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Objectives

To evaluate the performance afheat, barley, oat and canoldines at ten FAR Crop Technology
CentresGnarwarre VICyarrawonga VI®Jillicent SABordertown SAWallendbeerNSW Daysdale
NSW Espeance WA, ScaddartWA, Frankland RiveWA & HagleyTAS

In these GEN trials FAR Australia provides contdéties,and the breeders enter their material
under their own variety names, codes or under a FAR code. We would like to acknowledge the funding
support ofAGFSeedsAGT, BASF, Ingeain, KWS, Loriggach, Pacific SeedadRAGWwith the entries

made into the 208 GEN trials network.

This final report coversanopy assessment datdisease assessment datgeld and quality versus
FAR control cultivar§he report also carries details of fungicjgegramapplied and the dates when
products were applied along with nutrition details.

The following organisations contributed entries to the 2G2rmplasm Evaluation Network (GEI

AGFseeds AGT n " BASF

Australian Grain and Forage We Create ChemIStl’y
KWS
AN\ D
INTERGRAIN . Longneach
w A— PLANT BREEDERS

N Pacific Seeds ﬂER-A-G~T

+I NASGASE YIe& 0SS adzeSod G2 tf I ydlmadBpebshElra wA I K
in this publication is copyright protected and may not be reproduced in any form without written
permission from FAR Australia.

These results are offered by Field Applied Research (FAR) Australia solely to provide information.
While all due care has been taken in compiling the information FAR Australia and employees take no
responsibility for any person relying on the informationdadisclaims all liability for any errors or
omissions in the publication.

Values in tables and figures with different letters are statistically different-digmficant LSD figures
RA&LIX @SR Fa WyaQo



National Yield Results 2025

Wheat ¢ Longer Season Environments (Earlier Sowing)

Table 1:National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for wheat varieties tested in longer
season environments 2025- untreated and plus fungicides.
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*Partial sets are means with different sites compared



Table 2:National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for wheat varieties tested in longer
season environments 2024 that were also tested in 2028untreated and plus fungicides.
''yiUNBFGSR t £ dza Fdzy3IAC

w - =< > Y —~ T < < vy
;Q ((n = - ;'Q (m = -
- Z - ¥ m 5‘,:]; Z - v m 5‘,5;
P S e < Y _ (U); S o < Y _ (U);
z A 2 O o Ne)

{4l asS L, {! b{2 ¢! { +L, {! b{2 ¢! {
AIWSR 060 MM(MA) MMM MA| MMNMACMACMANMAC MAC
wD¢ / S&AFNR: o Mmn- Tp pod yn mMaymni pp co o
WDEOONRO O¢MHIMACMAT pn c MM, MAlI ddn pd M
I'DC2122H O(MM(MM(MATMOI MMT MA(MM| MACMO( MMPp
CNRLIX S H MMI MM( MHT T OMM MMJ) M/l MM1 TT OMM

NAIKG2Y o
[ 2yd3F2NR 0
{G201IRS 6¢iyd Mn - MM1 T OMA YT MA- MAf T O MN

¢
¢mMnalr om man 1T O0cdy dc yn dhp T 0 (bH
¢MA| MMY TT MH(OMM MAN| MMI TT MH OMM

al YY2GK o6&t bn Tp 1 mT oynMMmM, pT T m OMnN
wD¢ 2} dz3K ¢ 1 L1 MT MH)YOMH T L1 T MHI OMH
Yyl LJzNY I o6¢ ™ T M MH|OMH T L1 T MM) OMM
aSly | ASMARE n®dnc &N T PCc Dy ndrcdcy dnpdr

Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat
*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.

10



Wheat ¢ Shorter season environments(Later Sowingg, Untreated)

Table 3:National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for wheat varieties tested in shorter
season environments 2025¢ untreated.
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Table 4:National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for wheat varieties tested in shorter
season environments 2024 that were also tested in 2025untreated.
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Wheat ¢ Shorter Season EnvironmentgLater Sowings Plus Fungicides)

Table 5:Nationalyield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for wheat varieties tested in shorter
season environments i2025- plus fungicides
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Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat
*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.
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Table 6:Nationalyield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for wheat varieties tested in shorter
season environments 2024 that were also tested in 2025plus fungicides
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Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat
*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.
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Barley- Longer Season Environments (Earlier Sowing)

Table 7:National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for barley varieties tested in longer

season environments 2025 untreated and plus fungicides.
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Note: w = Winter barley, s = Spring barley. KWS lines either 2r (two row) or 6r (Six row).
*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.
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Table 8:National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for barley varieties tested in longer
season environments iR025 that were also tested in 2024untreated and plus fungicides.
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Note: w = Winter barley, s = Spring barley. KWS lines either 2r (two row) or 6r (Six row).
*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.
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Barley- Shorter Season Environments (Later Sowingsitreated)

Table 9:National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for barley varieties tested in shorter
season environments 2025 untreated.
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Table 10National yield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for barley varieties tested in shorter
season environments 2024 that were also tested in 2025untreated.
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Note: w = Winter barley, s = Spring barley. KWS lines either 2r (two row) or 6r (Six row).
*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.
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Barley- Shorter Season Environments (Later Sowigd&us Fungicides)

Table 11Nationalyield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for barley varieties tested in shorter
season environments i2025- plus fungicides
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Table 12Nationalyield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for barley varieties tested in shorter
season environments 2024 that were also tested in 2025plus fungicides
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Note: w = Winter barley, s = Spring barley. KWS lines either 2r (two row) or 6r (Six row).
*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.

Table 13:Yield result (as percentage of site mean) $pring sownbarley varieties untreated and

plus fungicides.
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Canola

Table 14Nationalyield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for canola varieties te 2@ %
untreated andplus fungicides
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*Partial sets are means with different sites compared.

Table 15:Nationalyield result (as percentage of site mean 100%) for canola varieties tesB&i2dh
that were also tested in 2025 untreated andplus fungicides
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Oats

Table B: Nationalyield result (as percentage of site mean 100%)ofatrvarieties tested irR025¢
untreated andplus fungicides
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Cultivar Entries and Distribution
Wheat Entries

Table 1List of FAR Control wheat varieties and lines/varieties entered by breeders in GEN trials across
10 FAR Crop Technology Cenireg2025(CTC)
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Barley Entries

Table 2List of FAR Control barley varieties and lines/varieties entered by breeders in GEN trials across
9 FAR Crop Technology Centres (CTC)
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Canola Entries
Table 3List of FAR Control canola varieties and lines/varieties entered by breeders in GEN trials across
2 FAR Crop Technology Centres (CTC)
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Oat Entries

Table 4.List of FAR Control oat varieties and lines/varieties entered by breeders in GEN trials across 2
FAR Crop Technology Centres (CTC)
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Gnarwarre, VIC

VIC Wheat TOS EAR VIC Il WVB266-01)
Sown:29 April 2025 Rotation position:2023Wheat; 2024Canola
Harvested:30 December 2025 FAR CodeFAR VIC Il WAB-01
Soil Type& management Grey claySpeed discec GSR (ApNov):371.6mm
1 pass (8cm depth)and Kelly chained

Key Points

1 There was a significant yield interaction (p = 0.01) between variety and fungicide application,
indicating varietal differences in fungicide responsiveness.

1 Mammoth had the highest fungicide response increasing the yield by 1.11 t/ha followed by BigRed,
RGT Accroc, Longford, AGFWHWW2 and AGFWHO01022, each increasing yield by approximately 0.7
0.8 t/ha with fungicide.

1 There was a clear relationship between disease severity and yield response to fungicide. Stripe rust
wasat low-moderatelevelsin Mamouth, RGT Cesario, Packer and RGT Accroc

1 In contrast, Septorigitici blotch (3B was moreprevalent with Packer, Mammoth, RGT Accroc,
and Brighton showing the highestBsinfection in untreated plots.

1 Invariably, yield response to fungicide was greatest in varieties that had both STB and stripe rust

1 Varieties with low B infectionand no stripe rustsuch as RGT Waughd RW 71608&xhibited
minimal yield response to fungicid€riple 2 gave smallgtield responseso fungicide,but risk of
late leaf rustinfection should still be noted with this variety.

1 Fungicide had little effect ograin protein, which remained largely varietdépendent, withthe
RGT Waugh highest31%) and BigRed among the lowest @04).

1 In contrast, fungicidapplicationsignificantly increased test weight and reduced screenings, with
BigRed, RGT Accroc, and Mammoth showing the largegbnses
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (protein%, test weight, screening%o

Figure 1Influence of variety and fungicide application on grain yield (t/ha).
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Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha) of wheat varieties plus and minus

fungicide.

