu
wenliansazareluiledaaiu AAAITATAE
Wanunldaaluvaan ISOLATE Il Genomic DNA
ozl aite fiunsneud fule e eies
ﬂumﬁ'ﬂmm&qqqﬁmﬁm‘%q 11,000 X g T22LLIA0
1 arntfugranznen InanisAngsazane
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wash buffer GW1 153u1ms 500 lulasans ¥ianistu
sRENEnATaLRZneuALE e Tne AR WA EN
mmﬁqqqﬁmmﬁq 11,000 x g §2821987 1 U
LAZYINNITRINAZNAUABUIBAILATAZAY wash
buffer GW2 1531m3 500 lulAsans et
MR uazneud i ueanafadaniniesumae
mwu‘?ngq‘ﬁ 11,000 x g T¥AILIIAN 1 WIT AAAI-
arant10aman lafuLLTRLATIIUAYNUR LS
faeneinsuninernaudageiiannada 11,000 x g
52821981 1 WA NNN13ENEALNBUALEUIAANNUASA
ISOLATE Il Genomic DNA tube 11 ldluviaannnans
11a 1.5 WlAsans uazazaradduelnaiiugns-
a¥a78 elution buffer G 1Tu1m9 50 ”l,uimam Uu
wammwm S2EZIIAN 5 W) ﬂumqmmmmmﬂ
LWfamumm anefiwedududan e Tumie
mmmmwmwm 11,000 X g T2EEIAT 1 W17
U1a19ay mmuauvam”l,mmu‘lummmnmammu
- 20 asAaEed e ldiludununduiunindiy
nanduadaeljisangnidnedmeisaluianig
dausiel)
1.3 nsiin3u s uialunnadag
Ufjfisenanldwafinaisa
P FunniA B wevedEhy Coxt Baflimugou
SulusiumbseyinfresdeldanfanyfATeqgnld
wedmawa Inelde wsmesanna (universal primer) an
U1949u89E W Cox? (partial Cox? gene) A3 1 4
A8 LCO1490 (GGTCAACAAATCATAAAGATATTGG)
LAy HCO2198 (TAAACTTCAGGGTGACCAAAAAATCA)
(Folmer et al., 1994) UjfiTa1qgnidneadinalsa
srnausqadnsazateMeuemuLLy Usuims 1
lulnsans Twawes LCO1490 wazlwsinas HCO2198
Wudu 10 llasluans Inswesas 1 lulnsans
ansazanedi5agy GoTag” sunms 10 lulasdns
wardfudsuamsganing Fauvianduilsindels
Azt 20 lulAsans antutuaenfaesill iy
Bunumisweduuuyluesesfindiun i ifule
(Thermocycle) TneruuadunauLazsza z9an L
nsinnalfasangnidnediueisa Fadl 1) initial

