TABLE. (Pot trial -Data Analysis by used the Sirichai Statistics 6.07)
	Table 1.  Colony growth and sporulation of Curvularia lunata, the causal agent of brown leaf spot in rice var. IR66, in dual culture with Chaetomium cupreum at 28 days  


		Control

	Dual Culture

	C.V.(%)

	Inhibition (%)2


	Colony diameter (cm)

	9.00  a 1
	7.04  b

	2.03

	21.78


	Number of spore  
( 106  cfu / ml )
	256.72 a

	183.44 b

	18.50

	28.55



	

	1/ Mean of four replications. Mean followed by a common letter are not significantly 

different  by DMRT  at P = 0.01 2/ Inhibition(%) = R1 - R2 / R1  x 100 ; R1 = colony diameter or sporulation of pathogen in control plate and R2 = colony diameter or sporulation of pathogen in bi-culture plate.


	Table  2 .     Effect of treatment on disease index , disease incidence and disease reduction in rice var. IR 66 at 95 days 

	Treatments

Disease index1

Disease incidence

( % )

Disease reduction

( % )
Inoculated  control

7.25 a2

54.56 a

---
Spore  suspension of C. cupreum 
2.25 b

8.75  b

83.96

Chaetomium-biofungicide 

1.75 bc

6.59  b

87.92

Chemical fungicide 

( Tebuconazole)
2.00 bc

7.23  b

86.75

C.V.(%)

25.00

39.20

---



	1 Disease index was modified from Soytong (2014) which level 1 = leaf spot 0 %, 2 = leaf spots 1-10 %, 3 = leaf spots 11-20 %, 4 = leaf spots 21-30 %, 5 = leaf spots 31-40 %, 6 = leaf spots 41- 50 %, 7 = 51-60 %, 8 = 61-70 %, 8 = 71-80 %, 9 = 81-90 % and 91-100 %.   2Average of four replications. Means followed by a common letter in each column are not significantly different by DMRT at P=0.01.


	Table 3.  Effect of treatment on rice plant height at 35 days in a pot experiment

	Treatments

Plant height (cm)
Increase in plant height

( % )
Number of tillers

Increase in number of tillers ( % )
Inoculated  control

14.16  a

-----

3.25  b

-----

Spore  suspension of C. cupreum 
18.77  a

24.56

4.94  ab

34.21

Biofungicide (Chaetomium)

18.34  ab

22.79

5.50  ab

40.91

Chemical fungicide (

tebuconazole)

18.94  a

25.24

4.94  ab

34.21

C.V. (%)

15.40  %

24.49  %



	1Average of four replications. Means followed by a common letter in each column are not significantly different by DMRT at P=0.01.2 Increased in number of tillers (% ) = ( R1 - R2 / R1 ) x 100 ; R1 = number of tillers in each treatment and R2 = number of tillers in each control.


TABLE. (Field trial -Data Analysis by used the Sirichai Statistics 6.07)

	 Table-1- Plant Height (PH) in cm at 50 days, 80 days and harvesting days.


	Varieties

Method (TC)

50 days

80 days

Harvest days

IR66

Control

36.90 cd

53.19 f

68.70 e

Organic

40.50 bc   

62.35 d  

74.85 d

GAP 

47.65 a  

67.2 bc

80.90 c

Chemical 

43.00 b  

72.55 a

83.60 bc




	Table-2-Number tiller /plant in cm at 50 day and 80 days



	Varities

Method (TC)

50 day

80 days

IR66

Non treated control

5 d

6d

Organic

10 bc

12 c

GAP 

11 b  

15 b

 

Chemical 

17 a

14 b




	Table-3-Diseased level on whole plant and grain disease of rice Var IR66 &SPD in the field experiment.


	Varieties

Method (TC)

Diseased level

# diseased grain /panicle

IR66

Non treated control

5 a

9 a

Organic

2 c

3 cd

GAP 

3 b

7 ab

 

Chemical 

4 a
6 bc




	Table-4-Number of panicles per plant and panicle length(cm)



	Varieties

Method (TC)

#panicle/plant

length of panicle(cm)

IR66

Non treated control

5 d
23.25 c

Organic

11 c
24.83 bc

GAP 

14 b  

25.38 bc

 

Chemical 

14 b  

26.09 b




	Table-5-Panicle weight(g) per panicle



	Varities

Method (TC)

panicle weight(g)/panicle

IR66

Non treated control

2.56 c

Organic

3.36 b

GAP 

4.24 a

 

Chemical 

4.70 a  




	Table-6-Number of filled grain and unfilled grain / panicle



	Varieties
Method (TC)

#filled grain/panicle

#unfilled grain/panicle

IR66

Non treated control

79 e

16 ab

Organic

104 cd

7 d

GAP 

106 cd

12 bcd

 