© 00 N (] 01 [ W )

Variety

BigRedw)

RGT Cesariw)
RGT Accro@v)
Brighton(w)
Packer(s)

Triple 2(w)
Longford(w)
AGFWHWW2w)
AGFWH01028w)

10. Mammoth(s)
11. Enebro RW 71608jw)
12. RGT Waugtw)

LSD Variety p = 0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C

Yield (t/ha)
Untreated

8.35
6.95
7.93
7.35
6.55
7.37
6.87
8.22
7.72
7.57
7.44
7.04
Mean 7.45

Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat
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cd
k
ef
o]
I
o]
ki
de
fg
fgh
ghi
jk
b

0.26
0.19
0.37

Plus fungicide Mean
9.07 a 8.71 a
7.38 g 717 d
8.69 bc 831 b
7.71 fg 753 c
7.23 h-k 6.89 e
7.85 f 761 c
7.60 fg 7.24 d
9.01 ab 8.62 a
8.44 cd 8.08 b
8.67 bc 812 b
7.58 fgh 751 ¢
7.11 ik 7.07 de
8.03 a 7.74

P value <0.001

P value 0.002

P value 0.011



Table 2.Influence of fungicide on the protein (%) of wheat varieties plus and minus fungicide.
Protein (%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. BigRed 11.2 - 114 - 113 ¢
2. RGT Cesario 12.1 - 124 - 123 c
3. RGT Accroc 11.1 - 115 - 113 ¢
4. Brighton 125 - 12.6 - 125 b
5. Packer 119 - 11.7 - 11.8 def
6. Triple 2 12.0 - 11.7 - 11.8 de
7. Longford 115 - 116 - 116 f
8. AGFWHWW2 11.2 - 11.3 - 11.2 g
9. AGFWH01022 11.8 - 12.0 - 119 d
10. Mammoth 11.8 - 11.6 - 11.7 ef
11. Enebro 12.3 - 12.3 - 12.3 bc
12. RGT Waugh 129 - 13.0 - 13.0 a
Mean 119 - 119 - 119
LSD Variety p=0.0 0.22 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.733
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.051
Table 3.Influence of fungicide on test weight (kg/hL) of wheat varieties plus and minus fungicide.
Test Weight (Kg/hL)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. BigRed 79.7 bc 813 a 80.5 a
2. RGT Cesario 77.2 hi 78.4 d-g 77.8 de
3. RGT Accroc 77.8 e 80.1 b 789 b
4. Brighton 77.7 ghi 78.2 efg 78.0 cde
5. Packer 78.7 def 79.3 bcd 79.0 b
6. Triple 2 77.1 jj 77.6 ghi 774 e
7. Longford 78.1 e-h 78.7 de 78.4 bcd
8. AGFWHWW?2 78.2 e-h 78.1 e-h 78.1 cd
9. AGFWHO01022 74.1 k 76.2 | 75.1 f
10. Mammoth 77.8 f-i 80.1 b 789 b
11. Enebro 74.7 k 75.1 k 749 f
12. RGT Waugh 78.3 efg 78.8 cde 78.5 bc
Mean 774 b 785 a 78.0
LSD Variety p=0.0 0.67 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 0.64 P value 0.014
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.95 P value 0.004
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Table 4.Influence of fungicide on screenings (%) of wheat cultivars plus and minus fungicide.
Screenings (%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. BigRed 2.73 - 2.73 - 273 b
2. RGT Cesario 1.95 - 1.38 - 166 ¢
3. RGT Accroc 1.83 - 1.50 - 166 g
4. Brighton 2.25 - 2.15 - 2.20 def
5. Packer 258 - 2.28 - 243 cd
6. Triple 2 3.25 - 3.30 - 3.28 a
7. Longford 3.23 - 3.10 - 3.16 a
8. AGFWHWW2 290 - 2.50 - 2.70 bc
9. AGFWH01022 2.05 - 1.93 - 1.99 f
10. Mammoth 2.33 - 1.90 - 2.11 ef
11. Enebro 3.18 - 3.10 - 3.14 a
12. RGT Waugh 2.53 - 2.05 - 2.29 de
Mean 256 a 233 b 2.45

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.29 P valie <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C 0.16 P vale 0.019

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P valie 0.444

Disease assessment data
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Figure 2.Influence of variety and fungicide on plot Infection (%) of Septoria leaf blotch, assessed 29
October 2025.

31



60.0 10.00

50.0 | 9.00
O\O
c
e
S 40.0 8.00
qq_" ~—~~
£ ©
= — <
o k=
2 30.0 7.00 3
o ©
2 2
E >
>S5
g 200 6.00
]
O
10.0 K H | 5.00
0.0D :—fR.R\ S o B - o N 7T 5 < 400
§758238z:5885875828:8:53¢8+383
o2 g5 5 2 0° cEeEscz28 <5820 © E & =
a - 2aFE§ I WLl 2 2aFEgTIclU
= o F S22 354k 5@ F S22z 8 Gk
) S Lgs=3809 O & L T=38¢0
@ O © x @ Q @ © X
< g : < g ':l
= =
@ o
Untreated Plus Fungicide
OYRESTBELR o Yield
Figure 3.Influence of variety and fungicide @umulativeplot Infection (%and grain yield
Trial inputs
Table4. Trial input and management details.
Sowing date: 29 April 2025
Harvest date: 30 December 2025
Seed rate: 180seeds/nt
Basal fertiliser: 29 Apr 100 kgha MAP
Pre-em herbicide: 28 Apr Treflan 1.9 L/ha
Overwatch 1.25 L/ha
Postem herbicide: 18 Jul Paradigm 25 g/ha
LV MCPA 570 0.5 L/ha
CanDo adjuvant 0.5 L/ha
Nitrogen: 16 Jul Urea 108 kg/ha (50 kg N/ha)
22 Ay Urea 217 kg/ha (100 kg N/ha)
Fungicide: Untreated Plus fungicide
GS31 Prosaro 0.3 L/ha
GS39 SpringsRevystar 0.75 L/ha

Winters Aviator Xpro 0.5 L/ha
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VIC Wheat TOS EAR VIC |l 25-66-02)

Sown:21 May2025 Rotation position:2023Wheat; 2024Canola
Harvested: 30 December 2025 (rep-®), 2 Jan FAR Codeg=AR VIC Il WZH-02
2026 (rep 1) GSR (ApNov):371.6mm

Soil Type& management Grey claySpeed discec
1 pass (8cm depth)and Kelly chained

Key Points

1 There was a significant yield interaction (p<0.0B&jween variety and fungicide application,
16Q2H0310 had the greatest response to fungicide with a 1.2 t/ha yield increase, followed by RGT
Ponsford and Rockstar. Trifléhad an insignificant.06 t/hadecreasewith fungicide.

1 The highest yielding variety with fungicide was Rockstar and RGT Ponsford equally at 8.32 t/ha,
without fungicide treatment the highest yielding was Triphath 8.34 t/ha.

1 Grain potein %ranged from 10.7 to 12% H2 gradgover 11.5%j)vasachievedvith 16Q2H0310
and Mowhawk; with fungicide treatment Genie; and without fungicRIB T Marsh.

1 16Q2H031&Ghowedthe greatest response to fungicidad suffered the highest levels $€ptoria
tritici blotchinfection(STBalong with lower levels afheat powdery mildew (WPM)

1 Genie had the highesvels ofvheat ppwdery mildew\\VPM)along with similar levels of STahd
low levels of stripe rust, resulting in 0.6t/ha response to fungicide

1 Fungicide application gave good control of stripe rusBd@epterand Rockstar, resulting iyield
responses of 0.58 and 0.84t/ha respectively

9 Leaf rust(Lr)had minimal impactn mostvarieties butwas the most noticeablé8% infection)n
AGTRIo (tested as V15048B) whichin generalwas noticeably more resistant than other milling
wheats anchasperformed strongly over the last 3 years

9 Test weights increased fanany varieties with fungicide applicatipnphowever there was a
significant interaction(p<0.001)meaning many of the generally more resistant varieties did not
give a significant response test weight to disease control

9 Screenings were only significhndifferentcomparing varietie$p<0.001) andh this trialwerenot
significantlyinfluenced by fungicidapplication
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (protein %, test weight, screenings %)
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Figure l.Influence of wheat variety and fungicide application on grain yield (t/ha) (P Value= <0.001,
LSD= &6)
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Figure 2 Fungicide yield response (t/ha) in winter and spring wheat.
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Table 1.Influence of fungicide on the grain yield (t/ha) of wheat cultivars plus and minus fungicide.

Yield (t/ha)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
Yield t/ha Yield t/ha Yield t/ha
1. Scepter (s) 6.85 hi 7.42 fg 714 f
2. LRPB Matador (s) 7.85 bcd 8.30 a 8.08 abc
3. Genie (s) 7.46 efg 8.06 abc 7.76 de
4. Rockstar (s) 7.48 efg 8.32 a 7.90 cd
5.  Mowhawk (w) 7.78 cde 8.11 abc 7.94 bcd
6. AGTRIo (V150188) (s) 8.14 ab 8.24 a 8.19 ab
7. Triple 2 (w) 8.34 a 8.28 a 8.31 a
8. RGT Ponsford (s) 7.44 efg 8.32 a 7.88 cd
9. 19Q3H0499 (s) 7.57 def 8.08 abc 782 d
10. 16Q2H0310 (s) 6.35 | 7.63 def 6.99 f
11. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0D7D)(S) 6.70 ij 7.16 gh 6.93 f
12. Beaufort (s) 7.44 efg 7.65 def 755 e
Mean 745 b 7.96 a 7.71
LSD Variety p=0.0 0.25 P vale <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.0 0.43 P vale 0.031
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.36 P vale <0.001

Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat

Table 2.Influence of fungicide on the protein (%) of wheat varieties plus and minus fungicide.
Protein (%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Scepter (s) 114 fg 11.3 gh 113 e
2. LRPB Matador (s) 11.3 gh 11.4 fg 11.4 de
3.  Genie (s) 11.4 efg 11.7 bcd 116 c
4. Rockstar (s) 11.0 jj 11.1 hi 11.1 f
5.  Mowhawk (w) 11.6 cde 119 ab 118 b
6. AGTRio (V150188) (s) 10.9 jk 11.1 i 11.0 f
7.  Triple 2 (w) 11.0 ijk 11.2 hi 11.1 f
8. RGT Ponsford (s) 10.7 m 10.8 kim 10.7 g
9. 19Q3H0499 (s) 10.9 j-m 10.7 Im 108 ¢
10. 16Q2H0310 (s) 11.8 bc 119 ab 119 ab
11. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0B7D)(S) 11.6 def 11.4 fg 115 cd
12. Beaufort (S) 11.8 bcd 12.1 a 119 a
Mean 11.3 - 114 - 11.3

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.1 P vale <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P vale 0.248

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.2 P vale 0.003
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Table 3.Influence of fungicide on test weight (kg/hL) of wheat varieties plus and minus fungicide.