368

denaturation 7 94 B4ANLTAITEE T28IZ19AN 4 UNT
2) denaturation i 94 24ATAR EId TLEIZIAAN 30 AUNT
3) annealing 71 50 a9ALTAEEE 2raIzNAN 30 AU
4) extension 7| 72 24ATATES 22197 30 AUNTI
(Im‘lwﬁ"umu 2 - 4 ¥EdnaL 35 781) waz 5) final
extension 71 72 B4ATLTALIT A TYELI9A1 5 UAT
412U 1 701 ATIARRLNANT YT IdanUFA3eN
anldnadwmasanqaisiaaadnineinida (gel
electrophoresis) luaznilsalaamauidudu 2.0
e usd finaufuansfendniduie (RedSafe™
Nucleic Acid Staining Solution) ﬁlmmﬂ‘luma-
axAngl 1X TBE buffer anityinnsuenaudaumifue
W?@Nﬁuﬁﬁummmyu 100 base pair DNA Ladder
(Invitrogen™ Life Technology, USA) RprRr gl
ANAN9ANET 100 Toas s2e21981 30 W7 TnsiaTe-
21anms T34 (electrophoresis) WATATIAAALLAL
Aduaneliuasdanslalaidn (UV) innstiudin-
ndaeesastnan wiaanienlisunsadias
AN ﬁﬁlmmngl,muﬁLﬁul,mﬂmmwmﬁu Cox1
2UIALUTTHIL 700 ALUA (bp) 1INTTATIANIRTNAL
fAamalelng (DNA sequencing) taadamaat 1y
nanfuairesfasegnldwediuaisaiilaly
irluiant uazdinmzimianduilanaleling
ﬁ’mm?lm ABI 3730 x 1 automated sequencer
(Applied Biosystems, Forster City, CA, USA) ABI
BigDye terminator chemistry AMNNITNATURILTEN
Macrogen UszinAinva s
1.4 msifFauiiausiauianalalnaaintu
Cox1 UBILNARIUNUAUTAU LU
NIN1TATIAdaLAALRIAA e InFUa
&1 Cox? 104uN AT unLaugauluanda 1.3 1iie
utfunrngnsies Aaalisunsy Bioedit Sequence
Alignment Editor Version 7.2.5 (Hall, 1999) waviiuiin
fayaarsutanalenalugluunlng FASTA uay
WiauWeuiuaisuiandle lndaeauuasiunueu
goulufifisasiulugiudeyn GenBank 184 NCBI
(National Center for Biotechnology Information) 2!
N19 BLAST(https://blast.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/Blast.cgi?
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PAGE_TYPE= BlastSearch) WaziFauiesiosifus
= . . A A o v o o
AYNIMRIRU (% identity) iiaEuTIANYNABIAAL
a I s o dl Y o K _ Y
fandlendresunasiumueutenluils unindeya
andutandle e ldluszuugiudeyases GenBank

lugtluuy accession number

2. NISANHIAINNANNUE NIV UINISAR
LNAIUNUANTAU LU

2.1 ziansuiiamalelnsanntiy Cox?

v o o a al o‘:’/ lﬂl o = U
yaandutionalelndiennaniunnldlu
il GenBank a1N4a 1.4 WAZFIN
vanduianalelndaingiudesys GenBank (Table
o =K

U1

f
ToUU

Qe

R

TUTDYHAUBN

d9
) Tuinanautianale nsaasunasiuvuaugauly
ustazafinlugluuy FASTA uazilsauiiausay
N194a 1A WU UY (alignment) naaauiuina

Mnnzannaun19a519unu) AN duius

- D

N3 Tmuntsfaaunun A uld (phylogenetic
tree) aan1nun by Metopomyza flavonotata e
Metopomyza scutellata Fafludedlaa mﬁﬁuﬁm‘?u
InfAseiuredunasduniautauly (Xuan et al,,
2023) 1l outgroup & uiuaF1awmnug d 6wl
dszananauaziianidayaldinasininsgiu 2
WUt Ae Bayesian inference (Bl) waz Maximum
lielinood (ML) uaziiaeifien topology Algannsia
2 inaurfunsgiu Inelsnuazi@unnisinssy
Fail (A3 dataset 189 UAN LML CoxT 15

A zfing Bayesian inference (BI) wzeis A nexus
14T gungn MrBayes (Ronquist and Huelsenbeck,
2003) 1933 Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) A1
FafuR 14 lun193 1A e s ad Mcmcstartingtree
= user ngen = 10 000 000 temp = 0.25 nruns = 4
samplefreq = 1000 pintfreq = 1000 nchains = 4
savebrlens = yes stoprules = yes stopval = 0.01;
1/§uA" generation temperature substitution model
parameters AU generation WAL burnin Lﬁ@i‘lﬂﬁ'
consensus topology A3 Ae LA NG U IS
AAziiAat cumulative and compare functions lagl
AWTY (Nylander et al., 2008) WazN193LATILH LA
Maximum likelihood (ML) ImeimTea s lWa phy
Arnzulaallsunsy RAXML v8.1.15 (Stamatakis,
2014) A1UA model of evolution WU GTRGAMMA
FasnmnzsansAiasziafuianalend Szt
el rapid bootstrap (command —f a) G‘IM’m random
starting tree LA EN 1MW A Maximum likelihood
bootstrap /1L 1,000 ﬂ;V\‘i