Chemical 

111 cd

15 ab




	Table-7-Graint and dry hay weight(kg)per plot (20m2) at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

grain weight(kg)/plot

dry hay weight(kg)/plot

IR66

Non treated control

4.35 c

8.89 d

Organic

6.34 b

16.52 c

GAP 

9.65 a

28.49 b

 

Chemical 

10.55 a

25.97 b




	Table-8-Bio mass weight(kg) per plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

Bio mass weight(kg)/plot

IR66

Non treated control

13.24 e

Organic

22.61 d

GAP 

35.62 c

 

Chemical 

41.04 bc




	Table-9-Harvest index (%)per plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

Harvest Index (5%)

IR66

Non treated control

0.33 a

Organic

0.27 bc

GAP 

0.27 bc

 

Chemical 

0.31 ab




Raw data of Agricultural inputs used for good agricultural practice (gap), chemical and organic methods on IR66  varieties of rice cultivation in Cambodia.

	Table-1- Plant Height (PH) in Cm at 50days



	Varieties
Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

36.80

38.80

37.00

35.00

36.90

Organic

38.80

42.80

40.80

39.60

40.50

GAP 

48.60

47.20

45.40

49.40

47.65

Chemical 

41.20

42.40

43.60

44.80

43.00




	Table-3-Plant Height (PH) in Cm at 80days



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

53.00

52.60

53.40

53.80

53.20

Organic

62.80

62.40

63.80

60.40

62.35

GAP 

67.80

66.80

66.60

67.60

67.20

 

Chemical 

71.60

71.80

74.80

72.00

72.55




	Table-5-Plant Height (PH) in Cm at harvesting days


	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

69.00 

 68.60 

   69.00 

  68.20 

  68.70 

Organic

     73.40 

  76.00 

   75.20 

   74.80 

   74.85 

GAP

78.40 

 82.00 

   85.40 

   77.80 

   80.90 

Chemical

  79.80 

  83.20 

    87.00 

   84.40 

   83.60 




	Table-7-Number tiller /plant at 50day

 

	Varieties
Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

5

4

4

5

5

Organic

11

9

10

9

10

GAP 

11

9

11

13

11

 

Chemical 

17

17

19

16

17




	Table-9-Number tiller /plant at 80days



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

7

5

6

6

6

Organic

10

12

13

11

12

GAP 

15

14

15

14

15

 

Chemical 

16

14

15

12

14




	Table-11-Diseased level of rice Var IR66 &SPD in the field experiment .


	Varieties
Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

4.00

5.00

5.00

4.00

5

Organic

0.90

1.10

0.95

1.15

1

GAP 

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3

 

Chemical 

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4




	Table-13-Number of disease grain/ panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

6

5

6

4

5

Organic

10

10

13

11

11

GAP 

15

13

15

12

14

 

Chemical 

15

14

13

12

14




	Table-15-Number of panicles per plant 



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

6

5

6

4

5

Organic

10

10

13

11

11

GAP 

15

13

15

12

14

 

Chemical 

15

14

13

12

14




	Table-17-Length of panicle (cm)



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

23.00

23.40

23.00

23.60

23.25

Organic

26.10

24.50

24.60

24.10

24.83

GAP 

25.80

25.20

26.50

24.00

25.38

 

Chemical 

26.75

26.10

25.00

26.50

26.09




	Table-19-Panicle weight (g) per panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

3.00

2.20

2.35

2.70

2.56

Organic

3.20

3.70

3.72

2.83

3.36

GAP 

3.80

4.20

4.30

4.65

4.24

 

Chemical 

4.60

4.80

4.60

4.80

4.70




	Table-21-Number of filled grain / panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

78

80

78

80

79

Organic

120

81

99

115

104

GAP 

106

111

104

101

105

 

Chemical 

115

109

103

117

111




	Table-23-Number of unfilled grain / panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

16

15

12

21

16

Organic

8

9

6

4

7

GAP 

10

12

11

15

12

 

Chemical 

15

13

17

14

15




	Table-25-Graint weight(kg) per Plot or per hectare at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

5.60

3.30

4.70

3.80

4.35

Organic

6.05

6.31

5.70

7.29

6.34

GAP 

9.30

10.20

10.40

8.70

9.65

 

Chemical 

11.50

9.50

10.70

10.50

10.55




	Table-27-Dry hay weight(kg) per Plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

11.63

7.13

9.36

7.45

8.89

Organic

16.81

15.00

18.79

15.48

16.52

GAP 

23.42

27.41

31.65

31.49

28.49

 

Chemical 

24.71

27.98

28.15

23.04

25.97




	Table-29-Bio mass weight(kg) per Plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

17.23

10.43

14.06

11.25

13.24

Organic

22.86

21.31

24.49

21.77

22.61

GAP 

34.01

38.18

38.55

31.74

35.62

 

Chemical 

34.92

39.91

45.35

43.99

41.04




	Table-31-Harvest Index (%)

	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

0.32

0.32

0.33

0.34

0.33

Organic

0.26

0.30

0.23

0.29

0.27

GAP 

0.27

0.27

0.27

0.27

0.27

 

Chemical 

0.33

0.31

0.30

0.28

0.31




Table ,Figure and Result and discussion of Agricultural inputs used for good agricultural practice (gap), chemical and organic methods on IR66 and Sen Pidao varieties of rice cultivation in Cambodia.