Test Weight (Kg/hL)

Variety Untreated Plusfungicide Mean

1. Scepter (s) 75.1 i 77.7 ef 76.4 ¢
2. LRPB Matador (s) 77.9 def 79.1 ad 78.5 bcd
3. Genie (s) 78.8 ae 79.8 a 79.3 ab
4. Rockstar (s) 75.7 hi 78.8 ae 77.2 efg
5. Mowhawk (w) 76.9 fgh 77.9 def 77.4 ef
6. AGTRio (V150188) (s) 79.4 abc 79.7 ab 795 a
7. Triple 2 (w) 78.7 ae 79.0 ad 78.8 abc
8. RGT Ponsford (s) 76.0 ghi 79.5 abc 77.7 def
9. 19Q3H0499 (s) 76.3 ghi 79.7 ab 78.0 cde
10. 16Q2H0310 (s) 76.1 ghi 78.6 b-e 77.3 ef
11. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0B7D)(S) 77.1 fg 78.4 cde 77.7 def
12. Beaufort (S) 77.0 fg 76.8 fgh 76.9 fg
Mean 771 b 78.7 a 77.9

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.9 P vale <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.0 1.3 P vale 0.027

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 1.2 P vale <0.001

Table 4.Influence of fungicide on screenings (%) of wheat cultivars plus and minus fungicide.
Screening%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Scepter (s) 29 - 26 - 2.7 def
2. LRPB Matador (s) 3.2 - 29 - 31 c
3. Genie (s) 4.1 - 40 - 40 a
4. Rockstar (s) 3.2 - 3.0 - 3.1 cd
5.  Mowhawk (w) 29 - 3.2 - 3.0 cd
6. AGTRIo (V150188) (s) 25 - 25 - 25 f
7. Triple 2 (w) 2.7 - 25 - 2.6 ef
8. RGT Ponsford (s) 34 - 3.8 - 36 b
9. 19Q3H0499 (s) 26 - 2.6 - 2.6 ef
10. 16Q2H0310 (s) 19 - 2.2 - 20 ¢
11. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0B7D)(S) 29 - 2.7 - 2.8 cf

12. Beaufort (S) 3.0 - 2.7 - 2.8 cde
Mean 29 - 29 - 2.9

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.3 P vale <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P vale 0.671

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P vale 0.351
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Disease assessment data
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Figure 3.Influence of variety and fungicide on plot Infection (%)S&ptoria tritici blotch (STB)
assessed 29 October 2025.
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Figure 4.Influence of variety and fungicide on plot Infection (Y%oWwbkat powdery mildew (WPM),
assessed 29 October 2025.
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Figure 5Influence of variety and fungicide on plot Infection (¥%8tope rust (¥), assessed 29 October
2025.
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Figure 6.Influence of variety and fungicide on plot Infection (%leaf rust (i), assessed 29 October
2025.
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Trial inputs

Table 5.Trial input and management details.

Sowing date: 21 May 2025
Harvest date: 30 December 2025 (rep-2),2 Jan 2026 (rep 1)
Seed rate: 180 seeds/m
Basal fertiliser: 21 May 100 kg MAFha
Pre-em herbicide: 22 May Mateno Complete 0.75 L/ha
Postem herbicide: 18 Jul Paradigm 25 g/ha
18 Jul LV MCPA 570 0.5 L/ha
18 Jul CanDo adjuvant 0.65/100 L
Nitrogen: 16 Jul Urea 108 kg/ha (50kg N/ha)
22 Aug Urea 217 kg/ha (100kg N/ha)
Fungicide: Untreated Plusfungicide
GS31 Prosaro 0.3 L/ha
GS39 Revystar 0.75 L/ha
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VIC BarleytOS XFAR VIC Il B2%67-01)

Sown:29 April 205 Rotation position:2023Wheat; 2024Canola
Harvested:12 December 202 FAR Code=AR VIC Il B&Y-01

Soil Type& management Grey claySpeed discec GSR (ApNov):371.6mm

1 pass (8cm depth)and Kelly chained

Key Points

T

There was a significant interaction in grain yield between variety and fungicide application
(P=0.005), with varieties differing in their response to fungicide application (ranging from minus
0.13¢ 1.31t/ha)

Neo CL outyielded all varieties when untreated and treated with fungicide except the longer season
spring barley Ember (1IGB21130), however the variety still gave a significant 0.59t/ha response to
fungicide and yielded just short of 8t/ha.

Treated with fungicide four other varieties exceeded 7t/ha, these were Fandaga, RAGT Asteroid,
RP21011 and-6ow barley KWS Wallace.

Varieties that produced negligible response to fungicide were the winter barleys KWS Tardis, 19034
and KWS 2958, however of these KWS Tardis was the highest yielding.

The trial was infected with four diseases with net form net blotch and scald being the most
significant, with leaf rust being significant in Minotaur as well as scald. Spot form of net blotch
(SFNB) was present at very low levels.

Grain quality was good except for protein that exceeded the malt barley criteria, probably as a
result of late N uptake when rainfall fully mobilised fertiliser and soil reserves.
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (protein %, test weight, screenings %)

{19) (m) ade|epM SMM

{19) (m) oreq SM

{m) siprel SMM

(W) 8G6T-2 MM

(™) 8T6T-2 MM

(m) meuod SMM

(= I%l

(s) areaine

d-h dg

(s) xxoja1i14

b o

ab

(s) Jaquig

cdec-f|

(s) TT0T2dY

(S) ¥£06TdYH

g K

c-f

{s) ploseisy 19y

|k

=l

{s) snuepy 199

f-k

{s) v| dikung-19v

cf

(S) s S

KK |

mr

{s) sireyL SMM

bcd

-k

(s) ebepueq

(s) uayoLio

dh cfg
[ 1 JKIE —

(s) Jnerouln

(s) 10 0aN

bo—

ol

g I

{s) 1oue|d 19y

®» 0 N~ © 1O T M N «+H O

(eup) piaik ureis

O Untreated [ Plus fungicide

Figure 1Influence of variety and fungicide application on grain yield (t/ha).
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Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (¥ha
Yield t/ha

QI N9 OB W N =

Variety
RGT Planet (s)
Neo CL (s)
Minotaur (s)
Gretchen (AGFBA021022) (s)
Fandagds)
KWS ThalisAGFBA07103%s)
KWS WillisAGFBA07123%s)
AGTBunyip IA (AGTB0530) (s)
RAGTAtlantis (s)
RAGTAsteroid (s)
RP19034 (s)
RP21011 (s)
Ember (IGB21130) (s)
Firefoxx (s)
Laureate (s)
KWS Donau (w)
KW 21918 (w)
KW 21958 (w)
KWS Tardis (w)
KWS Faro (w) (6r)
KWS Wallace (w) (6r)
Mean
LSD Cultivar p =0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(

Untreated

5.43
7.33
6.10
6.24
6.64
5.24
6.21
6.06
5.09
6.27
6.36
6.61
7.03
6.37
6.39
6.12
4.99
5.55
6.84
5.48
6.76
6.11

mn
bc
I

ikl
e-k
mn
ki

I
mn
ikl
h-|
f-k
cf
h-|
ol

I

n
m
d-h
m
e-i
b

0.30
0.34
048
Note: w = WinteBarley, s = Sprin@arley, 6r = 6 row
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6.37
7.92
6.84
6.92
7.28
6.24
6.92
6.63
6.09
7.07
6.38
7.11
7.70
6.84
6.85
6.43
6.30
5.55
6.71
6.40
7.12
6.72

Plus fungicide

o
a
d-h
cf
bcd
jkl
cf
f-k

I

cf
o
cde
ab
d-h
d-g
ol
i-l
m
€
ol
cde
a

P value
P value
P value

Mean

5.90
7.63
6.47
6.58
6.96
5.74
6.56
6.34
5.59
6.67
6.37
6.86
7.36
6.60
6.62
6.27
5.64
5.55
6.77
5.94
6.94

ij

a
efg
d-g
b
ijk
d-g
fg
jk
b-f
fg
bcd
a
¢g
cf
gh
ijk
k
b-e
hi
bc

6.42
0.007
<0.001
0.005



Table 2.Influence of fungicide applicationn grain quality (protein, test weightretention and
screenings) dbarleycultivarsplus and minus fungicide.

