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1984 Kentucky Small Grain Variety Trials

D. A. Van Sanford, C. R. Tutt,
W. H. Roberts and C. S. Swanson

In 1984, Kentucky farmers harvested 18 million bushels of soft
red winter wheat produced on 500,000 acres. The average yield of
36 bu/a was up from the 1983 average of 35 bu/a. Barley production
was up 45% from 1982 levels with a yield average of 40 bu/a.

Table 1.—Small Grain Harvested Acreage and Yields in Kentucky,
1982-1984.* :

1984 1983 1982

Harvest Yield Harvest VYield Harvest Yield
Crop 1000A Bu/A 1000A Bu/A 1000A Bu/A

Wheat 500 36 580 35 675 39

Barley 30 40 25 38 32 48
QOats 6 44 6 42 7 43

Rye 3 30 3 29 2 27

*July 1, 1984, Kentucky Crop and Livestock Reporting Service

Small grain perfonrnmance tests were conducted in six of'the
seven agroclimatic regions of Kentucky (Fig. 1). Agricultural areas
within each region are considered to have similar soil types and

climatic conditions. Each region having a substantial acreage of a -

small grain commaodity will have a trial conducted in that region for
that commodity. '

Acknowledgement is made to the following individuals for their contributions
to the bulletin: Larry Reber, John Hancock, Tom Curtsinger, Rodney Haines,
Tommy Harrison and Russell Lowe, County Extension Agents for Agriculture, for
assistance in locating test sites and collecting data; R. E. Stuckey and D. Hershman
for disease ratings; J. Byars for data analysis; J. Carey for text and table preparation.

The objective of the Kentucky small grain variety trials is to
evaluate varieties of barley and wheat that are commercially avail-
able or may soon be available to Kentucky farmers. New varieties
are continually being developed by agricultural experiment stations

Figure 1.—Agro-limatic regions of Kentucky small grain variety
trials.

Cooperator

Region 1984 Location Crop Tested
1 Purchase Hickman Joe & Joe F. Campbell Wheat
2 Westem Coal Field  Princeton Research & Education Barley, Wheat
(Sandstone sofl)  Center— Princeton
3 Ohio Valley Owensboro Miles Farmn Wheat
4 Bluegrass Lexington Kentucky Agricultural Barey, Wheat
’ Experiment Station
5 Southem Tier Russelhville Eddy Russell Barley, Wheat
‘ Princeton Research & Education Barley, Wheat
{Limestone soil) Center—Princeton
6 North Central Greensburg William Henderson Wheat



and commercial firms. Annual evaluation of small grain varieties
and selections provides seedsmen, farmers, and other agricultural
workers with cumrent information to help them select the varieties
best adapted to their locality and individual requirements.

Since weather, soil and other environmental factors will alter
varietal performance from one location to another, tests are grown
in six locations (Fig. 1) in the state. Suggested varieties are revised
each year because of the availability of new varieties, improvements
in production practices, and contmually changing disease and
insect hazards.

EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

The plots were planted with a specially built multi-row cone
seeder. Each plot consisted of six rows to form a plot 4 feet wide,
which was later trimmed to 10 feetin length. Each variety was grown
in four replications, and the data presented are the average response
from the four replications of 40 square feet harvested with a small
plot combine. Planting dates of all trials for the past 3 years are
listed in Table 2.

in some instances, uncontrollable factors—such as excessive

rainfall, winter killing, high winds, hail, grazing cattle, etc. —adversely

affected an experiment so that the results were judged unreliable.
When this occurred, results are not given for that location and year.
Data averaged over a period of years gives a more accurate picture
of varietal performance than does annual data.

DATA COLLECTED

It is important to consider other characteristics in addition to
grain yield when selecting a variety.

Grain yield of plots was taken by cutting all rows with a self-
propelled combine. The weights of each plot were recorded in
grams and converted to bushels per acre.

Test weight, or the weight of a bushel of grain, is a measure of
the quality of the grain. The higher the test weight, the higher the
quality and market value, unless the grain has been down-graded
because of another quality factor.

Table 2.—Region, Location, Preceding Crop and Planting Dates of
Kentucky Small Grain Trials, 1982-84.

Preceding - PleniingDate
Region Location Crop  Crop 1984 1983 1982
Purchase Mayfield 1982 Soybeans Wheat 11/8 10/18 10/30
Hickman 1983 Comn -
1984 Fallow
Westem Coal  Princeton Fallow Barley 11/1 10/13 10/14
Field {Sandstone soil) Wheat 11/1 10/13 10/14
Ohio Valley Owensboro 1982 Comn Wheat 11/7 10/25 10/29
1983 Soybeans
1984 Tobacco
Bluegrass Lexington Fallow Bardey 10/28 9/2910/15
_ Wheat 10/28 10/15 10/22
Southemn Tier  Hopkinsville 1982 Com Barley 10/31 10/15 10/15
Russelhille 198384 Comn Wheat 10/31 10/15 10/15
Princeton Fallow Basley 11/1 10/14 10/06
(Limestone soil) Wheat 11/1 10/14 11/02

Morth Central Greensburg1982-84‘ Soybeans  Wheat 10/28 11/01 10/21

Lodging was recorded as the percentage of the total plants lying
on the ground or leaning at a 45-degree angle from the vertical when
the grain was mature, The term “maturity” as used in this report.
refers to the date the grain was ready to be combine harvested.

Plant height was recorded as the number of centimeters from -
the ground to the tip of the upright grain head, and converted to
inches,

Survival was recorded as the percentage of plants estimated to
have survived the winter. This is a measure of winterhardiness and
is an important factor to consider when selecting a variety.

Heading date is reported as the date when 50% of the heads had
emerged from the plants in each plot. This is also a measure of
maturity and is important when selecting a vanety for use in a
double-cropping system.



Disease and insect data are reported as relative amounts that
occurred on the varieties at the time the readings were made. Thus,
differences in varietal ratings may reflect factors such as maturity, as
well as genetic differences in disease resistance.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

. Since genetic expression of a variety is greatly influenced by
environmental conditions, it is best to have several years' data from

which to draw conclusions. Performance of a variety tested for only

one year should not be compared with a 3-year average of another
variety, since it is possible that results in one of the other years were
extrernely good or poor, and thus not comparable.

The yield of a variety is relative and should be compared with the
yields of the other varieties in the same experiment and at the same
location. Small differences in yield of only a few bushels per acre
between two varieties from an individual test should not be inter-
preted to indicate the superiority of one variety over another. How-
ever, if one variety consistently out-yields another over a period of
several years, the chances are that the differences are real.

Lodging data are very difficult to interpret. A high-yielding
variety should not necessarily be down-graded because of a high
percentage of lodging for a given year and at a given location, Local
weather conditions, such as wind and rain, may cause a variety to
lodge much more than it normally does. Variety trials normally have
a greater degree of lodging than do farmer fields. It should also be
ernphasized that a variety reported to be 50% lodged does not imply
that only 50% of the grain could be harvested. With good equipment,
almost all of the grain can often be saved. Lodging data for a period
of years should receive more consideration than annual lodging data
since they will give a more accurate picture of varietal performance.

1984 TEST CONDITIONS

An extremely dry summer in 1983 followed by an unusually
wet October delayed seeding of small grains across the state.

Cold, wet weather prevailed in November and early season
growth of wheat and barley was minimal. Sub-zero temperatures

were recorded across the state in late December and early January.
The absence of insulating snow cover during this period resulted in
substantial winterkill of both barley and wheat. A freeze in late March
also contributed to winter injury in these crops. Winterkill was so
severe in barley test plots that no results are reported for 1984
(Tables 11-14A). .

A late cool spring slowed growth of the wheat crop so that
heading dates were later than usual. Poor spring growth and re-
duced stands due to winterkill created severe weed problems for
many farmers. _

Disease pressure was less intense in 1984 than in previous
years. Powdery mildew was observed late and generally was not a
problem. Septoria leaf blotch was abundant but was not believed to
affect yields significantly. Leaf rust was present in most locations and
where infection occurred early in the grain filling period, yields and
test weights were reduced. Stem rust, caused by a different patho-
gen than leaf rust, was observed in significant numbers for the first
time in Kentucky in 1984. Disease ratings for 2 locations are
presented in Table 10.