Plant height at 50 days

Field experiment was conducted at Ou Roung village, Kompongkdey commune ,Chhikhreng district Siem reap Province. The effect of fertilizer used method on plant height at 50 days after planting was significantly (P<0.01).  The effect was slight at chemical method, among 4 methods on plant height of IR66 and Sen Pidao.  In IR66 variety  at GAP method has highest plant height at 47.65 than 3 methods, and most pronounced at control method (Figure 4.1.1).   At control, Sen Pidao rice variety has shortest plant height than IR66 rice variety.  And also, at organic, GAP and chemical, Sen Pidao always had shorter plant height than IR66. At chemical method, Sen Pidao had shortest but Sen Pidao was not significant difference from IR66 on plant height (Figure 4.1.1).    

Plant height at 80 days

The effect of fertilizer used method on plant height at 80 days after planting was significantly (P<0.01).  The effect was slight at control and GAP methods, among 4 methods on plant height of IR66 and Sen Pidao.  For IR66 rice variety at organic and chemical methods has higher plant height than Sen Pidao. The plant height of IR66 rice variety had highest at chemical method than Sen Pidao, among control, organic and GAP methods in this case (Figure 4.1.2).   

Plant height at harvesting days

The effect of fertilizer used method on plant height at harvesting days after planting was significantly (P<0.5).  The effect was slight at GAP and chemical methods, among 4 methods on plant height of IR66 and Sen Pidao.   At control method, the plant height of IR66 and Sen Pidao was not significant difference from each other in this case. At organic method, IR66 was not significant difference from Sen Pidao on plant height. But at GAP and chemical methods, the plant height of Sen Pidao has higher than IR66, but the plant height of Sen Pidao at GAP and chemical methods were not significant difference from each other in this case. And also, the plant height of IR66 at GAP and chemical method were not significant difference from each other too (Figure 4.1.3).    

	 Table-1- Plant Height (PH) in cm at 50 days, 80 days and harvesting days.



	Varieties

Method (TC)

50 days

80 days

Harvest days

IR66

Control

36.90 cd

53.19 f

68.70 e

Organic

40.50 bc   

62.35 d  

74.85 d

GAP 

47.65 a  

67.2 bc

80.90 c

Chemical 

43.00 b  

72.55 a

83.60 bc

Sen Pidao

Control

28.75 e

53.9 f  

68.75 e

Organic

33.35 d  

57.4 e

74.65 d

GAP 

35.80 d

65.5 c

86.45 ab

Chemical 

40.10 bc  

68.54 b

90.25 a
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	Fig.?. Plant height at 50days,80days and harvesting days.


Tiller number per plant at 50 days
The effect of fertilizer used method on tiller number per plant at 50 days after planting was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was slight at organic and GAP methods, among 4 methods on tiller number per plant of IR66 and Sen Pidao.   At control method, IR66 and Sen Pidao rice varieties had the same as tiller number per plant. At organic and GAP methods, the tiller number per plant of IR66 has more than the tiller number per plant of Sen Pidao, but Sen Pidao was not significant difference from each other in this case. At chemical method, IR66 had more tiller number per plant than Sen Pidao and among 4 methods (Figure 4.1.4).    

Tiller number per plant at 80 days
The effect of fertilizer used method on tiller number per plant at 80 days after planting was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at GAP and chemical methods, among 4 methods on tiller number per plant of Sen Pidao rice variety.   At control method, Sen Pidao rice varieties had more tiller number per plant than IR66, but IR66 was not significant difference from each other. At organic method, Sen Pidao rice varieties also had more tiller number per plant than IR66, but IR66 was not significant difference from each other in this case.  At GAP and chemical methods, the tiller number per plant of Sen Pidao has more tillers number per plant than organic and control method (Figure 4.1.5).    

	Table-2-Number tiller /plant in cm at 50 day and 80 days



	Varities

Method (TC)

50 day

80 days

IR66

Non treated control

5 d

6d

Organic

10 bc

12 c

GAP 

11 b  

15 b

 

Chemical 

17 a

14 b

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

5 d

7 d

Organic

8 c

13 bc

GAP 

10 bc

19 a

Chemical 

12 b

18 a
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	Fig.?. Number tiller at 50days and 80days


Diseased level on whole plant
The effect of fertilizer used method on diseased level on whole plant was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at control and chemical methods, among 4 methods on diseased level on whole plant with IR66 and Sen Pidao rice varieteis.  And at organic method, the effect was slight on diseased level, compared with 3 methods. At GAP method, IR66 had the same as Sen Pidao rice varieties on diseased level on whole plant. And at chemical method, IR66 had more diseased level on whole plant than Sen Pidao in this case (Figure 4.1.6).    