Management

1. Untreated
2. Plus Fungicide
Pvalue
LSD P=.0*

Cultivar

RGT Planet
Neo CL
Minotaur
Gretchen
Fandaga
KWS Thalis
KWS Willis
AGTBunyip 1A
RAGTAtlantis
10. RAGTAsteroid
11. RP19034

12. RP21011

13. Ember

14. Firefoxx

15. Laureate

16. KWS Donau
17. KW 21918
18. KW 21958
19. KWS Tardis
20. KWS Faro
21. KWS Wallace

=

©} 0o | N o | a1l &~ 6o N

P value
LSD P=.0¢

Cultivar x Disease Managemer

Untreated

RGT Planet
Neo CL
Minotaur
Gretchen
Fandaga
KWS Thalis
KWS Willis
AGTBunyip 1A
9. RAGTAtlantis
10. RAGTAsteroid
11. RP19034
12. RP21011
13. Ember

0 N o) 01BN =

Grain Quality Assessments
Test Weight

Protein
(%)
14.4 -
14.1 -
0.108
ns
Protein
(%)
13.4 |
13.0 m
149 b
14.2 e-h
14.1 ghi
14.0 h-k
14.1 gh
13.9 h-k
14.0 hij
14.4 dg
14.2 e-h
13.7 Kkl
13.8 ijk
145 cf
14.2 fgh
145 cde
14.8 bc
154 a
145 cf
150 b
14.6 bcd
<0.001
0.3
Protein
(%)

13.6 -
133 -
15.0 -
145 -
141 -
143 -
144 -
142 -
142 -
145 -
142 -
13.7 -
140 -
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(kg/hL)
64.7 -
65.1 -

0.348
ns

Test Weight

(kg/hL)
63.3 fgh
65.5 de
65.6 de
61.7 i
62.7 h
63.1 fgh
63.8 f
68.1 a
63.3 fgh
65.2 de
65.1 e
63.5 fg
65.4 de
62.9 gh
63.8 f
67.2 b
66.5 bc
68.2 a
68.6 a
65.9 cd
65.0 e

<0.001

0.8

Test Weight

(kg/hL)

62.9 -
65.0 -
65.4 -
61.2 -
62.7 -
62.7 -
63.5 -
67.8 -
63.2 -
64.8 -
65.2 -
63.4 -
65.3 -

Retention
(%)

80.8
85.3

b
a

0.003
1.6
Retention
(%)

74.2
84.1
85.0
83.9
79.8
72.0
86.0
87.1
83.5
83.8
83.6
84.5
90.7
84.7
83.1
93.6
80.8
91.6
90.3
80.1
72.2

h
de
cde
de
g
h
cd
c
e
de
e
de
b
de
ef
a
fg
ab
b

g
h

<0.001
2.4
Retention
(%)

68.1
81.4
81.2
81.9
77.4
66.2
83.9
85.3
78.0
80.9
82.5
82.8
89.8

S
mno
m-p
I-o
q

S
h-m
g-k
Pq
m-p
j-n
i-n
cde

Screenings

(%)
3.8 a
28 b

0.007

0.5

Screenings

(%)
5.7 ab
3.2 ef
2.7 fg
3.5 def
3.7 de
6.3 a
3.1 ef
2.6 fgh
3.3 def
3.0 ef
3.3 def
3.2 def
1.7 i
3.4 def
3.7 de
1.7 hi
29 ef
1.8 ghi
1.6 i
3.0 ef
4.2 cd
<0.001

0.9

Screenings

(%)

7.3 a
3.8 ¢
3.3 dn
4.0 cAi
4.0 cAi
7.8 a
3.8 ck
29 fq
4.3 cde
3.6 cl
3.7 ck
3.6 cl
1.7 paqr



14. Firefoxx
15. Laureate
16. KWS Donau
17. KW 21918
18. KW 21958
19. KWS Tardis
20. KWS Faro
21. KWS Wallace
Plus Fungicide

1. RGT Planet
Neo CL
Minotaur
Gretchen
Fandaga
KWS Thalis
KWS Willis
AGTFBunyip IA
RAGTAtlantis
10. RAGTAsteroid
11. RP19034
12. RP21011
13. Ember
14. Firefoxx
15. Laureate
16. KWS Donau
17. KW 21918
18. KW 21958
19. KWS Tardis
20. KWS Faro
21. KWS Wallace

© 00 N (o] U1 B L (1D

P value
LSD P=.0¢

14.7
14.6
14.5
14.8
154
14.9
14.9
14.5

13.3
12.8
14.9
14.0
14.1
13.6
13.9
13.6
13.8
14.3
14.3
13.6
13.7
14.3
13.8
14.6
14.7
155
14.1
15.0
14.8

0.06
ns
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63.1
63.4
67.4
66.3
68.0
68.6
65.8
65.2

63.7
66.0
65.8
62.2
62.7
63.5
64.1
68.3
63.5
65.6
65.0
63.7
65.5
62.8
64.3
67.0
66.8
68.5
68.6
66.0
64.9

0.93
ns

83.9
80.4
93.7
80.1
91.2
90.3
79.8
72.6

80.3
86.7
88.9
86.0
82.2
77.9
88.1
88.9
89.0
86.7
84.8
86.3
91.6
85.4
85.8
93.5
81.6
91.9
90.4
80.3
71.9

n-q
r

<0.001
3.3

3.5
4.4
1.7
3.1
1.9
1.7
3.2
4.1

4.1
2.6
2.1
3.0
3.3
4.7
2.5
2.3
2.2
2.4
2.8
2.9
1.6
3.3
3.1
1.7
2.7
1.7
1.6
2.8
4.2

c-g
j-r

e-p
d-n
bc
k-r
I-r
m-r
I-r
or
or

d-n
d-o
par
i-r
qr

h-r
cf

0.016
1.3



Disease assessment data
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Trialinputs

Table 6.Trial input and management details.

Sowing date: 29 April 2025
Harvest date: 12 December 2025
Seed rate: 200 seeds/m
Basal fertiliser: 29 Apr 100 kg MAP
Pre-em herbicide: 28 Apr Treflan 1.5 L/ha

Overwatch 1.25 L/ha

Postem herbicide: 18 Jul Paradigm 25 g/ha
LV MCPA 570 0.5 L/ha
CanDo adjuvant 0.5 L/ha

Nitrogen: 16 Jul Urea 108 kg/ha (50 kg N/ha)
22 Aug Urea 217 kg/ha (100 kg N/ha)
Fungicide: Untreated Plusfungicide
GS31 Prosaro 0.3 L/ha
GS39 Aviator Xpro 0.5 L/ha

48



VIC Barley TOS 2 (FAR VIC B-&202)

Sown:21 May 205 Rotation position:2023Wheat; 2024Canola
Harvested:15 December 2024 FAR Code=AR VIC Il B&68-02

Soil Type& management Grey claySpeed discec GSR (ApNov):371.6mm

1 pass (8cm depth)and Kelly chained

Key Points

1 There was no significant interaction between cultivar and fungicide with an average response to
fungicide of 0.45t/ha across the spring varieties tested at this later sowing date.
1 Although not as severe as in the April sowing high NFNB infection and scald were again the principal
diseases affecting the trial and resultant yields and grain quality except for protein %.
1 Averaged over treated and untreated Neo CL was significantly higher yielding (8.55t/ha) than all
other cultivars except the coded line AGFBA061025 cultividt/(&), Neo CL being almost 1 t/ha
higher yielding than in the adjoining barl&ENrial sown 1 month earlier.
1 NFNB was the dominant disease within the trial with untreated RAGT Atlantis (87.5% infection) and
RGT Planet (76.3% infection), the worst affected varieties and AGFBA061025 (28.8%), Minotaur
(22.5%), Neo CL (19.5%) and RGT Planet (18.8%) the most dffestadd.
1 Itis noticeable that the two spray fungicide programme has been more effective at controlling scald
in the susceptible varieties than controlling NFNB in susceptible, a result most likely associated with
the presence of resistant NFNB biotypes in thigoreg
1 Low levels of leaf rust affected untreat8dldier CI2.8%) and Minotaur (2.6%) with low levels of
Barley Powdery Mildew (BPMifecting untreatedAGFBunyip 1A4.5%).
1 Retention % and screening % were adimiting factor for any cultivar for bin grade, although
KAIKSNI LINPGSAYA 22 6SNBE | fAYAGAY3I FIFOG2N F2NJ a;
T bS2 /[ FdzyAAOARS GNBFGSR 6A0GK wmMP:me LINPGSAY 41
T wbe tflySi FdzyIAOARS GNBIGSRMG I adzDttt 24a3NIAGRa G &
untreated dropped its grade to feed grade BAR 1.
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data(protein %, test weight, screenings %)
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Figure 1.Influence of cultivar and fungicide application on grain yield (/Y #lue=0.785,LSD =
0.38.

Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha) of barley varieties plus and minus
fungicide.

Yield t/ha
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. RGT Plangs) 6.44 - 712 - 6.78 ¢
2. Neo CLs) 8.24 - 8.87 - 8.55 a
3. Minotaur (s) 7.80 - 794 - 787 d
4. Rosalinds) 7.78 - 8.08 - 793 d
5.  Gretchen(AGFBA02102%%) 7.88 - 8.26 - 8.07 cd
6. AGFBA06102&) 8.23 - 8.70 - 8.46 ab
7.  KWS Thali(AGFBA07103%s) 7.32 - 7.68 - 750 e
8. KWS WilligAGFBA07123%s) 8.06 - 8.42 - 8.24 bc
9.  AGTBunyip IA (AGTB053@) 6.47 - 7.08 - 6.77 g
10. RAGT Atlantigs) 6.90 - 751 - 7.21 f
11. RAGT Asteroi(b) 7.80 - 8.24 - 8.02 cd
12. RP19034s) 7.81 - 8.23 - 8.02 cd
13. RP21011s) 7.96 - 8.28 - 8.12 cd
14. Soldier CL (IGB2211(8) 7.80 - 8.42 - 8.11 cd
Mean 761 b 8.06 a 7.83
LSD Cultivar p = 0.0 0.27 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 0.33 P value 0.021
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.( ns P value 0.785

Note: w = WinteBarley s = Sprin@arley
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Table 2.Influence of fungicide application on the grain protéig of barley cultivars plus and minus

fungicide.
Variety
1. RGT Planet
2. Neo CL
3. Minotaur
4, Rosalind
5. Gretchen
6. AGFBA061025
7. KWS Thalis
8. KWS Willis
9. AGTBunyip 1A
10. RAGTAtlantis
11. RAGTAsteroid
12. RP19034
13. RP21011
14. Soldier CL