2.2 ATUITUANITEE YN NRUGNITITNI N
TuAvaLNadTuMuaugauluaqeldsunsugsa
MEGA §u 11.0.13 TnzAnuanuaniuima Tamura 3-
parameter ha s lEfana3 Ny (algorithm) Ine3 g
character-base #98N179ANGN UL Maximum
likelihood (ML) LazNN133LAT1ZU bootstrap A114914
1,000 981 (Tamura et al., 2021)

Table 1. Obtained nucleotide details from GenBank (scientific name, type of haplotype, and accession

number) for leafminers used in this study

Scientific name GenBank accession numbers  Haplotypes References
1 Liriomyza brassicae KY837720.1 Unpublished
2 Liriomyza chinensis LC596957 .1 Tokumaru et al., 2021
Liriomyza chinensis LC596958.1 B Tokumaru et al., 2021
3 Liriomyza huidrobrensis JQ862474.1 Wang et al., 2014
4 Liriomyza sativae HQ333260.1 Yang et al., 2011
5 Liriomyza trifolii JN570506.1 Carapelli et al., 2018
6 Metopomyza flavonotata EF104707.1 Xuan et al., 2023
7 Metopomyza scutellata MG477113.1 Xuan et al., 2023
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1. MSANENALAULALISIARA (DNA barcode) Aa4
LNAIUUUaREaUlY

AINNFATARLEULE BAZANLFHALEUe
poalfAsargnidnedwmeisalaneldinames
LCO1490/HCO2198 a1nfl 1 Cox? &1H190 LA
A g ueannsaes1auNasiuruausaulud
d13auaziiusumnlunuisig o veslszinalne
(Boontop et al., 2022b) aLATIAFALUUIARLEULE
AnUfisangnidnedmaisaiauin 650 - 700 AL
Tneletinananandjisengnidnediueisa
(PCR product) l3tmsrefansuiianalalnsduay

a a v v oA

wWrsumeuiudeyalu GenBank wudn AA21x
naAasiuunasdurueusenly 5 1ia laun
Liriomyza brassicae (Riley, 1884), L. chinensis (Kato,
1949), L. huidobrensis (Blanchard,1926), L. sativae
Blanchard, 1938 wa L. trifolii (Burgess, 1880) Taafl
Andefidusaannmideu (percent homology
identity) 44719 99 - 100 e fidus Tauansdnansiy
a = caly o a = P =
Hapalalnsdnlaannisiinddunaniduaannty
Cox1 11 Apanumiaunuaisuiamalansaesdy
Cox1 289LN AT uNLauTauluTiaLA 9wl uLmrag
P Ao = o . o & o o =
au - NEnsAnE el wazldvianasiuin
£ o o a al 6 = t:’l/ £
fayaarduiianalendainnisinsillilugudeya
GenBank 1ugﬂLL1_I‘LI accession number (Table 2)

AnANYBFEUFAT NN A UUBIRA
JaralansunasTunuauganluingnsoanylu
dsznalnaeuivunasdu lugiudesa GenBank
N49019 99 - 100 wlafifusl wansliiiudanssudsnig

o A & a ° o
ATAALE NN ANNIUNIZANWAZa 1 N170 %N T 1
anandulusat st unuautaulylaatg
= a a =3 sl o o 1
F1sr@nsnn udea1nnsa I sNIsaTARINAD
UNANHIALEULBUTIAATBILN AT UM UAUT AU L

% S o A o A = =
16 wananni faflunstiueguingu Cox? @ailuey
Anululu A uATUDUEAE HAMINUAINUANE