Grain diseased per panicle
The effect of fertilizer used method on grain diseased per panicle was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong with IR66 at control method, among 4 methods and at organic methods, the effect was slight on grain diseased per panicle, compared with 3 methods. At GAP method, IR66 had higher than Sen Pidao rice varieties on grain diseased per panicle and also at chemical method in this case (Figure 4.1.7).    

	Table-3-Diseased level on whole plant and grain disease of rice Var IR66 &SPD in the field experiment.



	Varieties

Method (TC)

Diseased level

# diseased grain /panicle

IR66

Non treated control

5 a

9 a

Organic

2 c

3 cd

GAP 

3 b

7 ab

 

Chemical 

4 a

6 bc

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

5 a

5 bc

Organic

1 c

2 d

GAP 

3 b

2 d

 

Chemical 

3 b

4 cd
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	Fig.??. Disease level and grain disease per panicle


Panicle number per plant
The effect of fertilizer used method on panicle number per plant was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at GAP and chemical methods, among 4 methods on panicle number per plant with IR66 and Sen Pidao rice varieteis.  And at control method, the effect was slight on panicle number per plant, compared with 3 methods. At GAP and chemical methods, Sen Pidao rice varieties had most panicle number per plant than IR66 in this case. At control method, IR66 and Sen Pidao rice varieties were least on panicle number per plant, compared with 3 methods. The panicle number per plant at organic method, IR66 and Sen Pidao, was falling between (Figure 4.1.8). 

Panicle length (cm)
The effect of fertilizer used method on panicle length was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was slight at 4 methods on panicle length with IR66 and Sen Pidao rice varieteis.  At control method, IR66 had the same as Sen Pidao on panicle length. At organic and GAP methods, Sen Pidao rice varieties had longest on panicle length than IR66 in this case, compared with other 2 methods. The panicle length at chemical method, IR66 and Sen Pidao, was falling between (Figure 4.1.9).

	Table-4-Number of panicles per plant and panicle length(cm)



	Varieties

Method (TC)

#panicle/plant

length of panicle(cm)

IR66

Non treated control

5 d

23.25 c

Organic

11 c

24.83 bc

GAP 

14 b  

25.38 bc

 

Chemical 

14 b  

26.09 b

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

6 d

23.13 c   

Organic

13 bc

26.95 ab

GAP 

18 a

29.13 a

 

Chemical 

17 a

26.13 b
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	Fig.??. Number panicle per plant and length of panicle.


Grain weight per plant
The effect of fertilizer used method on grain weight per plant was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at GAP and chemical methods, among 4 methods on grain weight per plant with IR66 and Sen Pidao rice varieteis.  And at control method, the effect of IR66 and Sen Pidao were not significant difference on grain weight per plant from each other in this case.  At GAP methods, Sen Pidao rice varieties had more heavy grain weight per plant than IR66, but not significant difference from each other. At chemical method, IR66 rice varieties had more heavy grain weight per plant than Sen Pidao (Figure 4.1.10).
	Table-5-Panicle weight(g) per panicle



	Varities

Method (TC)

panicle weight(g)/panicle

IR66

Non treated control

2.56 c

Organic

3.36 b

GAP 

4.24 a

 

Chemical 

4.70 a  

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

2.54 c

Organic

3.31 b

GAP 

4.68 a

 

Chemical 

3.41 b
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	Fig.??.Panicle weight(g) per panicle.


Number of filled grain per panicle
The effect of fertilizer used method on number of filled grain per panicle was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at GAP method, among 4 methods on number of filled grain per panicle with Sen Pidao rice variety.  At control method, Sen Pidao had more number of filled grains per panicle than IR66, but IR66 was not significant difference from each other.  At organic methods, Sen Pidao rice varieties had more number of filled grains per panicle than IR66, but IR66 was not significant difference from each other. At GAP method, Sen Pidao had most number of filled grain per panicle than IR66 and compared with 3 methods.  At chemical method, IR66 rice varieties had more number of filled grain panicle than Sen Pidao in this case (Figure 4.1.11). 

Number of unfilled grain per panicle
The effect of fertilizer used method on number of unfilled grain per panicle was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at control method, among 4 methods on number of unfilled grain per panicle with Sen Pidao rice variety and the effect was slight at organic method, among 4 methods on number of unfilled grain per panicle. At control method, Sen Pidao had more number of unfilled grains per panicle than IR66, but IR66 was not significant difference from each other.  . At organic method, IR66 rice varieties had least number of unfilled grains per panicle than  Sen Pidao, compared with 3 methods but Sen Pidao was not significant difference from each other. And after, at chemical method, Sen Pidao had less number of unfilled grains per panicle than IR66, but IR66 was not significant difference from each other. The number of unfilled grain panicle at GAP method, IR66 and Sen Pidao, was falling between (Figure 4.1.12). 