Mean
LSD Cultivar p = 0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(

Protein %
Untreated Plus fungicide
12.2 ijk 12.0 ki
12.2 ijk 11.7 |
13.6 a 135 a
12.8 bc 12.3 gk
12.8 bcd 12.2 h-k
12.2 h-k 12.1 jk
12.3 f-k 12.1 ijk
129 b 12.4 e
13.3 a 12.7 b-e
12.6 b 12.6 cg
12.8 bc 129 b
129 b 12.6 cg
12.2 h-k 12.3 gk
12,5 c¢-h 12.4 d-i
12.7 - 124 -
0.2 P value
ns P value
0.3 P value

Mean
12.1 fg
119 ¢
136 a
12.5 de
125 e
12.1 fg
12.2 f
12.6 cde
130 b
12.6 de
12.9 bc
12.7 cd
12.2 f
125 e
125
<0.001
0.189
0.028

Table 3Influence of fungicide application on the test weigkit/hL) of barley cultivars plus and minus

fungicide.
Test Weight (Kg/hL)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide

1. RGT Planet 64.9 - 66.5 -
2. NeoCL 68.3 - 70.1 -
3. Minotaur 68.7 - 69.2 -
4. Rosalind 67.9 - 69.0 -
5.  Gretchen 65.4 - 66.1 -
6. AGFBA061025 65.7 - 66.6 -
7. KWS Thalis 65.4 - 66.6 -
8. KWS Willis 65.5 - 67.8 -
9. AGTBunyip IA 69.6 - 704 -
10. RAGMAtlantis 64.9 - 66.4 -
11. RAGTAsteroid 67.3 - 68.4 -
12. RP19034 68.0 - 69.0 -
13. RP21011 66.1 - 67.3 -
14. Soldier CL 67.9 - 68.1 -
Mean 66.8 b 679 a
LSD Cultivar p =0.0 0.6 P value
LSD Management p = 0.C 0.2 P value
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.( ns P value
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Mean
65.7 ¢
69.2 b
69.0 bc
68.5 cd
65.7
66.2
66.0
66.6
70.0
65.6
67.9
68.5
66.7
68.0
67.4
<0.001
<0.001
0.100
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Table 4.Influence of fungicide application on the retenti@¢¥) of barley cultivars plus and minus

fungicide.
Variety
1. RGT Planet
2. Neo CL
3. Minotaur
4, Rosalind
5. Gretchen
6. AGFBA061025
7. KWS Thalis
8. KWS Willis
9. AGTBunyip 1A
10. RAGTAtlantis
11. RAGTAsteroid
12. RP19034
13. RP21011
14. Soldier CL

Mean
LSD Cultivar p =0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(

Retention (%)
Untreated
80.7 -
86.4 -
96.4 -
94.1 -
93.1 -
91.7 -
84.6 -
92.0 -
94.4 -
86.4 -
91.4 -
93.9 -
919 -
93.6 -
90.8 b

3.3
2.8
ns

Plus fungicide
85.8 -
96.4 -
97.3 -
954 -
94.2 -
95.8 -
87.7 -
95.0 -
96.3 -
91.1 -
93.3 -
95.3 -
93.7 -
959 -
93.8 a
P value
P value
P value

Mean
83.2 f
91.4 cd
96.8 a
94.7 ab
93.7 abc
93.7 abc
86.2 ef
93.5 bc
954 ab
88.7 de
92.4 bc
94.6 abc
92.8 bc
94.7 ab
92.3
<0.001
0.042
0.413

Table 5.Influence of fungicide application on the screenitfy$ of barley cultivars plus and minus

fungicide.
Variety
1. RGT Planet
2. Neo CL
3. Minotaur
4, Rosalind
5. Gretchen
6. AGFBA061025
7. KWS Thalis
8. KWS Willis
9. AGTBunyip IA
10. RAGTAtlantis
11. RAGTAsteroid
12. RP19034
13. RP21011
14. Soldier CL

Mean
LSD Cultivar p = 0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(

Screenings (%)
Untreated
3.7 -
1.6 -
09 -
1.1 -
14 -
1.9 -
3.0 -
1.8 -
15 -
2.7 -
1.7 -
1.8 -
1.7 -
1.2 -
18 a

0.3
0.3
ns
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Plus fungicide
2.7 -
09 -
0.8 -
09 -
1.4 -
1.3 -
2.3 -
1.2 -
1.0 -
1.9 -
1.4 -
1.6 -
1.4 -
1.1 -
14 b
P value
P value
P value

Mean

3.2 a
1.2 fgh
0.8 i

1.0 hi
14 d-g
1.6 de
27 b
1.5 def
1.3 e-h
23 ¢
1.5 def
1.7 d
1.5 def
1.1 ghi
1.6

<0.001
0.016

0.080



Disease assessment data
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Figure 2.Influence of cultivar and fungicide application (2 spray programmaejedriorm net blotch
(NFNB)lot infection (PValue < 0.001, LSD = 8.8), assessed on 4 November 2025.
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Figure 3.Influence of variety and fungicide application (2 spray programmejcatdplot infection
(P-Value < 0.001, LSD =9.8), assessed on 4 November 2025.
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Figure4. Cumulative plot % infection (assessed 4 November 2025).
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Trial Inputs

Table 6.Trial input and management details.

Sowing date: 21 May 2025

Harvest date: 15 December 2025

Seed rate: 200 seeds/m

Seed treatment: RGT Planetmidacloprid (1.2L/t)Rancona Dimension (0.8L/t)

Neo CLEvergol Energgl.3L/t), Cruiser 350F&.0L/t)
All other cultivarsVibrance(3.6L/t), Gaucho (2Lt)

Basal fertiliser: 21 May 100 kg MAP
Pre-em herbicide: 19 May Mateno Complete 0.75 L/ha
Postem herbicide: 18 Jul Paradigm 25 g/ha

LV MCPA 570 0.5 L/ha
CanDo adjuvant 0.5 L/ha

Nitrogen: 16 Jul Urea 108 kg/ha (50 kg N/ha)
22 Aug Urea 217 kg/ha (100 kg N/ha)
Fungicide: Untreated Plusfungicide
GS31 Prosaro 0.3 L/ha
GS39 Aviator Xpro 0.5 L/ha
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VIC Canola (FAR VIC 16GB)

Sown:24 April 2025 Rotation position 2024Wheat
Harvested:16 December 2025 FAR CodeFAR VIC || CZD
Soil Type& management GreyClay stubble burnt GSR (ApNov):371.6nm

Key Points

1 Oilseed yields ranged from 3.6%.27 t/ha depending on variety and fungicide application with
significant differences recorded in variety performance (p=<0.001).

1 There was a significant interaction between variety and fungicide application (p=0.045) on seed
yield, meaning that not all varieties responded to fungicide in the same way.

1 The average response to the tgpray fungicide programme was 8%, however the range of
response was-21% with Pioneer 45Y95 CL, AN23LR014, 223907 and Hyola Regiment XC giving
higher responses (X021%).

1 RGT9636TF and Pioneer 45Y95 CL were significantly higher yielding than any of the other varieties,
although the latter was more responsive to fungicide application.

1 Oil content was highest with AGFCA015124 which yielded over 4.5t/ha with fungicide. Of the two
higher yielding varieties R&GB36TF had significantly higher oil content than Pioneer 45Y95 CL
(44.7% v 43.4).

9 Fungicide application reduced blackleg canker infection incidence in the stem by 56% from 48.5%
severity to 21.5% (significant) but did not have a great effect on test weight or oil content. Hyola
Regiment XC (48.7%) gave significantly higher oil contbats all other varieties but was not
amongst the high yielding cultivars.

1 The season was associated with high levels of blackleg canker, fungicide application provided good
disease control at the-8 leaf stage; Pioneer 45Y95 CL and R@TY@EL hd significantly higher
incidence than other varieties (p=<0.001).

9 Pioneer 45Y95 CL had significantly higher incidence of blackleg canker in both the stems and raceme
(p=<0.001)

9 CT222309 (TT) had significantly higher incidence of upper canopy infection (UCI) on the racemes
(p=<0.001), and for sclerota on the stems (p=<0.001).

1 RGT9636TF was the only variety with significant lodging (p=0.004).
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data {est weight, 0il%)

6.0
a bc b (?_b
5.0 cde  cg - — e_ib;e a5 9 cf C cg cg
I AL T R L s hiFp [
i k5 | ko A«
__ 40 B B | —
(ctS N
=
< 30
2
>_
2.0
1.0
0.0
& \ ™ v e N & Y QA <
AP e‘é & & F %’6\ I N
£ & & 3 ¥ & N Q o AV Ay &
< v \Q:b\ v& FOPN é\é” é\é’ & & &
2 &
& T SO ®

OUntreated OPlus Fungicide

Figure 1Influence of variety and fungicide application sgedyield (t/ha)

Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on tiseedyield (t/ha) of canola (varieties grown plus and
minus fungicide§; April 19 sown (emerged late April).