= e o = A A Ao o
suaasalulnil (genotype) a1 Ashailuguniansu
fnpalaln mr’mﬁﬂﬁ (conserve sequence) 11ie9an
o o a al & al di/d 1
avsuilapalamanieluiuddaanunnsnalu

aaa a

AANTIRTRALREATUA WANAINLANFANNTZUING

aaa ]

deddansnsaiatuge anvededinisunsnaen
Wanauaznisganigaasasuilonalenmias
(Tipphet et al,, 2018) Fsvii AevinlsiE Coxt fludy
AiflanumunzandusunsAneniifueunslan

WATIEYTRALALIINTINITANHIATNANNUE

D_

D_

N19ITUINTIaduN AT uBeuTaulyls daem-
AR LU UAE d INUABUNTIRNTI189U
718U Cox1 A1N1I09zUTRALATALUNTHATE
A aaa [y Py '
FaTImlananuansy loun nesnn wuaalid
=) a d” o s

Un Ride un wNayd Uan un dndnzia lnarmau
Laziasn Wudu (Siripiyasing and Chaveerach,
2011)

Table 2. Collection details (scientific name, number of specimens, voucher specimen, and accession number)

of leafminers barcoded in Thailand

Scientific names NO.- of Voucher specimens GenBank accession numbers
specimens
1 Liriomyza brassicae 20 LM0101 - LM0120 OM327452 — 61, ON565771 - 80
2 Liriomyza chinensis 20 LM0201 — LM0220 OM327462 — 71, ON565781 - 90
3 Liriomyza huidrobrensis 20 LM0301 - LM0320 OM327472 — 81, ON565791 - 00
4 Liriomyza sativae 20 LM0401 — LM0420 OM327482 — 99, ON565801 - 02
5 Liriomyza trifolii 20 LM0501 - LM0520 OM327500 — 09, ON565803 - 10
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2. NISANHIAINNANNUE NIV UINITAD
LNAIUNUANTRU LU
AInNI1TANIA1IFURIAATlalnAua g
prasduvenTauly IngluinInin1ndTe ey
¥ o (% o ' . a
faan179n IR 91U (alignment) T AR 20
ansuilapalelng manansuy (Table 1) Tdwu
AN wANAlBasuTanalens 18981 Cox?
aauNadiunuautauluLAazaNaNANYI F91iL
TUAANHIAITNENNUEN19TTMBIN1TA Y
3% phylogenetic reconstruction 418130 1486w
fJaralanavesunnasdunueuteulusiinas 1
Faaeng el ufunuresutasiunueutauly
LWAATTRA (371131 5 98in) Fanduatsuiiaaa-
lalndaingiudaya GenBank (Table 2) uaza1Ay
Aandlelndunasiunueuaeauly Metopomyza
scutellata wa e M. flavonotata T WRINTIAN
WugnesulndAasiuasdunasdunuesugauly
(Xuan et al., 2023) el outgroup dusuasig
asy oy - e omm da A
wnnRFullannsnsel 2 35013 Miduneensy
wazd@eieluszduaina lawn wuy Bayesian
inference (Bl) az Maximum likelihood (ML) e
wWunismmaaaudn phylogenetic tree NN AN
oA A v @ v al = =
WTene wazwandliiiudndayanldiunisdnund
oA A = o =
ANNUNTANALAZH AN TUIIUTRY NANITANEN

=1 v & v & ao Ay v
A uapa i nAuduius R Tmuiniai e

Wnanaanadessiaaadianis ¥ liAdmuIng
AINAFANIFAUUNE ANATNTDATLIAYUNIAULN
naviusuTfauasiumuentanluia 5 1iia Téiy
28195