	Table-6-Number of filled grain and unfilled grain / panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

#filled grain/panicle

#unfilled grain/panicle

IR66

Non treated control

79 e

16 ab

Organic

104 cd

7 d

GAP 

106 cd

12 bcd

 

Chemical 

111 cd

15 ab

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

95 de

20 a

Organic

120 bc

8 cd

GAP 

163 a

18 ab

 

Chemical 

136 b

13 bc




	[image: image6.png]Number filled & unfilled grain /panicle

180
160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20

IR66

Sen Pidao

Treatment

m #filled grain/panicle

m #unfilled grain/panicle





	Fig.??.Number filled and unfilled grain per panicle.


Grain Yield (kg/plot)
The effect of fertilizer used method on grain yield was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at chemical and GAP methods, among 4 methods on grain yield with Sen Pidao and IR66 rice varieties and the effect was slight at control method, among 4 methods on grain yield. At control method, Sen Pidao had least grain yield than IR66. At chemical method, Sen Pidao rice varieties had most grain yield than IR66, compared with 3 methods but IR66 was not significant difference from each other. At GAP method, Sen Pidao and IR66 had the same as grain yield in this case. The grain yield at organic method, IR66 and Sen Pidao, was falling between (Figure 4.1.13).

Dry straw weight (kg/plot)
The effect of fertilizer used method on dry straw weight was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at chemical and GAP methods, among 4 methods on dry straw weight with Sen Pidao and IR66 rice varieties and the effect was slight at control method, among 4 methods on dry straw weight. At control method, IR66 had least dry straw weight than Sen Pidao, but Sen Pidao was not significant difference from each other. At chemical method, Sen Pidao rice varieties had most dry straw weight than IR66, compared with 3 methods. At GAP method, Sen Pidao had more dry straw weight than IR66. The dry straw weight at organic method, Sen Pidao and IR66, was falling between (Figure 4.1.14).
	Table-7-Graint and dry hay weight(kg)per plot (20m2) at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

grain weight(kg)/plot

dry hay weight(kg)/plot

IR66

Non treated control

4.35 c

8.89 d

Organic

6.34 b

16.52 c

GAP 

9.65 a

28.49 b

 

Chemical 

10.55 a

25.97 b

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

2.23 d

10.48 d

Organic

6.55 b

20.20 c

GAP 

9.75 a

34.17 a

 

Chemical 

11.65 a

36.72 a
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	Fig.??.Grain and dry hay weight per plot (20m2).


Biomass (kg/plot)
The effect of fertilizer used method on biomass was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at chemical and GAP methods, among 4 methods on biomass with Sen Pidao and IR66 rice varieties and the effect was slight at control method, among 4 methods on biomass. At control method, Sen Pidao had least biomass than IR66, but Sen Pidao was not significant difference from each other. At chemical method, Sen Pidao rice varieties had most biomass than IR66, compared with 3 methods. At GAP method, Sen Pidao had more biomass than IR66. The biomass at organic method, Sen Pidao and IR66, was falling between (Figure 4.1.15).

	Table-8-Bio mass weight(kg) per plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

Bio mass weight(kg)/plot

IR66

Non treated control

13.24 e

Organic

22.61 d

GAP 

35.62 c

 

Chemical 

41.04 bc

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

12.70 e

Organic

26.75 d

GAP 

43.93 ab

 

Chemical 

48.38 a
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	Fig.??.Bio mass weight(kg) per plot (20m2) at 14% MC


Harvest Index
The effect of fertilizer used method on harvest index was significantly (P<0.1).  The effect was strong at control and chemical methods, among 4 methods on harvest index with Sen Pidao and IR66 rice varieties. At control method, Sen Pidao had least harvest index than IR66 and at chemical method, Sen Pidao rice varieties had less harvest indexed than IR66. At organic and GAP methods, had the same effect as harvest index with IR66 and Sen Pidao  (Figure 4.1.16).
	Table-9-Harvest index (%)per plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

Harvest Index (5%)

IR66

Non treated control

0.33 a

Organic

0.27 bc

GAP 

0.27 bc

 

Chemical 

0.31 ab

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

0.18 d

Organic

0.24 c

GAP 

0.23 c

 

Chemical 

0.24 c
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	Fig.??. Harvest index (%) per plot at 14% MC


Raw Data of Agricultural inputs used for good agricultural practice (gap), chemical and organic methods on IR66 and Sen Pidao varieties of rice cultivation in Cambodia.

First crop was conduct at raining season :....