Yield t/ha

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Nuseed Eagle TF 4.40 f-i 4.77 cde 459 b
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL 4.67 cg 527 a 497 a
3. HyolaBlazer TT 4.07 jk 4.40 ghi 423 d
4. AN23LR014 4.27 hij 4.90 bc 458 b
5. AGFCA015124 450 e-i 481 b-e 465 b
6. RGT Baseline 455 d-h 4.70 cg 462 b
7. RGT6:82TT 4.40 ghi 473 cf 456 b
8. RGT6874CL 4.06 jk 4.20 ijk 413 d
9. RGM636TF 4.86 bcd 5.11 ab 498 a
10. CT222309 3.60 | 3.60 | 3.60 e
11. 223907 4.26 hij 4.67 cg 4.46 bc
12. Hyola Regiment XC 3.88 Kkl 4.69 cg 429 cd

Mean 429 b 465 a

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.23 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C 0.16 P value 0.006

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.33 P value 0.045
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Table2. Influence of variety and fungicide application on the oil cont@@tof canolavarieties plus
and minus fungicide.

Oil %

Variety Untreated Plusfungicide Mean

1. Nuseed Eagle TF 43.4 - 43.1 - 432 ¢
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL 43.6 - 43.2 - 43.4 fg
3. HyolaBlazer TT 44.3 - 442 - 44.3 cd
4. AN23LR014 439 - 43.8 - 43.8 ef
5. AGFCA015124 46.0 - 46.0 - 46.0 a
6. RGT Baseline 456 - 449 - 453 b
7. RGT6®82TT 44.2 - 43.6 - 439 de
8. RGT6®74CL 404 - 40.8 - 40.6 h
9. RGM636TF 45.0 - 44.3 - 447 ¢
10. CT222309 43.7 - 44.1 - 43.9 de
11. 223907 45.1 - 45.2 - 451 b
12. Hyola Regiment XC 459 - 45.8 - 459 a

Mean 443 a 441 b

LSD Variety p = 0.0 0.4 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C 0.1 P value 0.004

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.197

Table 3.Influence of variety and fungicide on the test weights (kgifL3anolavarieties plus and
minus fungicide.
Test Weight Kg/hL

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Nuseed Eagle TF 63.5 - 63.4 - 63.5 d
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL 62.7 - 62.5 - 62.6 e
3. HyolaBlazer TT 65.6 - 66.2 - 659 b
4. AN23LR014 62.9 - 63.0 - 629 e
5. AGFCA015124 63.4 - 63.6 - 63.5 d
6. RGT Baseline 654 - 654 - 654 c
7. RGT6®82TT 66.3 - 65.8 - 66.0 ab
8. RGT6®74CL 65.6 - 66.4 - 66.0 ab
9. RGM636TF 60.2 - 599 - 60.0 f
10. CT222309 65.9 - 66.1 - 66.0 ab
11. 223907 66.4 - 66.4 - 66.4 a
12. Hyola Regiment XC 64.9 - 65.4 - 65.1 ¢

Mean 64.4 - 64.5 -

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.5 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.549

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.241
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Disease assessment data

Table 4.Influence of variety and fungicide dBlackleg severity (% plant infectiog)assessed 28
November at crop maturity
Severity (% plant infection)

Variety Rating Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Nuseed Eagle TF R 10.6 - 2.7 - 6.6 a
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL RMR 6.2 - 3.2 - 4.7 abc
3. HyolaBlazer TT RMR 13.3 - 28 - 8.0 a
4. AN23LR014 15 - 0.3 - 0.9 cd
5. AGFCA015124 111 - 3.7 - 74 a
6. RGT Baseline MRMS 85 - 0.8 - 4.6 abc
7. RGT6®82TT 8.7 - 1.8 - 5.2 ab
8. RGT6874CL 3.7 - 0.1 - 1.9 bcd
9. RGM636TF 0.6 - 0.6 - 0.6 cd
10. CT222309 0.6 - 0.2 - 04 d
11. 223907 3.8 - 0.0 - 1.9 bcd
12. HyolaRegiment XC R 25 - 1.4 - 2.0 bcd

Mean 59 - 14 -

LSD Variety p=0.0 4.1 P value 0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.086

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.178

Ratings derived from GRDC, Blackleg Management Guide Fact/Atiteiin 2025 updatelssued
February2025. R=Resistant, RMR= resistambderately resistantMRMS= moderately resistant
moderately susceptible;- = not available.

Tableb. Influence of variety and fungicide d@lackleg incidence (%)assessed 28 November at crop
maturity.
Incidence (%)

Variety Rating Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Nuseed Eagle TF R 62.5 - 25.0 - 43.8 bc
2. Pioneer45Y95CL RMR 60.0 - 45.0 - 525 b
3. HyolaBlazer TT RMR 725 - 275 - 50.0 b
4. AN23LR014 --- 425 - 15.0 - 28.8 cd
5. AGFCA015124 90.0 - 55.0 - 725 a
6. RGT Baseline MRMS 775 - 25.0 - 513 b
7. RGT6®82TT 55.0 - 40.0 - 475 b
8. RGT6874CL 325 - 50 - 18.8 de
9. RGTM636TF 20.0 - 10.0 - 15.0 de
10. CT222309 20.0 - 50 - 125 e
11. 223907 35.0 - 0.0 - 17.5 de
12. Hyola Regiment XC R 15.0 - 50 - 10.0 e

Mean 485 a 215 b

LSD Variety p = 0.0 15.7 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C 16.0 P value 0.013

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.108

Ratings derived from GRDC, Blackleg Management Guide FactAtitexin 2025 updatelssued
February202. R=Resistant, RMR= resistambderately resistantMRMS= moderately resistant
moderately susceptible;- = not available.
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Table 6.Influence of variety and fungicide dclerotiniaseverity (% plant infection) assessed 28
November at crop maturity
Severity (% plant infection)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Nuseed Eagle TF 26 ef 0.1 f 14 e
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL 15.2 bc 25 ef 8.8 abc
3. HyolaBlazer TT 5.3 ef 00 f 2.7 de
4. AN23LR014 7.8 de 13 f 45 cde
5. AGFCA015124 2.4 ef 00 f 12 e
6. RGT Baseline 6.3 def 0.0 f 3.2 de
7. RGT6®82TT 12.7 cd 00 f 6.3 bcd
8. RGT6®74CL 59 ef 00 f 2.9 de
9. RGM636TF 17.7 abc 00 f 8.9 abc
10. CT222309 15.9 bc 00 f 7.9 abc
11. 223907 225 a 00 f 113 a
12. HyolaRegiment XC 20.1 ab 00 f 10.1 ab

Mean 11.2 a 03 b

LSD Variety p = 0.0 4.6 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C 6.8 P value 0.015

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 6.5 P value <0.001

Table 7.Influence of variety and fungicide @&clerotiniaincidence (% assessed 28 November at
crop maturity.
Incidence (%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. Nuseed Eagle TF 8.8 fgh 13 h 50 cd
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL 31.3 abc 25 gh 169 a
3. HyolaBlazer TT 13.8 efg 0.0 h 6.9 bcd
4. AN23LR014 23.8 cde 13 h 12.5 abc
5. AGFCA015124 2.5 gh 0.0 h 13 d
6. RGT Baseline 15.0 def 0.0 h 7.5 bcd
7. RGT6®82TT 26.3 bcd 0.0 h 13.1 ab
8. RGT6®74CL 11.3 fgh 0.0 h 5.6 bcd
9. RGM636TF 35.0 abc 0.0 h 175 a
10. CT222309 36.3 ab 0.0 h 181 a
11. 223907 38.8 a 0.0 h 194 a
12. Hyola Regiment XC 35.0 abc 0.0 h 175 a
Mean 23.1 a 04 b
LSD Variety p=0.0 8.0 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 13.2 P value 0.012
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 11.3 P value <0.001
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Figure 2Influence of variety and fungicide management on Sclerotinia and Blackleg severity (% plant
infection) assessed on 28 November at crop maturity.

Trialinputs

Table8. Trial input and management details

Sowing date: 24 April2025

Harvest date: 16 DecembeR025

Seed rate: 60 plants/n?

Basal fertiliser: 24 Apr 145 kg/ha MAP

Nitrogen: 12 Jul Urea245 Kg/ha113kgN/ha)
8 Aug Urea 245 Kg/ha (118 N/ha)

Pre-em herbicide: 24 Apr Crucialk000 mL/ha

Treflan2000mL/ha

Overwatchl1250 mL/ha
Lemat 100 mL/ha

Postem herbicide: 12 Jun Ammonium Sulphat800 gm/ha
Platinum XtreB30 mL/ha
CanDadjuvant 0.50L/100L
Lontrel150 mL/ha

Fungicide: Untreated Fungicide Protection
4-6 leaf Prosaro 450ml/ha
20% Flower Aviator Xpro 650 mL/ha
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VIC Oats (FAR VIGR25-69-01)

Sown:21 May 2025 Rotation position: 2023- Wheat; 2024
Harvested:05 January2026 Canola

Soil type & managemeniGrey clay; Speed disced 1 p: FAR Code=AR VIC 1l OZD-01
(5-8cm depth) and Kelly chained, stubble incorporate GSR(Apr-Nov):371.6mm

Key Points

1 There was a significant yield interaction (p < 0.001) between variety and fungicide application, with
four varieties givinga significant response to fungicidgever 1t/ha)and three winter varieties
RV10536 (Southwark), RVR10017A (Silver) and RVS10228 (Morgblarwat)gno significant
response.

1 The winter varietiesook much longer to mature than the spring controls Bannisitel Koala.

1 Grainquality was only affected by varieity this trial with grairprotein, test weight and screenings
giving a wide range of resultgith RVT16498 (Vaughn) recording the highest protein levels

1 Koala gave the highest test weights and lowest screenings.

1 Fungicide application unusually had no significant effect on grain quality, although in gerteeal
responsive varietiegrain quality (test weight and screenings) tended to be better when treated.