NANNIANEIANENAUEN1A TRUIN17A0N
aaunugdduldidrmanululsemalnasuou
5%93n (L. brassicae, L. chinensis, L. huidrobrensis,
L. sativae Wae L. trifoli) WU kNasdunueusanly
W5 TRAN AN AN LS EI T U N SULLRUINY 1
$9171 (monophyletic group) WAL@IN1TDLENAAN
W 3 ngulddaau tdun nquil 1 unasiunuey
481l L. chinensis (Clade A) ﬂq’u‘ﬁ 2 LNANTU
wuauteulu L. huidrobrensis (Clade B) LL@;’ﬂ’ejN‘Vi 3
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Toun unasdunuansauly L. brassicae, L. sativae
uaz L. trifolii %ﬁm@q‘iu Clade C (Figure 1) Tauans
W udnunasTunianseuly L. huidrobrensis 1
HANANAUSINATANIIA UGN IINALUNAITY
MuauTeuly L. brassicae, L. sativae way L. trifolii
WNNAn wuasiunseutauly L. chinensis 39870
nan3ANE 4T A uaenAdesiUNNA N8
Xuan et al. (2023) Anudn a3 anIMNENNUTN
ATRUINITUAZAMNNAINUATLTAIUNAINUA U
wevluana Liiomyza A L. trifolii uaz L. sativae 1
agnaniAnaiu usdunasiuuewsewly L. brassicae
ueneenanEnngumile

5 RN U NATEINIAN I AN T EIZYNS
‘iwdwﬁuh;ﬂiim (genetic distance) URILNAIUUDU
gaulufinululszmalnefuusasueusouly
a1ngrudeya GenBank (Table 3) WLT1 UNAY
wuangauluinulutlsymalng (Luaefunueu
gauly L.brassicae, L.chinensis 1, L.chinensis 2,
L. huidrobrensis, L. sativae Was L. trifolii) A19z81zing
i:udwﬁuqmimﬂmﬁﬂuﬁu wiaUauTauly
a1ng1udeya Genbank JA1WIATL 0.000 - 0.005
naaslsiiuinuuasueuseulufinululsymalne
Haonlnadan1eiugnesuiuusasuautauly
fanngudayaiuagnemn

ludauaesunasfunuauseuluii
mqwumnumwwwuﬁmwmn uaziilu
Haplotype Fumnsinaiusis wudn Ansvazinessming
WUgNeINTIaeuaIuuautauly L. chinensis 1
W&z L. chinensis 2 3481s9auazsausanldann
Useinalne Wedeausy L. chinensis haplotype A*
dodusiaidnisszuinidssmadu Tdn
inriu 0.003 - 0.005 @7 L. chinensis haplotype B*
FA1NTY 0.015-0.016 LAMALF AU LN A
vuausanluinylulszmalnaiianinlnddania
WUGNIINAL L. chinensis haplotype A* 41NN91
L. chinensis haplotype B*
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aei4lsAnIN N1TANHIANENAUTNS
Fmurnislnanisldanduiionale’lnfluefail
fedoaaduayuuaziuduiinInannnfeaiy
ANHUININAUFIUINGT NTNTTAIAIUAE T
8191131 99UN AT UM a Ut UL 5 18ia ANy
Wrvinatedsdnludsemalng @y wuaadunueu
sawly L. chinensis 1 Clade A 1 dauanfmi
(scutellum) &AM UANAN9AN BN 4 TTia Agauan
fuuuldwaesed1aiulddn (L. huidobrensis;
Clade B) Wag (L. brassicae, L. sativae Way L. trifolii;
Clade C) (Boontop et al., 2022b) u'aﬂ@’m"f: IR
ANARAAADITUAN T MU0 sadaavdy
WUFWAE (male genitalia) lud31ua84 distipallus
17iLﬂuﬁﬂwmxmqﬁmﬁmﬁz&”]ﬁmﬂumﬁnLLuﬂmﬁm
wnasdunueugeuluandiy Tneunasiunuau
1aulu L. chinensis fuﬁgﬂéﬁ\m@mmmlmy
uAnsnsannuLasiurueuteuluaiings ) BENLHY
Iadn wazunasduvuautauludn 2 49in Ao
L. trifolil waz L. sativae ASanguatdoafugudl
AnmalznBuanuarlaN g1l 1snes distipallus
findraadatunInnd L asiunueuseuluaia
ﬁlu °] (Boontop et al., 2022a)

