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Table 1. Soil characteristics of experiment site.
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Table 2. Analysis varaince (mean squares) of measured traits in potato.
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S
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*and ** are significant at p<0.05 and p<0.01, respectively, and ns is non-significant.
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Figure 1. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on tuber number per plant.
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Figure 2. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on tuber dry weight per plant.
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Figure 3. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on potato yield.
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Figure 4. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on biological yield of potato.
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Figure 5. Effect of different fertilizer treatments on harvest index of potato.
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