1 The mostdiseagd varieties withred leather leafand leaf spot of oatsvere those that gave the
significant yield responsgghese were RVT16498 (Vaughn) and RVT16046 (Ibanez) and the two
spring controldannister and Koala
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Figure 1lnfluence of oat variety and fungicide application on grain yield (t/ha) (P Value= <0.001, LSD=
0.45)

Table 1.Influence of fungicide on the grain yield (t/ha) of oat cultivars plus and minus fungicide.

Yield t/ha
Variety Untreated Plusfungicide Mean
1. Koala(s) 6.28 b 7.36 a 6.82 a
2. Bannister(s) 6.30 b 7.36 a 6.83 a
3. SouthwarkRV1053%(w) 3.70 f 413 ef 392 d
4. Silver(RVR100174w) 3.96 f 3.97 f 397 d
5. Montblanc(RVS10228w) 414 ef 4.09 ef 4,12 d
6. Vaughn(RVT16498(w) 4.43 de 550 c 496 b
7. Ibanez(RVT1604%(w) 4.11 ef 483 d 447 c
Mean 470 b 532 a 5.01
LSD Variety p=0.0 0.32 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 0.58 P value 0.042
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.45 P value <0.001

Note: w = WinteOats s = Sprin@ats
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Table 2.Influence of fungicide on the protein (%) of oat varieties plus and minus fungicide.
Protein (%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. Koala 111 - 113 - 112 d
2. Bannister 12.1 - 124 - 12.2 ¢
3. SouthwarkRV1053% (w) 122 - 122 - 122 c
4. Silver(RVR10017AW) 12.8 - 13.0 - 129 b
5.  Montblanc(RVS10228(w) 117 - 12.3 - 120 c
6. Vaughn(RVT16498(w) 138 - 135 - 136 a
7. lbanez(RVT16045(w) 12.8 - 129 - 128 b
Mean 124 - 125 - 12.4

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.43 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.390

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.512

Table 3.Influence of fungicide on test weight (kg)haf oat varieties plus and minus fungicide.
Test Weight (kg/hL)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Koala 54.8 - 554 - 55.1 a
2.  Bannister 52.1 - 54.0 - 53.0 bc
3.  SouthwarkRV1053% (W) 48.5 - 48.1 - 48.3 d

4.  Silver(RVR10017Aw) 46.5 - 47.1 - 46.8 de
5.  Montblanc(RVS10228(w) 459 - 45.7 - 458 e

6. Vaughn(RVT1649B(w) 535 - 540 - 538 ab
7.  Ibanez(RVT16045(w) 51.1 - 519 - 515 c
Mean 503 - 509 - 50.6

LSD Variety p=0.0 1.8 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.304

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.912

Table 4.Influence of fungicide oncreenings (¥@f oat varieties plus and minus fungicide.
Screenings (%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Koala 57 - 3.7 - 47 d
2.  Bannister 6.8 - 52 - 6.0 d
3.  SouthwarkRV1053% (w) 266 - 27.0 - 26.8 b
4.  Silver(RVR10017AWw) 114 - 11.0 - 112 c
5. Montblanc(RVS10228(w) 41.1 - 419 - 415 a
6. Vaughn(RVT1649B8(w) 103 - 10.2 - 103 c
7.  lbanez(RVT16045(w) 6.2 - 59 - 6.0 d
Mean 154 - 15.0 - 15.2

LSD Variety p=0.0 2.24 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.435

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P value 0.868
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Disease assessment data
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Figure 2.Influence of variety and fungicide on cumulative disease infection (%), (assessed on 14
November 2025).

Trial inputs

Tableb. Trial input and management details.

Sowing date: 29 April2025

Harvest date: 5 January2026

Seed rate: 200 seeds/m

Seed treatment: Vibrance (3.6L/t), Gaucho (2.4L/t)
Basal fertiliser: 21 May 100 kg MAP

Pre-em herbicide: 28 Apr Trifluralin1500mL/ha
Postem herbicide: 18 Jul Paradigm 25 g/ha

LV MCPA 570 0.5 L/ha
CanDadjuvant 0.5 L/ha

Nitrogen: 16 Jul Urea 108 kg/ha (50 kg N/ha)
22 Aug Urea 217 kg/ha (100 kg N/ha)
Fungicide: Untreated Plus fungicide
GS31 Prosaro 0.3 L/ha
GS39 Aviator Xpro 0.5 L/ha
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Yarrawonga VIC

VIC Yarrawonga Wheat (FAR NEV Il WZ%

Sown:30 April2025 Rotation position:2024¢ Canola, 2028 Vetch
Harvested:27 November 2025 FAR CodeFAR NEWW25-77

Soil type& management Brown silty clay loam GSR (ApOct): 210.5mm

canola stubble raked pre sow

Key Points

1

There was very little disease pressure in the trial which has resulted in no statistical yield response
to applied foliar fungicides.

There were significant yield differences between varieties with yields ranging from 6.11t/ha to
5.39t/ha (p=<0.001).

There were 4 varieties that exceeded 6t/ha, LP&6b, Rockstar, 19Q3H0499, aRGT Marsh
(H16Q3x0336.S0B7D yielding 6.11, 6.08, 6.06, and 6.05t/ha respectively.

Of the three long season varieties tested (Mowhawk and T@pleeing quick winters, and
Mammoth a very slow spring), the red feed wheat Triplwas significantly higher yielding than
Mowhawk and Mammoth.

Scepter provided the largest response to fungicide (not statistically significant) with 0.55t/ha yield
advantage where fungicides were applied.

Both stripe rustYr)and Septoria tritici blotch (STB) were present in the trial, with Scepter, Rockstar
and Mammoth having highest levels¥af(11.3, 11.7, and 13.0% plot infection) and Scepter, Genie,
16Q2H0310, and RGT Marsh having the highest levels of STB (4.7, 6.7, 5.3, and 5.7% plot infection).
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (protein %, test weight, screenings %)

Figure 1.Influence of wheat cultivar choice on grain yield (t/ha). Cultivar means of plus and minus
fungicide, R 0.001, LS[p=0.05=0.33.

Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha) of wheat varieties plus and minus

Yield (tha)

7.00

abc 54 abc

6.00

5.00

4.00

3.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

fungicide.

Variety

© |00 N o U1 (R W N

Scepter(s)

Matador (s)

Genie(s)

Rockstar(s)
Mowhawk (w)

LRPB Majofs)

Boa (LPB18035)(s)
Packer (LPB18527)(s)
LPB2B165(s)

AGT Rio (V150188)(s)
Triple 2(w)

RGT Ponsfor(s)
19Q3H0499s)
19Q3H0393s)
16Q2H031(@s)

RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S007D)(S)

Mammoth (s)

cde b-e

Mean
LSD Cultivar p = 0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(
Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat

ab @

b-e

Cultivar

Yield t/ha

Untreated

5.58
5.71
5.87
6.12
5.60
5.54
5.55
6.02
6.06
5.71
5.95
5.79
6.17
5.43
5.42
6.10
5.20
5.75

0.3

3

ns
ns
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abc ad

Plus fungicide

6.13 -
5.86 -
5.88 -
6.03 -
524 -
5.66 -
572 -
591 -
6.16 -
5.63 | -
5.80 -
582 -
596 -
5.56 -
545 -
6.01 -
5.58 -
5.79 -

de

P value
P value
P value

Q

D

(0]

Mean

5.86
5.79
5.88
6.08
5.42
5.60
5.64
5.97
6.11
5.67
5.88
5.80
6.06
5.49
5.43
6.05
5.39

abc
a-d
abc

cde
b-e
ab

b-e
abc
a-d

de
e
a
e

5.77
<0.001
0.857
0.471



Table 2.Influence of fungicide application and cultivar on grain quality (protegorrected to 0%
moisture, test weight, and screenings) of wheat varieties (mean of treated and untreated).

Fungicide Management

1.
2.

Untreated
Plus Fungicide

Cultivar

=

©} 0o | N o | a1l & 6o N

Scepter
Matador
Genie
Rockstar
Mowhawk
LRPB Major
Boa

Packer
LPB288165
AGT Rio
Triple 2
RGT Ponsford
19Q3H0499
19Q3H0393
16Q2H0310
RGT Marsh
Mammoth

Grain Quality Assessment

Protein
(%)

12.0
12.0
P Value

0.842

LSD P=.0! ns
Protein
(%)

12.0
12.6
12.1
11.9
12.3
12.0
12.5
11.2
11.6
11.8
12.2
11.3
11.2
12.7
13.0
11.6
12.3

def
abc
cf
ef
b-e
def
ad
h
fgh
efg
b-e
gh
h
ab
a
fgh
b-e

Grand Mean 12.0

P Value

<0.001

LSD P=.0¢ 0.6
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Test Weight

(kg/hL)

76.4
76.3

0.911
ns

Test Weight

(kg/hL)

75.9
74.8
79.0
74.8
78.2
78.7
73.3
79.6
76.4
77.9
80.1
76.7
72.5
72.1
73.7
76.7
77.7

ef
fg
ab
fg
a-d
abc
gh
ab
def
b-e
a
c-f
h

h
gh
c-f
b-e

76.3
<0.001
2.1

Screenings
(%)
12.8 -
12.4 -
0.145
ns
Screenings
(%)
114 ef
16.8 a
183 a
10.9 efg
13.4 bcd
12.2 cde
13.7 bc
11.7 de
10.6 efg
9.8 fg
7.2 h
11.4 ef
148 b
17.7 a
13.9 bc
10.8 efg
94 ¢
12.6
<0.001
1.8



Disease assessment data
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Development (Phenology)

Table3. Phenology assessmenadoks stagejonducted throughout the growing season

Scepter(s)
Matador (s)
Genie(s)
Rockstar(s)
Mowhawk (w)
LRPB Majofs)
Boa(s)
Packer(s)
LPB268165(s)
10. AGT Rigs)
11. Triple 2(w)
12. RGT Ponsfor(s)
13. 19Q3H0499s)
14. 19Q3H0393s)
15. 16Q2H031(s)
16. RGT Marsks)
17. Mammoth(s)

Trial inputs

©) 00N o |01 B~ 1o IO 1=

15-Jul
24
23
23
24
23
24
22
23
24
23
23

25-Jul
24
23
24
25
26
25
24
26
24
23
25
24
24
25
24
24
25

Table4. Trial input and management details.