UBNAMANH UL TIUNEUBNUAIEN
WU mmﬁuﬁuﬁmﬁiwmmaﬁummmﬁ”m
AuriaNge N sresuNasi e uTeuly Luadu
nuautauly L. chinensis HAMNIANIZIANZASTL
TE TR RE (host specific) Lﬂ'ﬂxﬁ@’]ﬂWULLN@d“ﬁ/u
NUAUTAWLL L. chinensis lNY1N1A1ELANIEUBN-
LAY UAZNILIT BT danuaasTunuauTauly
an 4 aiia lawn L. brassicae, L. huidobrensis,
L. sativae waz L. trifolii wuidnvinanaie &n 16
NAINUANETHA WATUNUYNANNANAUTNY
Admunisdalans i iiud LN asiuruaugauly
L. huidobrensis ﬁzﬁ’wmwumimmm&Tfmg'u?mm
Aqeludamdadesiusl selnatdu wudn waneen
AN L. sativae, L. trifolii Wa¥ L. brassicae 8814
FaAU LAzAINNIIAAARIRTINIIUNLIN LNagTU
wuﬂumﬂuﬁzﬁﬂm@wﬂuﬂizmmﬁﬂquﬁmwumﬁ
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NAENIINUGNITH (genetic variation) TmeWL30
LLu@ﬁuuu@umﬂﬂuﬁ@ﬁmmﬁmmm ey
Wmvl,mummummmu (Tokumaru etal,2021)
miﬁm:mm\mmﬂwmwmmwuﬁmmme'su
PUaUTaW Y L. chinensis mmmmmwmmqﬂm
antszmalneg Fiesunasdunuauseunly L.
chinensis haplotype A LWeg9glia LA 9 R LLEE
annuuasTuMueuTauly L. chinensis AR 389U
Tutlsemnadi]udefinenud fuasfumeuzeuly
L. chinensis 1131 2 haplotypes Ioun haplotype A
WAz haplotype B (Tokumaru et al., 2021) u’aﬂ@’mﬁ
uad lfannnisdnenafeilannnsnididudeyaly
natdsedanfsgnaukazid it reauN s
nuaugauly L. chinensis haplotype B ‘17{@’134’1‘30
Winanauaznisnalfifinanudauiaunielu
pernaaNuaznIzsianliuannda haplotype A
waneinga Faiu %@H@iuﬂ%ﬂﬁ%%ﬂuﬁ%j’]u
dnAryianunsninlddszneunissisannisdima
Angiagimlul uaznisdnszdudunianisgnu
(invasive pathway) 24t uasiuuaugaulugiea
5114 7] Aliinadrsanuludszmelneg Tnaanis
atiauNaTumMLauTavly L. chinensis haplotype
B luitufiinisinensresingluaunanandae

G

nsAnErsilaunasTunueutanluly
dszmalnasinlfifeednwuzdugiuniauenuay
aftnsduiuinadidueiesilelunsduunatio us
nsdneassilazgnildmaiianiadatuanaiie
Anunddueunflanreunassunueuseulyiny
dvnanefaindeeenaelszmalng Fesnunsouen
AN LANFNTRLN AT UL NTauUA WY 5 TTin
oun wnasdunuewaauly Liiomyza brassicae,
L.chinensis, L. huidobrensis, L. sativae Wwag L. trifolii
Iiatinegnsiasiia 99 - 100 wafidus nasAnmmLEy-
wunflanluniil Ideyamiduieunilaneuaciy
wuauzeuly w%u%&ﬁuﬁﬂ@ﬂuﬁﬂwﬁ’m@ GenBank
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