1983 TEST CONDITIONS

Mild fall weather permitted planting of the 1982 crop to be
completed on schedule. '

‘Unusually warm temperatures prevailed through the fall and
early winter. Lush growth of small grains was observed during this
period and winterkill was essentially nonexistent. These mild condi-
tions allowed for a heavy infestation of aphids, which can transmit
barley yellow dwarf virus. Fungal pathogens which do not normally

* overwinter in Kentucky were able to survive the winter of 1982-83.

The mild winter was followed by a late cool spring with exces-
sive precipitation. This combination of winter and spring conditions
created an environment ideal for diseases of small grains.

Barley yellow dwarf virus was severe in the central and southern
tier regions of the state. The severity of the disease is reflected in the
low average yield of barley across the state (38 bu/a).

Wheat was affected by the yellow dwarf virus, but also had to
contend with wheat spindle streak mosaic virus, powdery mildew,



leaf blotch, leaf rust, glume blotch, and head scab. The highest levels
of head scab observed in years were seen in 1983.

1982 TEST CONDITIONS

Seeding of the 1982 crop was completed on schedule at most
locations. Mild fall conditions with adequate moisture allowed for
good stand establishment and plant development in all tests.

Record low temperatures were observed across the state in
January. In the absence of adequate snow cover, more winterkill than
normal occurred. Winter oats were very severely damaged across
the state, while winterkill of barley and wheat was considerably less.

A hard freeze occurred in April after wheat had begun to joint
and barley was approaching the boot stage in the southem part of
the state. While some injury to spikes resulted from this late freeze,
damage was much less extensive than expected. :

The cool, late spring provided favorable conditions for disease
development. There were severe infestations of powdery mildew and
leaf rust which began in the Purchase Area and the Southem Tier
and moved north and east. As a result of this heavy disease pressure,
yields and test weights of wheat were lower than those in 1981.

In addition, the disease conditions contributed to the variability
in varietal performance across locations.

SMALL GRAIN VARIETIES FOR 1985

Varieties eligible for certification include (1) varieties that may
have potential for Kentucky and (2) older varieties that are still
acceptable for production in Kentucky. The characteristics of the
small grain varieties are summarized in Tables 3 and 11.

Soft Red Winter Wheat Varieties
Kentucky's climate and soils are well suited for the production

* of high quality soft red winter wheat. No single variety has all the

desirable characteristics, but each has certain advantages. Yielding
ability, straw strength, height, earliness, grain quality, and disease
resistance are important in choosing a variety. Varietal perfformance
is presented in Tables 4-9.

Arthur and Abe were the most widely grown varieties for many
years. With the development of higher yielding varieties adapted to
Kentucky, that picture is changing.

Winter Barley Varieties

Winter barleys are less winterhardy than winter wheat but more
hardy than winter oats. The degree of winterhardiness, straw
strength, and maturity are important characteristics when choosing
a variety. Varietal performance data are presented in Tables 12-14A.
Varieties now commonly grown are Barsoy and Pike.

CERTIFIED SEED

Planting certified seed is one of the first steps in ensuring a good
small grain crop. The extra cost of certified seed is justified in view of
the high quality of seed obtained. Certified seed is seed which has
been grown in such a way as to ensure the genetic identity and purity
of a variety. Certified seed also helps to maintain freedom from weed
and other crop seed and, in some cases, freedom from disease. The
Kentucky Agricultural Experiment Station recommends that Ken-
tucky-<ertified seed be used whenever possible for growing com-
mercial crops of small grains.
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Table 3.—Characteristics of Wheat Varieties Tested in 1984.

Variety

* BH 203
Abe
Tyler
Compton
2550
Coker 747

* BH 301
5-76
Pike
Scotty
Massey
Auburn

* RH 201
Harxt

. Magnum
Wheeler
JS 222
Fillmore

* BH 202

* BH 310

Average of 1984 Tests Over ] Locations

Release Yield Test Weight Heading Height Lodging Survival
Protectiongj Source Date (Bu/A) (Lb/Bu) Date (in) (%) (%
No Cargill, Inc. - 60 56.6 5/23 41 5 45
Yes Indiana 1972 58 57.0 5/20 39 7 59
No Virginia 1980 57 53.4 5/21 40 6 63
Yes Indiana 1983 57 58.0 5/20 - 37 5 60
Yes Ploneer Hi-Bred International 1982 56 55.1 5/19 35 [ 51
Yes Coker's Pedigreed Seeds 1977 56 " 57.6 5/20 36 9 56
No Cargill, Ing. - 54 55.8 5124 41 5 40
Yes Pioneer Hi-Bred International 1976 54 56.0 5/20 37 3 39
Yes Missouri ' 1980 54 54.8 5/21 37 8 49
No Illinois 1982 53 55.1 5/21 36 g 54
No Virginia 1981 53 55.4 5/21 39 7 46
Yes Indiana 1980 53 55.0 5/23 39 4 62
No Cargill, Inc. - 53 56.1 5/20 38 1 31
No Missouri 1976 53 55.5 5/20 38 1 53
Yes North Amerfcan Plant Breeders 1983 52 56.5 - 5/19 34 6 58
No Virginia 1980 52 56.2 5/21 40 3 39
Yes J. M. Schultz Seed Cowpany 1981 52 55.2 5/21 39 1 46
Yes Indiana 1982 52 54.3 5/24 41 8 51
No Cargill, Inc. - 51 53.9 5/20 37 1 30
No Cargill, Inc. - 50 54.9 5/23 3a 2 42




Table 3.—Continued.

Average of 1984 Tests Over 7 Locations

; Release Yield Test Weight Heading Height Lodging Survival

Variety . Protectedéj Source Date (Bu/fa) {Lb/Bu) Date (in) (%) (%)
Caldwell Yes Indiana 1980 49 S4.1 5/21 36 6 42
Beau Yes Indiana 1976 49 57.8 5/20 36 4 50
Arthur No Indiana 1968 48 57.6 5/19 18 5 49
Arthur 71 Yes Indiana 1971 48 57.7 5/19 38 8 49
Sullivan Yes Indiana 1977 48 56.8 5/19 38 8 39
Saluda No Virginia 1983 48 55.7 5/21 32 3 34
McNair 1003 Yes Northrup King Seeds 1977 45 51.3 5722 37 1 24
Douﬁlecrop No Arkansas ' 1975 b4 58.1 5/14 36 4 56
Feland Yes Southern States 1982 43 55.7 5/22 36 0 27

* BH 100 Ne Cargill, Inc. - 43 54.6 5/20 36 0 24
Coker 916 Yes Cokex's Pedigreed Seeds 1982 43 55.2 5/19 33 6 25
Hunter Yes North American Plant Breeders 1982 36 54.8 5720 32 0 20
Coker 983 Yes quer's Pedigreed Seeds 1984 22 53.9 5/25 32 2 10

* Hybrid Wheats !
cv - 159/
LSD 05y = 4 Bu/

iy The CV is a measure of experimental ervor. The lower the CV, the more reliable the results.

2y The LSD (Least Significant Difference) ie the minimum difference in yields required for two varieties to be significantly different from one another.

3 "Unauthorized propagation prohibited." Seed of these varieties must be sold by variety name only as a claas of certified seed. This includes

varieties for which protection has been applied and those for which protection has been granted.



Table 4.—Wheat Performance Trials for Purchase Region, 1982-1984.