	Table-1- Plant Height (PH) in Cm at 50days



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

36.80

38.80

37.00

35.00

36.90

Organic

38.80

42.80

40.80

39.60

40.50

GAP 

48.60

47.20

45.40

49.40

47.65

Chemical 

41.20

42.40

43.60

44.80

43.00

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

28.60

27.40

30.20

28.80

28.75

Organic

31.00

30.40

35.80

36.20

33.35

GAP 

38.40

34.20

33.40

37.20

35.80

Chemical 

40.00

38.80

42.00

39.60

40.10




	Table-2- Analysis of variance of Plant Height (PH) in Cm at 50days



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

6.09

2.03

0.52

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

965.97

138.00

35.53

2.49

3.64

A

1

451.50

451.50

116.26

4.32

8.02

B

3

433.21

144.40

37.18

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

81.25

27.08

6.97

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

81.56

3.88

TOTAL

31

1053.62

33.99



	Grand Mean  =       38.2562   ,CV =         5.1513


	Table-3-Plant Height (PH) in Cm at 80days



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

53.00

52.60

53.40

53.80

53.20

Organic

62.80

62.40

63.80

60.40

62.35

GAP 

67.80

66.80

66.60

67.60

67.20

 

Chemical 

71.60

71.80

74.80

72.00

72.55

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

50.20

55.20

54.20

56.00

53.90

Organic

58.00

57.00

56.40

58.20

57.40

GAP 

65.20

65.80

65.00

66.00

65.50

Chemical 

70.60

67.80

68.20

67.60

68.55




	Table-4- Analysis of variance of Plant Height (PH) in Cm at 80days



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

0.95

0.31

0.16

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

1420.49

202.92

100.67

2.49

3.64

A

1

49.50

49.50

24.56

4.32

8.02

B

3

1332.73

444.24

220.38

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

38.26

12.75

6.33

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

42.33

2.01

TOTAL

31

1463.78

47.21



	Grand Mean  =       62.5813   CV =         2.2687 


	Table-5-Plant Height (PH) in Cm at harvesting days



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

69.00 

 68.60 

   69.00 

  68.20 

  68.70 

Organic

     73.40 

  76.00 

   75.20 

   74.80 

   74.85 

GAP

78.40 

 82.00 

   85.40 

   77.80 

   80.90 

Chemical

  79.80 

  83.20 

    87.00 

   84.40 

   83.60 

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

    70.60 

  64.20 

    69.40 

   70.80 

  68.75 

Organic

74.00 

  76.60 

    76.00 

  72.00 

   74.65 

GAP 

    82.60 

 85.20 

    89.20 

  88.80 

   86.45 

Chemical 

     89.00 

 86.80 

    90.80 

   94.40 

   90.25 




	Table-6-Analysis of variance of Plant Height (PH) in Cm at harvesting days



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

45.09

15.03

2.52

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

1809.12

258.45

43.31

2.49

3.64

A

1

72.60

72.60

12.17

4.32

8.02

B

3

1658.98

552.99

92.68

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

77.53

25.84

4.33

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

125.30

5.97

TOTAL

31

1979.51

63.86



	Grand Mean  =       78.5188   CV =         3.1110 


	Table-7-Number tiller /plant at 50day

 

	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

5

4

4

5

5

Organic

11

9

10

9

10

GAP 

11

9

11

13

11

 

Chemical 

17

17

19

16

17

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

4

4

5

6

5

Organic

6

6

10

8

8

GAP 

8

8

11

11

10

Chemical 

11

10

13

12

12




	Table-8-Analysis of variance of Number tiller /plant at 50day



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

19.34

6.45

5.44

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

471.72

67.39

56.82

2.49

3.64

A

1

42.78

42.78

36.07

4.32

8.02

B

3

390.84

130.28

109.85

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

38.09

12.70

10.71

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

24.91

1.19

TOTAL

31

515.97

16.64



	Grand Mean  =        9.4688,   CV =        11.5014 


	Table-9-Number tiller /plant at 80days



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

7

5

6

6

6

Organic

10

12

13

11

12

GAP 

15

14

15

14

15

 

Chemical 

16

14

15

12

14

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

8

7

5

9

7

Organic

13

11

14

12

13

GAP 

19

19

19

18

19

Chemical 

18

18

21

16

18




	Table-10-Analysis of variance of Number tiller /plant at 80days



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

8.50

2.83

1.68

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

595.50

85.07

50.32

2.49

3.64

A

1

55.13

55.13

32.61

4.32

8.02

B

3

522.25

174.08

102.98

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

18.13

6.04

3.57

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

35.50

1.69

TOTAL

31

639.50

20.63



	Grand Mean  =       12.87   CV =        10.09


	Table-11-Diseased level of rice Var IR66 &SPD in the field experiment .



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

4.00

5.00

5.00

4.00

5

Organic

0.90

1.10

0.95

1.15

1

GAP 

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3

 

Chemical 

4.00

4.00

4.00

4.00

4

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

5.00

4.00

4.00

5.00

5

Organic

1.10

2.00

0.90

2.00

2

GAP 

3.00

3.00

3.00

3.00

3

Chemical 

3.50

3.00

3.00

3.50

3




	Table-12-Analysis of variance of diseased level of rice Var IR66 &SPD in the field experiment .