-- YIELD {BUSAC) =-- TEST WT (LB/BU) -=-= PCT LODGED --- PLANT HEIGAT (T¥) -- PCT SORVIVAL — READING DATE

VARIETY 19684 1983 1782 MEAN 1994 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAN
MASSEY 51 52 6B 57 6.9 55.6 A0.2 S7.6 [} 3 ¢} 1 39 19 36 k)] 36 100 100 19 17%AY OBMAY OQMAY I10KAY
BH 301 51 . . 51 57.0 . . 57.0 0 B - ¢} 19 . . 39 ER) . . 31 1998 Y 19MAY
ARE 50 30 49 43 56.5 52.7 52.9 56.1 0 3 0 1 40 32 33 35. 49 100 100 A3 T7THAY 1IMAY OGHAY 12MAY
BH 203 u9 . . 49 57.4 . . 57.4 [+} - - 0 9 . . aq 26 . N 26 1BMAY 18MAY
BH 202 L . . 48 57.6 . . S57.6 0 . . 0 36 . . 36 25 . . 25 1578 Y 15MAY
TYLER 48 54 57 53 S4. 4 55.5 58.8 56.2 o] 15 0 5 14} 41 35 39 a3 10¢ 109 81 17MAY 1IMAY O1MAY 11HAY
BH 201 47 . . 47 57.4 . - 57.4 0 - - 0 35 . . 15 29 . . 24 TUMAY T4MAY
CCMPTON a5 . . 45 55,8 . . 5.8 0 . . 0 kL - - 3y 38 . . 18 16MA Y 16MAY
2550 4y 45 61 50 56.3 52.8 59.1 56.1% 0 1] 0 ¢ 32 38 32 kL 33100 100 79 TSMAY 12MAY O6MAY 11MAY
AUBURN uy 449 31 41 54.8 56.9% 60.6 S57.4 0 0 0 [} 28 37 33 36 34 me 100 78 19MAY 1AMAY TIHAY 16MAY
COKER Tu7? 42 38 51 1 58,8 54,2 61,6 5B.2 0 0 [} 4} i 34 1 332 41 100 100 a0 14MAY 12MAY O6MAY 11HAY
BH 310 01 . - Q1 56.4% . . 56.4 0 . - 4o} 37 . - 37 29 - . 29 18MAY 18MAY
WHEELFER u1 uR 51 47 57.2 S57.4 59,7 58.1% 0 [ 0 0 37 4 18 el ic 100 100 17 T7MAY 133AY O6MAY 12MaY
HART un 42 53 45 54.8 55.6 58.0 56.1 0 0 0 0 34 39 36 io 36 1no 140 79 14MAY 1TMAY OSMAY 10MAY
Js 222 490 39 . 40 58.9 55.4 . 54.9 1] 3 . 1 37 39 . 38 ac 100 . 65 17mAY 3nMAY 16MAY
FILLMORE A 56 21 41 53.0 58,1 59,2 56,8 0 0 0 ] 3a D] 34 38 30 100 1C0Q T7 2IMAY 18MAY VTUMAY T1ANAY
s5~76 317 i2 51 41 55.0 57.8 S8.4 57.1 e 0 0 b} 35 3R EL) 16 39 100 100 BO TUMAY 13IMAY OQ6MAY 1T1MAY
PRLAND 34 39 54 42 56.7 55.2 61.2 57.7 o} 1 0 0 s 39 36 16 23 100 96 T3 1TTMAY 13IMAY OSMAY 12MAY
MAGNUM iy . . 34 56.3 . . 56,3 4] . . 0 i . . 31 35 . . 35 1SMAY 15MAY
CARL.DWELL 13 53 u? 45 S54.4 55.48 57.7 55.8 0 0 0 0 34 37 313 3u 24 100 100 75 17MAY 12MAY OGHAY 12MAY
ARTHDNR T1 313 29 42 3s SA.2 %7.2 60,2 57.9 o 3 0 1 35 a7 EX] 35 29 100 100 T6 TUMAY 134AY O6MAY 11MAY
SOLLIVAN ) 33 47 (14} 40 59.3 57.3 60.0 S8.9 0 n 0 b} 35 39 34 36 2% 100 100 75 TU™RY TIMAY O4MAY 10MAY
PIFKE 33 48 49 43 57.0 55.9 59.4 57.4 0 3 0 1 15 38 EL] 35 19 1060 100, 72 18AY 139AY OTMAY 1IMAY
DOUBLECROP 3z 44 38 38 53.8 57.2 59.3 56.8 0 0 n n 33 u 3s 34 5 100 100 78 10MRY OGMAY 2BAPR OSMAY
AETHUR 31 12 42 35 57.2 53.6 60.2 57.0 0 0 0 1} 15 kI3 36 35 28 160 100 76k T4MA Y 17FATY D6MAY 1THAY
RH 100 30 . . 30 56.4 . . 56.14 0 - - 0 35 - - 15 24 . . 24 TUMAY T4MAY
MCNAIR 1003 29 38 61 43 53.6 51.5 5B.8 54.6 0 1 0 n 33 s 3u 34 18 100 100 - 73 TTHRY 10OMAY O6MAY 1TIMAY
SCOTTY 28 32 ug s 53.6 52.5 59.7 5%.3 0 0 0 0 a2 18 33 34 28 100 98 75 1T7THAY TIMAY NTMAY 12MAY
BERT 27 34 29 30 58.0 56.9 60.9 SR.5 1] ] 0 4] 32 34 33 33 23 100 100 Tu T6MAY TIMAY 17MAY 13IMAY
SALIDA 2 49 54 u3 §7.0 52.8 61.0 %6.9 0 0 n 0 30 32 31 i 21 100 100 74 TTMAY TIHAY O6MAY 12MAY
COKER 916 21 1] 56 39 56.0 55.0 59.1 56.7 0 8 0 k] 2R 31 32 31 13 100 100 71 1SAAY OAMAY Q2MAY 09MAY
COKER 9R3 21 . N 21 58.4 . » 38.4 0 - - 0 30 . . 10 13 - . 13 1918 Y 198AY
HUNTER 18 33 59 17 58.8 S4.8 62.4 S8.7 0 ] 0 0 27 28 27 27 15 100 100 T2 14MAY OGHMAY 3IQAPR OTMAY
CV(1984) = 24%

LSD (1984) = 12 Bu/A

10



Table 5.—Wheat Performance Trials for Western Coal Field Region, 1982-1984.