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

4

0.38

0.09

0.73

2.71

4.07

Treatment

7

59.55

8.51

66.40

2.35

3.36

A

1

0.03

0.03

0.24

4.19

7.64

B

3

57.11

19.04

148.58

2.95

4.57

AxB

3

2.41

0.80

6.27

2.95

4.57

ERROR

28

3.59

0.13

TOTAL

39

63.51

1.63



	Grand Mean  = 3.12   ,  CV  = 11.44 


	Table-13-Number of disease grain/ panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

6

5

6

4

5

Organic

10

10

13

11

11

GAP 

15

13

15

12

14

 

Chemical 

15

14

13

12

14

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

7

7

5

4

6

Organic

13

11

14

12

13

GAP 

18

19

17

16

18

Chemical 

16

18

20

15

17




	Table-14-Analysis of variance of number of disease grain / panicle



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

0.63

0.21

0.17

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

157.38

22.48

18.25

2.49

3.64

A

1

66.13

66.13

53.67

4.32

8.02

B

3

77.13

25.71

20.86

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

14.13

4.71

3.82

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

25.88

1.23

TOTAL

31

183.88

5.93



	Grand Mean  =        4.56   CV =        24.32


	Table-15-Number of panicles per plant 



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

6

5

6

4

5

Organic

10

10

13

11

11

GAP 

15

13

15

12

14

 

Chemical 

15

14

13

12

14

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

7

7

5

4

6

Organic

13

11

14

12

13

GAP 

18

19

17

16

18

Chemical 

16

18

20

15

17




	Table-16-Analysis of variance of number of panicles per plant 



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

4

20.85

5.21

4.57

2.71

4.07

Treatment

7

750.8

107.25

94

2.35

3.36

A

1

57.6

57.60

50.48

4.19

7.64

B

3

675

225

197.18

2.95

4.57

AxB

3

18.2

6.06

5.32

2.95

4.57

ERROR

28

31.95

1.14

TOTAL

39

803.6

20.60



	Grand Mean  = 12.10   , CV  =  8.82


	Table-17-Length of panicle (cm)



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

23.00

23.40

23.00

23.60

23.25

Organic

26.10

24.50

24.60

24.10

24.83

GAP 

25.80

25.20

26.50

24.00

25.38

 

Chemical 

26.75

26.10

25.00

26.50

26.09

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

24.40

22.40

22.10

23.60

23.13

Organic

25.50

30.00

25.30

27.00

26.95

GAP 

30.00

29.50

28.00

29.00

29.13

Chemical 

25.00

25.70

25.80

28.00

26.13




	Table-18-Analysis of variance of length of panicle (cm)



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

3.54

1.18

0.85

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

108.24

15.46

11.19

2.49

3.64

A

1

16.75

16.75

12.12

4.32

8.02

B

3

71.05

23.68

17.14

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

20.44

6.81

4.93

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

29.01

1.38

TOTAL

31

140.79

4.54



	Grand Mean  =       25.60,     CV =         4.59


	Table-19-Panicle weight (g) per panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

3.00

2.20

2.35

2.70

2.56

Organic

3.20

3.70

3.72

2.83

3.36

GAP 

3.80

4.20

4.30

4.65

4.24

 

Chemical 

4.60

4.80

4.60

4.80

4.70

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

2.80

2.20

2.75

2.40

2.54

Organic

3.80

2.85

3.00

3.60

3.31

GAP 

4.40

5.00

4.50

4.80

4.68

Chemical 

3.23

3.45

3.50

3.45

3.41




	Table-20-Analysis of variance of panicle weight (g) per panicle



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

0.04

0.01

0.13

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

20.61

2.94

25.23

2.49

3.64

A

1

0.43

0.43

3.70

4.32

8.02

B

3

16.88

5.63

48.21

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

3.30

1.10

9.42

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

2.45

0.12

TOTAL

31

23.11

0.75



	Grand Mean  =        3.59,       CV =         9.49


	Table-21-Number of filled grain / panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

78

80

78

80

79

Organic

120

81

99

115

104

GAP 

106

111

104

101

105

 

Chemical 

115

109

103

117

111

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

92

94

97

98

95

Organic

135

118

115

113

120

GAP 

151

157

158

186

163

Chemical 

124

135

139

147

136




	Table-22-Analysis of variance of number of filled grain / panicle



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

397.50

132.50

1.36

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

18790.00

2684.29

27.57

2.49

3.64

A

1

6670.13

6670.13

68.51

4.32

8.02

B

3

9829.75

3276.58

33.66

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

2290.13

763.38

7.84

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

2044.50

97.36

TOTAL

31

21232.00

684.90



	Grand Mean  =      114.25,     CV =         8.63


	Table-23-Number of unfilled grain / panicle



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

16

15

12

21

16

Organic

8

9

6

4

7

GAP 

10

12

11

15

12

 