—~ YIELD (BUSAC) —- TEST WT (LB/R0) -~- BCT LODGED ---  PLAMT HEIGHT (IV) —- PCT SURVIVAL -- HEADING DATE

VARIETY 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 19B) 1982 MEAX 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1987 1982 MEAN 1984 . 1983 1982 MWEAN
BH 203 51 . « 5t 0.1 . . 60.1 0 . . 0 38 . . 19 51 . w 5T 22mAY 224AY
ABE 49 30 52 44 57.1 54,6 57.6 56,4 0 0 10 3 39 34 39 37 9 100 100 90  20MAY 18%MAY 06WAY 14MAY
B 301 49 . . 4% S6.1 . 56.13 o . . 0 39 . . 319 a3 . . 43 23may 2IMAY
WHEELER 48 B¢ 55 48 58.5 S4.4 S7.3 56,7 0 o 1 U 36 4% 41 39 61 1CO 100 BT 19MAY 14MAY O7YAY 14MAY
Js 222 46 40 . 43 56,8 55.4 ., 56.1 0 0 . 0 37 39 . 38 70 100 - 85  C19mAY VIMAY 17mAY
BE 310 46 . . 46 57.0 . . 57.0 0 . . 0 36 . . 36 4% . . B&  22MAY 22MAY
PIKE 46 31 47 41 56,0 52.1 584.6 S4.2 n o 0 0 34 3 39 36 €9 100 100 90 193AY 1TMAY O8MAY 1SMAY
5-76 46 33 56 45 58.2 S4.6 58.0 56.9 0 0 0 0 35 36 3’ 36 65 100 100 88  20MAY 20MAY 09NAY 1TMAY
AUBTRY 46 46 51 4@  SB.5 56.4 57.5 57.5 i} o 1 0 36 36 39 37 71 100 100 90  2TMAY 20MAY 12MAY 18MAY
SCOTTY 46 30 49 42 57,9 53.2 55.9 55.7 0 0 25 8 I 37 38 37 66 100 100 99  20MAY 16MAY NBMAY 1S+AY
FILLNORE 46 38 53 45 55.7 55.9 58.3 56.6 0 0 0 0 3% 40 41 g0 64 100 100 AB  24MAY 23MAY 14MAY 20%AY
TYLER 45 46 61 51 S5.4 S3.7 55,2 54,8 0 0 8 3 37 w0 a0 39 70 100 100 90  21MAY 16MAY O9MAY 1SMAY
WASSEY 45 39 58 46 58,9 S3.1 56.0 56.0 0 19 9 3 371 31 37 56 100 100 B5  20MAY 12%AY OTWAY 13¥AY
2550 31 31 57 48 55,0 54,5 55.2 54.9 0 0 0 ¢ 11 i I 15 63 100 100 AB  T9RAY 17MAY O7MAY 15%AY
COKER 747 40 39 S0 43 58,7 S2.6 58.2 56.5 0 0 4l U033 3w 34 34 65 100 100 88  19MAY 15%AY O6MAY 13MAY
BE 201 39 . « 39 S6.t . . SB6.1 0 . . 0 35 . . 36 19 . . 30 19y 19NN Y
ceneToN 38 . . 18 s%.4 . 59.4 ] . . 0 3 . . 3 61 . - 61  20mAY 20MAY
BR 202 16 . . 3% so0.0 . . 50,0 0 . . 0 35 . I 1 38 . .« 3% 19MAY 19MAY
SALUDA 35 42 62 46 5B.4 53.3 58.8 56.8 0 0 25 8 29 35 38 32 85 180 100 A2  20MAY T4MAY OSMAY 13MAY
FELAND 33 39 49 40 58,8 S4.0 SB.3 57.0 0 0 0 0 33 38 37T 37 a0 100 100 BD  Z0MAY ISMAY OSMAY 14MAY
CALDWELL 33 35 51 40 55.2 51.5 53,2 3,3 0 0 o ¢ 34 36 36 35 51 100 100 B8  209AY 15MAY C6MAY 14MAY
HONTRR 32 32 44 36 56.0 S58.5 57.5 56.0 o 0 0 0 2% 29 28 28 13 100 1C0 71 18MAY ORMAY OTMAY 0OMAY
HART 31 32 53 39  56.0 51.2 56,2 S54.5 0 0 0 0 % 7 1 37 61 100 100 87  19MAY 16MATY OTMAY T4MAY
HCXATR 1003 30 29 5T 39 S1.6 #48.0 S4.6 St 4 0 5 4 ¢ 34 36 39 36 26100 100 75 21MAY 12RMAY O7WAY 13MAY
COKER 983 28 - . 28 54.2 . - 50.2 0 . . o 32 . . 16 . . %6 23mAY 23MAY
COKER 916 27 31 48 34 54,6 49.1 53.9 52.5 0 o 10 3 30 33 313 32 29 100 100 76  1TMAY 114AY I0APR 0GmMay
BH 100 26 . - 26 S53.4 . 53.4 0 . . R 1 . . 3% 21 . .« 21 18MAY 18MAY
BEAD 28 31 @1 32 55.2 56.6 57.8 56.5 0 0 o 0 313 35 38 15 65 109 100 88  19WAY ISWAY 10MAY TSHAY
ARTHOR 71 24 28 42 31 58,4 54.9 S5T.6 57.0 0 0 26 9 13- 38 80 37 SO 100 100 B3  1BNAY 15MAY O7MAY 1umat
ARTHUR 26 30 52 35 58.0 53.3 58,3 56.5 0 0 3 135 37 40 37 63 100 100 89  TBMAY 134AY O6MAY 12mp¥
ARG HON 24 . . 24 s8.2 . . 58.2 0 . . o 30 . . 30 59 . . 59 16MAY 16MAY
SOLLYIVAN 19 37 4T 34 49,0 S56.0 58.5 54.5 0 0 6 2 32 37 38 16 35 1C0 100 78 1AMAY 13RAY OUNAY 12MAY
DOUBLECROP 14 28 38 27 58.8 55.% 57.5 57.2 0 0 14 s 3@ 37 35 3% €8 100 100 B9  12AAY 109MAY 29APR OTNAY
CV(1984) = 20%

LSD (1984) = 10 Bu/A
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Table 6.—Wheat Performance Trials for Ohio Valley Region, 1982-1984.

-~ YIELD (BU/AC) ~- TEST WT {LB/BU) -=~- PCT LODGED ~--  PLART HEIGHT (IN) -— PCT SURVIVAL —— HEADING DATE
YARIETY 1984 1983 1982 MEA¥ 1984 1983 1982 NEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAR 1984 1983 1982 MEANW 1984 1983 1982 MEAN- 1984 1983 1982 MEAN
ABE 61 26 35 41 50.6 4B8.0 44.8 47.8 ‘45 0 58 w37 33 38 38 29 100 100 76  24MAY 1THAY 128AY 18RAY
COXPTON 58 - - 58 54,2 . . 58,2 36 . . 36 38 . . 4 24 . . 24 25MAY 25M0Y
2550 58 30 36 W1 89.1 7.6 B6.2 47.6 29 o 35 21 s 34 3g kL' 18 100 100 13 20MAY 1BMAY 14MAY 19MAY
HAGHDN 57 . . 57 S2.5 . . 52.5 40 - . 40 35 . . as 24 . . 24 UMY ZUNAY
SULLLYAN 5 40 30 42  53.5 48.5 5%.2 52.7 39 ¢ a8 29 37 3% 39 37 19 100 100 73  23IMAY 17HAY I2MAY 1T7MAT
DOUBLECROP 56 11 31 uo 53.9 53.6 56,0 54.% 25 5 38 21 37 3w 37 36 19 100 100 73 Z0MAY 12MAY OTMAY 139AT
ARTHUR 55 29 37 4o S4.4% 50.2 53.2 52.6 Iy 0 59 It 37 35 40 37 19 100 100 73 23IMAY ITMAY 12HMAY 18BAY
BEAT 55 22 3 37 54.5 51.0 56.8 54.1 25 0 u4 23 32 32 a7 34 21 100 100 T4 25007 1BMAY 16MAY 20MAY
VHEELER 54 37 49 u7 49,9 56.5 57.0 58.% 18 0 31 16 37 37 s 37 19 100 100 73 26MAY 19RMAY 13IMAY 20MAY
BA 201 54 . . 5% 50.7 . . 50.7 L] . . 8 38 . - is 14 . - 14  28MRY ZUNRY
ABRTHOR 71 50 30 3 38 53.2 52.8 52,48 52.8 38 0 48 28 ¥ 3y 37 36 16 100 100 72 23WAY 19MAY 13AAY 19MAY
COKER 747 50 41 47 56 49.9 S4.4 56,2 53,5 1} 2 26 R kL] N 32 32 16 100 100 72 208AY TIMAY TIMAY 19MAY
JS 222 49 29 . 39 50.4 S51.4 . 50.9 9 0 - ] kl: 35 - 37 15 100 . 58 27HAY 19MAY 23IMAY
PIKE 9% 35 42 42  50.3 09.7 B8.% 49.5 53 3 31 29 36 34 37 15 16 100 100 72  Z6MAY 20MAY 1U4MAY 20MAY
SCOTTY 49 28 48 42 49.% 52.5 53.7 51.9% 63 0 1" 25 36 34 35 35 19 100 100 73 27HAY TAMAY IQNAY 20mAY
BH 202 48 . . 48  48.7 - . 48.7 10 . - 10 35 . . 15 15 . . 15  24MaY 24MAY
HART a8 34 36 3% 50.9 49%.4 50.2 50.2 9 3 25 12 35 37 39 37 18 100 100 73 26MAY T6MAY TUMAY 19MAY
BR 203 47 « . 47 49.6 . . 49,8 a8 . . 38 40 . . 49 15 . . 15 29MRY 29MAY
S ALUDA 47 40 52 ag 49.8 54,2 51.0 S1.5 21 15 5% 30 N n a3 31 12100 1€ A 25MAY 19NMAY THMAY 19MAY
BH 100 46 « . 46 49.9 . . 49.9 0 . . o 13 . . 33 10 - - 10 24MAY 20MAY
COKEZR 916 45 45 S8 48  50.1 52.2 S51.0 S51.1 40 0 N 24 37 31 312 1 S 100 100 68  24NMAY 13MAY 1TMAY 16MAY
HCNATR 1003 45 36 46 43 46,7 44.7 44.7 45.4 ] 0 39 15 36 " 36 34 11100 38 7O  26MAY TGMAY 1GMAY 19MAY
s-T6 4s 39 43 42 S1.2 51,1 5.1 S51.1 18 o 21 13 35 36 36 36 286 100 100 75 25PAY 18NAY THMAY 19MAY
CALDWELL 45 n 37 38 89.5 S#4.2 4.6 9.4 41 0 60 34 36 32 38 35 14 100 100 71 2Z5MAY 19WAY 1ZMAY 19MAY
BH 301 44 « . 44 52.0 . -~ 52.0 . 36 - - 36 40 . . 40 1 - . 1 I0MAY IONAY
TYLER 41 33 3% 36 46.1 45.8 95.0 45.6 40 5 35 27 37 36 37 37 23 100 100 . 74 27WAY 19MAY 16MAY 21MAY
BH 310 41 - - 41 39.9 . - 49.9 11 . . 11 36 . . 36 1 - . 14 30MAY kLLYTY
AUBURRN a1 30 M 37 49.3 52.4 58.8 52.2 n 0 15 15 39 33 37 36 2% 100 100 TS  2BMAY 22HAY 16WAY 22MAY
PILLNORE 40 43 1] 81 49.8 58.6 S1.1 %1.8 55 0 38 it 1 40 39 4o 23 100 325 149  29AAY 24MAY 1TMAY 24MAY
RASSRY ET: Y U5 42  49.0 48.6 52.5 S50.0 LT 8 34 28 37 37 37 37 13 100 100 71 2THAY 15MAY 16MAY 19MAY
PELAND 11 47 6% 42 89.2 52.5 53.3 S1.6 3 0 15 6 35 35 36 36 4 100 90 65  26MAY 18MAY 15MAY 20MAY
COKER 982 21 . N FA) 51.2 . . 51,2 15 . . 15 32 . - 32 2 . . 2 2BMAY 28MAY
RAUNTER 20 45 S5 40  50.2 S5.0 59.2 54,8 3 8 8 &€ 30 29 29 29 1 100 93 55  24MAY 10MAY 10NAY 15MAY
CV(1984) = 16%

LSD (1984) = 10 Bu/A
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Table 7.—Wheat Performance Trials for Bluegrass Region, 1982-1984.

-~ ITELD {RU/AC) —- TEST ¥T (LB/BD) ~— PCT LODGED -—  PLANT HEIGHT (IN) -- PCT SURVIVAL —- READING DATE :
YARIETY 1984 1983 1582 WEAN 1984 1983 1982 NEAN 198% 1983 1982 HEAW 1984 1983 1982 AEAN 1984 1983 1982 NEAN 1984 1983 1982 mEaAN
CCHPTON 76 . . 76 58,2 . . 58.2 o . - 9 40 . « 40 93 . - 93 24mAY 2uMAY
SCOTTY 76 0 46 64 56.2 53.9 S9_.8 56.5 0 S0 9 33 40 &0 30 37 90 100 86 92  2GMAY 20MRY 15WAY 20MAY
SALUDA 75 71 57 68 56.9 56.9 61.0 58.3 o a8 5 3t 36 38 31 35 T9 10D 90 90  23IMAY 19NAY 1IMAY 19HAY
2550 T4 69 65 69  58.7 53.1 60.5 56.1 D 19 5 28 39 40 31 37 83 100 95 93  23MAY 21MAY 14MAY 20MAY
ABE 72 54 57 61 58.3 57.7 59.6 S58.5 5 6% 5 26 42 40 38 39 91 100 93 95 23MAY ZOMATY 14MAY 19MAY
COKER 747 71 55 81 56 58.8% 531.7 61.3 57.8 6 93 & 32 39 37 29 35 86 100 95 94 2IMAT 21MAY ‘14NAY 19MAT
PIXE 70 57 S6 €1 53.7 Sa,) 60.1 56.0 0 .73 9 27 41 38 3y 38 86 100 86 91  2UMATY 2INAY F4MATY 208AY
BAGNUN 69 . . 69 53,8 - 53 0 . - o 3a . . 38 90 . . 90 23mnY 23MAY
CALDYZLL 69 62 61 €& 53.7 52,0 9.7 55.1 0 T9 N 28 38 &0 33 37 79100 94 91 23NATY Y18MAY 1INAY 18MAT
AUBDRN 69 T1 S5 65 . 52.1 55,3 61.% 56.3 0 6% 0 21 41 42 33 13 88 100 94 94 2SMAY 2IMAY I5MAY 21MAY
BA 203 68 . - €68 55.7° . . s55.7 o . - 0 u3 . .43 B1 . . 81  25MAY 25MAT
BEAU €7 70 . 6% 59,7 59.6 . 59,6 0 . a . N a1l 40 .41 79 100 « 89 25MAY 20mAY 23Mar
5-76 67 S5 59 60 58.8 56,0 S59.6 56.8 ¢ 15 & 7 3% 42 31 33 78 100 93 90 24MAY 23MAY 15MAY Z1MAY
ARYHUR 66 ST 50 S8 58.5 59.1 59.8 59_1 0 8 S5 18 43 41 35 40 78 100 91 90  23ImAY 20MAY 12MAY 19MAY
TILER 66 €7 36 56 52.8 .2 60.3 S55.8 T 1 28 43 42 33 39 88 100 98 94 2SMAT 21MAY 14RAY 20MAY
WREZLER 65 58 62 62 57.2 57.1 60.6 58.3 ¢ 63 3 22 43 40 36 40 66 100 95 BT  26MAY Z1MAY 13MAY Z0MATY
FILLNORE - 65 62 58 62 53.7 55.9 60.5 56.7 ¢ 73 6 26 43 %3 33 42 83 100 89 90  Z6MAT 2SMAY 18EAY 23INAY
FELAND 64 70 35 S6 55,5 58.1 €1.8 5B.5 O 8 & 30 39 42 32 37 . S8 100 93 82 26NAY 19MAY 13NAY 20NAY
LBTHOE T1 64 59 S3  S9 578 58,2 59.6 S8.4 18 S0 s 28 43 %2 34 40 76 100 91 90 24MAY 20MAY 1INAY 19MAY
DODBLECROP 64 48 43 52 61.658.259.059.6 0 T3 8 25 40 &1 33 1a 91 100 93 95  1SAAY 14NAY OBEAY 13MAY
BE 201 63 . . 63 5Lt . 3.1 0o . . 0 43 . . 43 63 . « 63 24MAY 24mAY
Js 222 63 63 - 61 5.5 56.6 . 54.5 0 66 . 31 42 42 - 42 68 100 . B4 2SEAY 21MAY 2uMAY
SULLIVAN 63 60 44 S6 SB.4 59,5 59,5 591 16 &6 8 22 43 41 33 39 70 100 93 B8 Z4MAY 20MAY 13IMAY 19MAY
MASSEY 61 &1 54 59 536 54.2 €0.0 55.9 0 9y & 33 43 38 33 38 68 100 91 86  2SMAY 15MAT 13MAY 18mAY
HART 60 60 49 ST S54.7 55.5 59.8 S56.5 6 18 3 T 42 41 33 39 70 100 91 B7  25MAY 21MAY 18MAY 20MAY
PR 202 58 . . S8 53,8 . - E1.e 0 . . 0 W . .4 54 . « S84 25MAY 25087
P 100 56 - . S6 58.7 ., . 58.7 o . . 0 - .39 55 . . S5  Zu4mMAY 20maY
BE 301 55 . . 55 53.6 . . S53.6 o . - 0 43 . . 43 '3l . .71 28mA¥ 28MAY
ACWAIR 1003 52 48 43 48 46,2 50.9 58.3 £1.8 o 91 5 32 40 37 32 37 43 100 88 77  26MAY 16NAY 14MAY T9mAY
B 310 51 . - 51 S5t . . s5i_a ¢ . . 0 u1 . - " n . - T1 26may 26MAY
COKBR 916 49 50 42 49 S53.3 53.6 £0.% 55.9 ® 99 5 15 37 36 27 33 45 100 94 B0 24MAY TNAY 10MAY 16MAY
ROWTER 36 61 40 46 49,2 55.9 62.0 55.7 0 88 & 3¢ 35 33 25 31 31 100 %1 78 26MAY 17MAY TINAY 18EAY
CORER 981 23 . - 23 88,2 . . as.2 0 . . ¢ 3 . - 3 20 . - 20 30MAY ‘ 08aY
CV (19684} = 12%

LSD (1984) = 10 Bu/A
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Table 8.—Wheat Performance Trials for Southem Tier Region, 1982-1984.!