Chemical 

15

13

17

14

15

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

23

16

20

22

20

Organic

9

6

7

8

8

GAP 

22

20

14

16

18

Chemical 

9

14

13

15

13




	Table-24-Analysis of variance of number of unfilled grain / panicle



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

17.25

5.75

0.77

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

632.00

90.29

12.10

2.49

3.64

A

1

40.50

40.50

5.43

4.32

8.02

B

3

514.75

171.58

22.99

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

76.75

25.58

3.43

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

156.75

7.46

TOTAL

31

806.00

26.00



	Grand Mean  =       13.50,   CV =        20.23


	Table-25-Graint weight(kg) per Plot or per hectare at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

5.60

3.30

4.70

3.80

4.35

Organic

6.05

6.31

5.70

7.29

6.34

GAP 

9.30

10.20

10.40

8.70

9.65

 

Chemical 

11.50

9.50

10.70

10.50

10.55

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

2.90

1.70

2.00

2.30

2.23

Organic

6.60

6.90

5.50

7.20

6.55

GAP 

8.80

9.30

8.50

12.40

9.75

Chemical 

11.80

11.00

12.40

11.40

11.65




	Table-26-Analysis of variance of grain weight(kg) per Plot or per hectare at 14% MC



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

2.26

0.75

0.82

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

304.28

43.47

47.19

2.49

3.64

A

1

0.25

0.25

0.28

4.32

8.02

B

3

292.72

97.57

105.93

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

11.31

3.77

4.09

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

19.34

0.92

TOTAL

31

325.89

10.51



	Grand Mean  =        7.63,    CV =        12.57


	Table-27-Dry hay weight(kg) per Plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

11.63

7.13

9.36

7.45

8.89

Organic

16.81

15.00

18.79

15.48

16.52

GAP 

23.42

27.41

31.65

31.49

28.49

 

Chemical 

24.71

27.98

28.15

23.04

25.97

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

14.10

8.80

9.90

9.10

10.48

Organic

22.90

17.60

19.50

20.80

20.20

GAP 

30.90

31.70

40.00

34.10

34.18

Chemical 

37.70

33.00

36.60

39.60

36.73




	Table-28-Analysis of variance of dry hay weight(kg) per Plot at 14% MC



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

40.19

13.40

1.84

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

3028.64

432.66

59.34

2.49

3.64

A

1

235.45

235.45

32.29

4.32

8.02

B

3

2700.62

900.21

123.46

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

92.57

30.86

4.23

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

153.12

7.29

TOTAL

31

3221.95

103.93



	Grand Mean  =       22.68,      CV =        11.90


	Table-29-Bio mass weight(kg) per Plot at 14% MC



	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

17.23

10.43

14.06

11.25

13.24

Organic

22.86

21.31

24.49

21.77

22.61

GAP 

34.01

38.18

38.55

31.74

35.62

 

Chemical 

34.92

39.91

45.35

43.99

41.04

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

17.00

10.50

11.90

11.40

12.70

Organic

29.50

24.50

25.00

28.00

26.75

GAP 

39.70

41.00

48.50

46.50

43.93

Chemical 

49.50

44.00

49.00

51.00

48.38




	Table-30-Analysis of variance of bio mass weight(kg) per Plot at 14% MC



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

46.11

15.37

1.52

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

5312.45

758.92

75.28

2.49

3.64

A

1

185.04

185.04

18.36

4.32

8.02

B

3

5032.06

1677.35

166.39

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

95.35

31.78

3.15

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

211.69

10.08

TOTAL

31

5570.25

179.69



	Grand Mean  =       30.53,    CV =        10.39


	Table-31-Harvest Index (%)

	Varieties

Method (TC)

R1

R2

R3

R4

Mean

IR66

Non treated control

0.32

0.32

0.33

0.34

0.33

Organic

0.26

0.30

0.23

0.29

0.27

GAP 

0.27

0.27

0.27

0.27

0.27

 

Chemical 

0.33

0.31

0.30

0.28

0.31

Sen Pidao

Non treated control

0.17

0.16

0.17

0.2

0.17

Organic

0.22

0.28

0.22

0.26

0.22

GAP 

0.22

0.23

0.18

0.27

0.22

Chemical 

0.24

0.25

0.25

0.22

0.24




	Table-32-Analysis of variance of Harvest Index (%)



	SOURCE

df

SS

MS

F

Ft

0.05

0.01

REP.

3

0.00

0.00

1.84

3.07

4.87

Treatment

7

0.06

0.01

18.60

2.49

3.64

A

1

0.04

0.04

85.16

4.32

8.02

B

3

0.00

0.00

2.00

3.07

4.87

AxB

3

0.02

0.01

13.01

3.07

4.87

ERROR

21

0.01

0.00

TOTAL

31

0.08

0.00



	Grand Mean  =        0.25,    CV =         8.56
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