== YIELD {BU/AC) == TEST WT (LB/B0) === PCF LODGED -—- PLANT HEIGHT {IW) == PCT SURVIVAL -- HEADING DATE

VARIETY 1984 1983 1982 WEAN 1986 1983 1982 wWEAW 1984 1983 1982 NEAR 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1990 1983 1982 MEAN 984 1983 1982 MEAN
BE 203 69 . . 69 57.2 . . 57.2 0 - - 0 41 . - [ 40 . - 40 218 Y 21MAY
BH 301 64 - - €4 56.9 - . 56.9 0 . - 0 42 . . 42 n - . kR 24M0Y 2UnRY
HAGNUN 62 . . 62 S56.6 . v 56.6 0 . - 0 36 - . 36 u6 . . 46 198AY TOMAY
BH 310 61 - . 61 56.3. . . 56,13 0 . . 0 39 . . 19 n - .. n 22MnY 22MAY
COKER 747 690 25 32 39 55.4 52.2 49.4 52.3 0 69 319 36 37 32 33 34 53 100 96 a3 T9MAY 15MAY 11MAY TSMAY
CCHPTON 60 - . 60 57.2 . + 57,2 0 N - 0 39 . - 39 60 - - 60 19KAY 19mAY
ATBORN 60 39 an 43 56.7 51.8 51,7 S3.4 0 49 33 26 kL] 35 37 37 66 100 96 a8 22MAY 20MAY ISMRY T9MAY .
FILLMORE 60 41 33 45 54.5 53.3 51.1 531.0 0 15 31 15 a2 40 40 ut 36 100 ° 96 78 25MAY 21MAY 16MAY 21MRY
CALDWELL 59 38 35 44 53,5 52,1 49,4 51.7 0 3 43 15 36 35 35 35 36 100 98 78 21MAY 16MAY O09MAY 16MAY
AFTHOR 71 58 18 21 33 57.4% 50.2 51.4 53.0 0 43 75 39 41 31 g 7 53 100 91 81 18MAY 16MAY TIMRY 15MaY
PIKE 57 20 28 a5 S4.1 51.6 4A.0 51.2 4] 68 89 52 37 32 36 a5 e 100 99 79 2T1MAY 16MAY 12MAY 16MAY
SCOTTY 57 21 32 37 55.0 50.0 51.2 2.1 0 29 13 14 18 36 a6 36 50 100 a9 a0 2198Y 15MAY 12MAY 16MAY
ABE 56 22 37 38 56.9 53.4 58.1 S4.8 0 3 75 26 39 31 36 35 58 100 S0 83 TBMAY 16MAY DIMAY ISMAY
NCHAIR 1003 56 17 3a 37 50.0 50.4 48.2 89.5 0 51 10 20 k1] 30 36 15 19 100 a5 68 22MAY 11MAY 11MAY 1SMAY
2550 : 5% 28 28 37 52.0 4B.4 u7.6 #9.3 0 20 U6 22 38 3] 37 35 39 300 96 718 TIMAY ISMAY T1MAY 15MAY
HART 55 32 41 43 53.% 50.8 53.3 S2.4 0 11 61 24 39 36 a8 38 & 100 39 78 19MAY 15MAY 10MAY 158AY
5-76 55 43 49 49 54.2 51.7 54,9 53,6 0 14 28 iU 37 37 37 37 58 100 94 8y 20MAY 16MAY 11RMAY 16MAY
BEAU 54 24 27 5 57.1 50.6 56.8 54.8 0 3 3 2 37 32 35 35 40 100 100 80 19MAY 1SMAY 14MAY 16MAY
ARTHUR 53 24 31 36 55.8 50.0 52.14 52.7 0 ] 91 joe 41 35 36 37 48 100 LR A2 TARAY 1SMAY D9IMAY TUNAY
WHFPELER 52 33 36 40 54.71 #49.8 S1.3 51.7 0 44 73 39 41 35 39 je 26 100 96 T4 Z2MAY 1THMAY 11MAY 17MAY
TYLER 52 35 43 43 52.1 50.6 52.0 51.6 0 25 40 22 41 uo 40 40 5¢ 100 pL) a1 20MAY 16MAY 1IMAY 1TMAY
BR 201 52 - - 52 56.5 - . b6.5 0 - . Y 3B . . 38 21 . . 21 20MA Y 20MAY
Js 222 51 390 . LR} 54.6 52.3 . 53.4 0 n . 16 [14] 35 - 37 43 100 - " 20MAY TTMAY 19MAY
HONTER 50 18 40 36 52,2 51.6 5R8.3 54.0 0 £ 0 13 35 28 30 3t 29 100 9 69 20MAY TOMAY O9MAY 13MAY
MASSEY 48 24 33 35 53.2 51.6 53.1 52.6 1] B84 as 56 39 35 ¥ 37 48 100 94 80 2IMAY 10MAY 128AY 14MAY
BH 202 47 . . 47 50.0 . . S50.0 0 . . 0 38 . . 38 20 . . 20 19MAY 19MAY
BE 100 47 . . 47 52.2 . . 52.2 0 . . 0 3A . . 30 13 . ' 13 T9MA Y 19MAY
SULLIVAN 47 7 32 39 56.1 55.6 54.4 55.4 0 19 45 21 41 37 un 39 26 1400 1 LE) 20MAY 12HMAY OQBNMAY T4NAY
COKER 916 47 25 42 3B 5.6 50,8 %3,9 53.4 0 64 20 28 31 3 a3 32 26 100 94 73 TIMAY TTIMAY Q6MAY I12MAY
SALUDA us5 az 83 40 53.3 51.4 56.6 53.8 0 81 48 30 33 n 3z 32 19 100 L] 69 ZIMAY ISHAY 12MAY T6MAY
FELAND (1 32 49 42 . 58,7 51.8 55.3 53.9 (] 46 13 20 15 6 38 16 13 100 86 - 66 23IMAY T6MAY 12RAY 17HAY
DOUBLECEROP 42 22 32 32 56,6 54,2 54,% 55,1 0 15 69 28 a8 34 35 36 41 100 96 79 13MAY O9MAY O3IMAY O9MAY
COKER 983 13 . . 13 54.0 N . 58.0 0 - . 0 31 . . 31 ] . . 4 25MAY 258AY
CV(1984) = 17%

LSD (1984) = 13 Bu/A

Location was Princeton, limestone soil.
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Table 8A.—Wheat Performance Trials for Southern Tier Region, 1982-1984.!

-- YIELD {BU/AC) ~-- TEST ®¥T (LB/BU) —=— BCT LODGED —-—- PLANT HEIGHT (IW) == PCT SORYIVAL -~ HEADING DATE

VARYETY 1984 1983 1982 NEANW 1984 1983 1982 HEAF 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1283 1982 MEAN 1988 1983 1982 MPAN
BR 203 73 - - 73 59.7 . - 59.7 0 - - 0 490 - . 40 56 - . 56 T8MAY 188AY
TYLER kA 55 6% 62 58.3 53.9 54.2 55,5 0 0 0 0 41 an 38 40 a5 160 100 95 16MAY 13MAY OTHAY 1Z2MAY
RART 63 35 57 52 59.7 53.8 54.4 55.8 1] 1} 0 0 36 35 aa 36 79 100 100 913 T4MAY 13MATY OSMAY 11MAY
BA 301t 62 - - 62 58.4 . . 58.4 a - . 0 114} - - 40 49 . - 49 208AY 20MAY
BASSEY 62 48 54 55 58.7 56.7 57.1 57.% a o 10 3 R kL 35 36 60 100 t00 87 16HAY O9MAY OSMAY T0MAY
PIKE 60 k1) 45 47 58.2 53,2 54,7 55.4 0 4] 3 1 37 33 3u a5 &4 100 1C0 a8 TEMAY 1SEAY O7MAY 13MAY
5-76 59 38 61 52 59.4 56,2 54,9 56.8 0 0 0 0 37 33 i€ a5 81 100 100 94 TUMAY 15MAY OGMAY 12RAY
BR 201 59 - ‘a 59 60.3 . . BE0.3 0 . - 0 a7 . - iz 3ja - - i8 158AY 1S5MAY
BH 310 58 - - 58 58.4% - . 58,4 0 . - 0 38 . - ia 6 . - 64 18mn Y 19MAY
BR 202 57 . - 57 59.14 . « 59.8 0 - - 0 37 - - 27 34 - - 3y T6MAY 16MAY
2550 56 40 57 51 58.7 53.4 53.3 55.1 0 0 3 1 EL 33 34 kL] 6% 100 100 90 T4NAY I1SHAT OSMAY 12MAY
SCOTTY 56 34 54 48 57.4 54.9 55.9 S6.1 ] 0 0 0 36 34 34 35 64 100 100 88 16MAY 14WAY Q6MAY 12MAY
COKBR 747 56 42 58 52 61,7 57.6 58.4 59,2 0 1] 0 0 38 ER| 14 L) 65 100 100 a8 15HAY TIMAY OSMHAY 11MAY
Js 222 5% 40 . 47 58.9 55.2 . 57.0 0 ] . Q 38 35 . 37 56 100 . 78 1684Y 13MAY 158AY
FILLHORE 54 85 57 52 59.3 57.2 56.2 57.6 0 0 0 0 40 17 L D] 39 60 100 100 B7? TIMAY TYMAY 11MAY 17MAY
BAGNOR 54 - N 54 59.9 . . 59.9 0 - . 0 33 - - 33 79 . . 79 T4NAY TUMAY
ARTHOR 71 S4 35 37 42 60,7 57.4 53.9 57.3 4] 0 15 5 38 34 36 36 70 100 100 90 1SHAY 13IMAY OSMAY 1IMAY
CCHPTON 53 - . 53 60.6 . . 60.6 0 - . 0 37 . . 37 70 . . 70 TSMAY 15MAY
WHEELER 53 43 59 52 57.9 56,1 6,4 56.8 ] 0 0 1] 39 a3 38 36 43 100 100 81 T7HAY 13MAY O7MAY 13MAY
SULLIVAN 53 38 44 45 60.3 58.2 57.2 58.46 4] 0 10 k] 38 4 kL) 37 60 100 100 87 14RAY $1MAY O4MAY 1T0MAY
AUBURNM 52 43 51 o9 59.3 57.0 S6.8 57.7 0 0 0 0 19 35 19 EL 70 199 100 9] TOMAY TTHAY 12MAY t6MAY
SALUDA 51 s 56 51 58.3 54.8 58,8 57.3 o 0 4 1 34 32 31 32 39 100 100 80 18MAY TINMAY O6MAY T3IMAY
HCNAIR 1002 51 37 48 us 56.7 51.95 53.4% 53.9 0 0 0 0 37 EX) 35 5 29 100 100 76 TOHAY TOMAY OSHAAY 11mAY
FELAWD 50 41 52 48 58,9 57.5 56.1 57.5 0 0 Q 4] 37 6 37 36 s 1¢0 100 78 TTRAY 13MAY O6GMAY 12MAY
ABE 50 33 41 11 59.2 56.2 53.2 56.2 o 1] 0 0 35 iz 35 34 %3 100 100 84 1SHAY 12MAY QUNAY t1MAY
BEAD " 50 32 41 42 60.6 53.2 59.1 57.6 0 0 o o) 36 33 38 s 63 100 100 88 TSMAY 13MAY O9MAY 12MAY
ABTRUR 49 n LB 1 59.2 S6.4 57.8 57.8 0 0 4 1 37 33 36 15 58 100 100 13 T4NAY 12MAT O4MAY 10MAY
CALD¥ELL 49 39 54 47 56.7 54.4 S4.9 55.13 0 1) 0 0 36 34 32 kL] 49 100 100 83 IS5MAY TUNAY Q4BAY 11MAY
HUNTER 47 40 38 42 57.7 58.3 59,0 58,13 0 0 i} 1] BL 27 27 29 34 100 100 78 16MAY OBMAY O3MAY Q9NMAY
BR 100 46 - - 46 58,7 - . 58.7 0 - - 0 6 - . 3n 24 . . 24 1TEAY 1TRAY
COKER 316 46 38 53 45 S8.7 53.7 S6.2 %6.2 0 0 [ 1 i3 30 32 n 30 106 100 77 158RY Q9IMAY O1MAY O8HAY
DOUBLECROP 42 34 L ¥4 40 59.8 56.6 57.5 58.0 0 4] 5 2 313 32 32 iz &5 100 1CO 84 T1NAY ORMAY 28APR O6MAY
COKER 9813 39 . - 39 57.5 - -~ 57.5 0 - . 0 32 . . 32 16 . . 16 20MA Y 208AY
CV(1984) = 12%

LSD {1984) = 9 Bu/A

Location was Russethville.
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Table 9.—Wheat Performance Trials for North Central Region, 1982-1984.

LSD (1984} = 9 Bu/A

16

— YIELD (BU/AC) -- TEST AT {({LB/BU) === PCT LODGED =-—- PLANT HEIGHT (IN} -— PCT SURVIVAL --

VARIETY 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1983 1982 MEAN 1984 1963 1982 ®EAN 1984 1983 1982 NEAN 1984 1983 19382 MEAN
TILER 15 57 65 66 S4.% S3.8 56.7 55.0 0 14 8 5 42 az 34 k1] as 100 100 95
COKER 747 71 L] 53 57 60.1 56,1 60,1 8.8 a 0 1 L} 38 30 30 13 65 100 10 88
HART 10 43 50 54 5%.9 55.4 S8.6 58.0 0 4 0 1 42 36 35 38 68 100 100 a9
576 69 50 %9 56 59.1 56.3 58.3 57.9 0 0 0 0 40 35 33 36 71 100 100 90
ABE 68 uQ 49 52 60.2 56.6 59.0 58.6 0 -9 0 3 41 33 EL 35 63 100 100 a8
MASSEY 68 59 63 63 57.6 57.1 57.9 57.5 0 1 0 0 40 35 34 36 39 10¢ 100 80
CCRETONW 67 - . &7 60,5 - . 60.5 0 . . 0 39 - - 19 75 - . 75
BAGNUN 66 . - 66 58.7 - «  58.7 0 . - 0 36 . - 36 73 . - 73
2550 65 55 58 59 59.9 53.6 57.9 57.1 0 0 0 0 37 33 33 kL] 53 100 100 a8y
SULLIVAN 63 46 49 53 61,0 58,1 60.0 59.7 0 13 a ] 42 36 35 37 38 100 140 79
BEAD 63 42 40 ug 59.4 56.7 58.9 58.3 0 3 3 2 41 34 33 36 59 160 100 86
SCOTTY 62 45 61 56 56.2 55.1 57.5 56.3 0 3o [ 10 is 33 32 35 65 100 98 a8
COKER 916 62 48 57 56 58.3 52.7 58.1 56.4 0 5 [ L] 15 1n 29 31 26 100 100 75
AETHOR 60 7 43 48 60.4 56.1 59.7 58.7 0 5 14 6 41 33 34 36 53 100 98 83
PIKE 60 45 49 51 5.4 53.8 56.6 54.9 0 1 0 0 39 32 33 35 54 100 96 83
AUBORYN 60 us 49 53 54,4 56,3 56,9 5%5.9 0 0 1 0 41 37 33 37 83 100 100 94
BE 203 60 M . 60 56.2 . « 56.2 0 - . ¢ 43 - - 43 45 - . 45
FILLMOBRE 59 52 61 57 54.7 58.2 58.5 6.9 0 30 Q 10 4y 38 36 39 63 100 100 8g
Js 222 59 47 . 53 58.6 56.6 « 57.6 0 5 . 3 42 35 . je 39 100 . 5%
BHE 202 59 - - 59 57.9 - . 57.9 0 - - 0 39 . - 39 31 . . 1
DOUBLECROP 57 43 435 48 €2.4 56.9 59.9 59.7 0 40 S 15 38 34 32 35 W 100 100 %1
BR 201% 57 . . 57 58.6 - . S8.6 a . - 0 4z - - 42 25 . . 25
CALDWELL 56 b2 61 53 56.0 52.6 56.9 55.2 0 8 6 5 37 32 32 3u 39 100 100 80
ARTHOR 71 56 as 49 47  -60.8 55.6 60.0 58.8 0 -} Q 3 42 34 35 37 50 100 100 a3
SALUDA 54 53 65 ST 56.7 56.2 59.4 S57.4 0 0 4 1 34 30 31 31 25 180 100 75
BH 301 S4 - - 54  56.6 - . 56.6 0 . . 0 44 - - 44 44 - - 44
MCWAXE 1003 52 42 56 50 S4.0 52.0 E5.1 €3.7 0 4 0 1 19 32 35 35 25 100 9% 75
"WRAEELER 52 52 56 53 58.8 57.2 58.2 58.1 0 4 30 1 44 36 37 39 26 100 100 75
HONTER 51 54 53 53 59.2 59.3 61.2 59.9 0 3 0 1 36 39 26 3 19 100 91 10
BA 100 51 - . 51 ‘56.6 . « 56,6 0 . . 0 37 . . 37 19 . - 19
BR 310 50 . - 50 55.1 o - 55.1 0 - = o 39 . - 39 39 . . 39
FELAWD uy 57 60 55 56.3 56.2 59.1 57,2 0 o 0 0 38 35 34 36 18 100 98 72
COKER 383 1M - - 11 53.6 - - S3.6 0 . . 0 34 . - In 2 - - 2
Cv(1984) = 11%



Table 10.—Disease Ratings of Wheat Varieties at Two Locations in 1984.

Lexington Russellville
Leaf Powdery Leaf Stern Glume Leaf Leaf " Glume Head
Variety Blotch! Mildew! Rust® Rust® Blotch* Blotch! . Rusi Blotch* Scab®
*BH 203 7. 6 0 - 2 5 1 1 3
Abe 7 8 5 + 1 8 1 1 7
Tyler 7 c 3 - 1 5 8 2 6
Compton 7 7 1 - 5 5 1 3 3
2550 2] 7 1 - 2 8 1 1 11
Coker 747 & 6 3 + 1 6 1 1 10
*BH 301 7 0 1 - 2 5 1] 1 7
576 8 8 7 + 2 7 4 1 5
Pike 7 5 1 - 2 6 1 1 10
Scotty 7 0 1 - 3 6 0 1 13
Massey B 7 2 + 4 5 5 1 5
Auburn 7 5 1 - 2 6 1 1 16
*BH 201 7 8 1 - 1 6 3 0 3
Hart 7 8 15 - 2 6 1 1 6
Magnum 6 6 2 - 3 7 1 2 2
Wheeler 6 7 2 + 2 5 2 1 6
Js 222 6 7 2 - 2 6 2 1 7
Fillmore 7 6 1 - 2 5 1 1 16
*BH 202 7 5 1 - 2 7 1 0 0
*BH 310 ‘ 8 7 2 - 3 5 1 1 5
Caldwell 8 7 2 - 3 7 ] 2 5
Beau 7 8 8 - 2 7 1 2 1
Arthur 7 8 4 + 2 7 1 2 7
Arthur 71 7 7 4 + 1 6 2 2 4
Sullivan 7 7 4 + 1 5 2 1 5
Saluda 7 0 2 + 1 7 1 1 27
McNair 1003 6 6 5 + 2 5 4 2 5
Doublecrop 7 ] 1 + 2 8 1 3 15
Feland 7 7 4 - 3 6 2 1 16
*BH 100 7 8 8 - 2 6 4 1 3
Coker 916 7 7 2 + 3 7 0 3 6
Hurter 6 0 4 + 2 6 2 2 10
Coker 983 6 0 3 + 2 5 1 1 5
*Hybrid Wheats

'09 rating scale: 0 = no disease, 9 = severe disease
%% of flag leaf Infected with rust pustules
3+ = presence of disease, - = absence of disense
415 rating scale: 1 = lowest disease, 5 = most disease
Snumber of infected spikes per 40 fi2 plot
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Table 11.—Characteristics of Barley Varieties Tested in 1983.

Averapge of 1983 Tests Over All Locations

. Release Heading Height Lodged Survival
Variety Protected* Origin : Date Bu/A Lb/Bu Date (In) (%) (%)
Volbar No Tennessee 1974 79 42,0 5/09 40 | 14 100
Perry No Missouri 1977 61 45.3 5/07 34 7 100
Barsoy No Kentucky 1966 58 45.2 4/29 32 3 100
Surry No Virginia 1976 56 39.3 5/02 33 9 100
Milton Yes " North cCarolina 1981 53 41.0 5/09 30 10 100
Pike Yes Indiana 1975 51 41.0 5/03 29 12 .100
v = 19%
LSD = 8 Bu/A

* "Unauthorized propagation prohibited." Seed of these varieties must be sold by variety name only as a class of certified
seed. This includes varieties for which protection has been applied and those for which protection has been granted.
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Table 12.—Barley Performance Trials for Western Coal Field Region, 1981-1983.

Yield Test Weight Lodged Plant Height Survival Heading Date

Variety (Bu/A) (Lb/Bu) (%) {In} (%)

1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1883 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean
Volbar 84 94 69 82 384 437 433 418 0 0 0 0 39 45 39 4 100 78 9% 92 5/07 4/28 4/27 4/30
Milton 63 63 43.1 431 0 0 29 29 100 100 5/07 . 5/07
Barsoy B9 72 57 63 435 464 436 445 0 5 0 2 32 34 35 34 100 86 100 95 4/30 4/23 4/14 4/22
Surry 5 77 46 60 395 426 419 414 0o 0 0 0 32 38 33 35 100 94 100 98 5/01 4/26 4/22 4/26
Perry 55 65 72 64 424 477 454 .452 0 9 0 3 33 39 36 35 100 98 100 99 5/04 4727 4/22 4/27
Pike 46 B84 47 59 400 458 451 436 0 n 0 4 27 3% 28 30 100 100 100 100 5/C5 . 4/24 4/20 4/26
CV(1983) = 20%
LSD (1983) = 16 bu/a

Table 13.—Barley Performance Trials for Bluegrass Region, 1981-1983.
Yield Test Weight Lodged Plant Height Survival Heading Date

Variety (Bu/A) (Lb/Bu) ®) (In) (%)

1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1583 1982 1981 Mean
Volbar 70 51 114 78 448 494 481 474 35 0 3 23 41 33 4 39 100 61 100 8§87 5/11 5/07 4/29 5/05
Perry 60 76 97 78 49.1 514 517 507 23 41 13 25 M 36 38 36 100 84 100 95 5/11 5/05 4/27 5/04
Pike 5 65 97 73 451 496 482 477 10 30 48 36 30 33 M 32 1000 883 100 96 5/06 5/02 4/26 5/01
Surry 50 51 100 67 419 484 447 450 5 1 0 2 33 3 38 35 100 79 100 93 5/08 5/05 4/26 5/03
Barsoy 5 63 106 73 461 505 486 484 3 15 43 20 k| 32 35 33 100 81 100 ™4 5/03 4/30 4/21 4/28
Milton 47 47 404 404 8 8 32 32 100 100 5/13 5/13
CV(1983) = 13%

LSD (1983) = 10 bu/a

A blank space in a data column indicates that the variety was not in the test for that year,
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Table 14.—Barley Performance Trials for Southern Tier Region, 1981-1983.!

Yield Test Weight Lodged Plant Height Survival Heading Date
Variety {Bu/A) {Lb/Bu) - (%) {In) (%)

1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1581 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean

Volbar 79 66 89 78 391 435 411 a12 20 4 15 13 40 44 37 41 100 13 100 7 5/07 5/06 4/26 5/02
Barsoy 69 84 72 75 469 470 396 445 3 5 84 30 34 37 3 3 100 70 100 90 4/29 4/25 4/14 4/22
Perry 65 77 69 70 423 443 410 425 3 8 9 60 36 41 35 38 100 100 100 100 5/07 4/30 4/20 4/29
Pike 58 B87 52 66 399 435 363 399 10 50 99 53 29 37 35 33 100 96 100 99 5/03 4/27 4/16 4/25
Suny 54 71 73 66 359 381 376 372 16 56 68 47 32 3% 38 ¥ 100 95 100 98 4/30 4/30 4/18 4/26
Milton 52 52 386 386 o] 0 30 30 100 100 5/08 5/08
CV(1983) = 2%
LSD (1983) = 20 bu/a
ILocation was Princeton, limestone soil.
Table 14A.—Barley Performance Trals for Southern Tier Region, 1981-1983.!

_ Yield Test Weight Lodged Plant Height Survival Heading Date
Variety {Bu/A) {Lb/Bu) (%) (In) {%) :

1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean 1983 1982 1981 Mean
Volbar 81 68 T 73 441 449 407 432 0 o 22 7 33 4 45 43 100 35 100 78 5/06 5/04 4/19 4/29
Surry 65 91 69 75 399 448 413 420 14 0 13 9 34 40 41 38 100 100 100 100 4/26 4/28 4/14 4/22
Perry 62 74 65 67 473 488 432 464 1 11 20 14 34 39 40 38 100 100 100 100 5/04 4/28 4/16 4/26
Barsoy 53 70 63 62 443 480 432 452 8 3 44 18 32 35 37 34 100 81 100 94 4/22 4/22 4/10 4/17
Milton 49 49 418 418 31 31 29 29 100 100 5/05 5/05
Pike 42 87 13 67 373 476 428 426 28 9 55 30 3 34 3B 3 100 100 100 100 4/29 4/23 4/12 4f21
Cv{1983)= 17%

LSD (1983) = 13 bu/a

1Location was Russellville,

A blank space in a data coiumn indicates that the variety was not in the test for that year.
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