Sowing date:
Harvest date:
Seed rate:
Basal fertiliser:

Pre-em herbicide:

Postem herbicide:

Nitrogen:

Fungicide:

30 Apr

29 Apr

1 Jul
23 Sep

23 Jul
28 Aug
GS31

GS39

12-Aug 25Aug 10-Sep 18Sep 6-Oct 21-Oct
31 32 39 43 61 77
31 32 37 43 65 85
31 32 37/39 45 59 85
31 32 41 43 65 85
30 31 37 45 59 75
31 32 37 43 59 77
31 32 41 49 61 83
30 31 33/37 39 59 77
31 32 37/39 45 65 83
31 32 37 45 65 83
30 31 32/33 37 55 73
31 32 37/39 45 59 77
31 32 39/41 45 65 85
31 32 45 49 65 85
31 32 37 45 65 77
31 32 37 41 61 85
30 31 33 37 56 73
30 April2025
27 November2025
180 seeds/m
100 kg MAFha
Treflan 2.5L/ha
Reglone 200 1.8L/ha
Gramoxone 360 1.2L/ha
Boxer Gold 2.5L/ha
BS1000 0.16%
Mateno Complete 750mL/ha
Dimethoate 400 200mL/ha
Urea 217 kg/ha (100kg N/ha)
Urea 109 kg/ha (50kg N/ha)
Untreated Plus fungicide

Prosaro 300 mL/ha
Wetter 1000 0.2%
Revystar 750mL/ha
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VIC Yarrawonga Barley (FAR NEV II-B2b

Sown:30 April2025 Rotation position:2024¢ Canola, 2028 Vetch
Harvested:25 November 2025 FAR Code=AR NEWB2578

Soil type& management Brown silty clay loam GSR (ApOct): 210.5mm

canola stubble raked pre sow

Key Points

1

There was low disease pressure in the trial which resulted in no statistical yield or grain quality
response to applied foliar fungicides.

There were significant yield differences between varieties (p<0.001), Neo CL being the highest
yielding variety yielding 7.16t/ha although this was not statistically better than Minotaur yielding
6.88t/ha.

The 6 winter barleys tested were lower yielding than all the spring barleys, the best of the winters
being KWS Donau, KW1218, and the 6 row KWS Faro yielding 5.38, 5.42 and 5.33t/ha
respectively.

Grain protein was generally high with all varieties exceeding 12%, the winter barleys had the
highest grain proteins 13-:85.7% most probably as a result of lower yields

Excluding grain protein, Minotaur was the only variety to meet malt specifications for test weight,
retention and screening, most other varieties had too high screenings and too low retentions.
Scald, net form net blotch (NFNB), and spot form net blotch (SFNB) were all present in the trial with
scald being the most dominant disease. RGT Planet had the highest levels of infection for all three
diseases: 20.0% Scald, 8.7% NFNB, 1.3% SFNB (ptmtrirdeuntreated plots).
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (protein %, test weight, screenings %)
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Figure 1.Influence of barley cultivar on grain yield (t/ha). Means of plus and minus fungicide
treatments, P < 0.001, LSD (p=0.05) = 0.32.

Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha) of wheat varieties plus and minus
fungicide.

Yield t/ha
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. RGT Planet (s) 6.36 - 6.61 - 6.48 cd
2. NeoCL (s) 7.22 - 7.10 - 7.16 a
3. Minotaur (s) 6.98 - 6.78 - 6.88 ab
4. Rosalind (s) 6.74 - 6.67 - 6.71 bc
5. AGT Bunyip 1&GTB0530{S) 6.33 - 6.41 - 6.37 de
6. RGTAtlantis (s) 6.34 - 6.57 - 6.45 cd
7. RGTAsteroid (s) 6.69 - 6.63 - 6.66 bcd
8. RP19034 (s) 6.42 - 6.35 - 6.38 de
9. RP21011 (s) 6.31 - 6.71 - 6.51 cd
10. Ember(GB21130fS) 6.26 - 5.99 - 6.12 e
11. Soldier CluGB22117§s) 6.60 - 6.32 - 6.46 cd
12. KWS Donager w) 531 - 545 - 5.38 f
13. KW 219182rw) 531 - 5,53 - 542 f
14. KW 219582r w) 4.62 - 4.67 - 4.65 ¢
15. KWS Tardigr w) 3.70 - 3.09 - 3.40 h
16. KWS Fargsr w) 544 - 5.22 - 533 f
17. KWS Wallacgr w) 4.87 - 4.60 - 473 ¢
Mean 597 - 5.92 - 5.95
LSD Cultivar p=0.0 0.32 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.779
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.( ns P value 0.265

Note:s = Sprin@arley(all two row),w = WinterBarley(6r- 6 row; 2r- 2 row)
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Table 2.Influence of fungicide application or variety on the grain quality (protetorrected to 0%
moisture, starch, fibre, test weight, retention and screenings) of barley varieties.

Protein Starch Fibre Test Weight Retention Screenings
% % % kg/hL % %
1. Untreated 136 - 59.9 - 4.0 - 66.1 - 45.0 - 174 -
2. Full Fungicide 131 - 60.3 - 39 - 66.4 - 47.2 - 154 -
PValue 0.091 0.144 0.638 0.605 0.201 0.322
LSD P=.0¢ ns ns ns ns ns ns
Protein Starch Fibre Test Weight Retention Screenings
% % % ka/hL % %
1. RGT Planet 12,5 fgh 60.4 def 3.8 fgh 65.4 fgh 394 e 199 c
2. Neo CL 12.0 h 60.6 cde 3.8 fgh 65.8 eh 643 ab 8.1 ef
3. Minotaur 124 fgh 61.6 a 3.3 i 69.2 ab 720 a 54 f
4. Rosalind 121 h 59.9 fgh 4.1 def 68.8 bc 714 a 8.4 ef
5.  AGT Bunyip IA 126 fgh 61.2 ab 3.8 gh 70.7 a 71.0 a 10.8 def
6. RGT Atlantis 129 efg 59.3 ijk 43 abc 64.6 hij 476 de 14.7 cde
7. RG Asteroid 13.3 de 59.7 g 4.0 efg 65.2 ghi 44.6 de 14.2 cde
8. RP19034 13.3 de 606 cde 3.7 h 66.8 def 394 e 14.8 cde
9. RP21011 12.3 gh 599 fi 4.1 cde 63.8 i 46.0 de 18.0 cd
10. Ember 129 efg 595 h-k 41 cde 666 dg 405 e 132 cf
11. Soldier CL 13.0 ef 61.1 abc 3.8 gh 67.8 bcd 609 bc 6.7 ef
12. KWS Donau 138 cd 608 bcd 3.7 h 64.8 hi 67.6 ab 12.7 cf
13. KW 21918 14.3 bc 59.1 k 42 b-e 65.1 ghi 10.0 f 31.2 b
14. KW 21958 144 b 60.6 cde 3.7 h 67.2 cde 510 cd 9.2 ef
15, KWS Tardis 157 a 60.1 efg 4.4 ab 65.6 eh 415 de 11.3 cf
16. KWS Faro 145 b 59.2 jk 42 ad 65.3 f-i 10.1 f 39.6 ab
17. KWS Wallace 148 b 58.4 | 44 a 63.2 | 70 f 40.3 a
Grand Mean 13.3 60.1 4.0 66.2 46.1 16.4
PValue <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
LSD P=.0¢ 0.6 0.6 0.2 1.6 10.0 8.7
Disease assessment data
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Figure 5.Influence of barley variety on lodging index1(@00) (PValue = 0.001, LSD (p=0.05) = 59.9),
assessed on 25 November 2025.
Development (Phenology)

Table 3.Phenology assessments (Zadoks stage) conducted throughout the growing season.

Variety 15 25 12- 25 1- 10- 18 1- 6- 21-
Jul Jul Aug Aug Sep Sep Sep Oct Oct Oct
RGT Planet 27 27 31 32 41 49 57 85
Neo CL 28 28 31 32 43 49 59-65 85
Minotaur 26 27 31 31/32 37 45/49 55 83
Rosalind 23 30 32 33 43 49/51 5965 87
AGT Bunyip IA 25 25 32 33 43 51 65 71 87
RGTAtlantis 27 27 32 32 41 49 53 57/65 85
RGT Asteroid 26 26 31 32 39 45 55 57/65 85
RP19034 27 27 31 32 39 49 57-61 87
RP21011 26 26 31 32 41 49 57 71 87
Ember 27 28 30 31/32 37 43 51 56/75
Soldier CL 25 28 31 32 41 45 59-65 85
KWS Donau 29 29 29 31 31 33 37 49 83
KW 21918 26 27 29 31/30 31 32/33 37 49 83
KW 21958 28 28 29 30 31 32/33 33 47 49  58/75
KWS Tardis 25 28 29 31 30 31/32 33 42 53/69
KWS Faro 28 28 29 30/31 31/32 32/33 37 49 83

KWS Wallace 26 26 30 30/31 31 32 33 45 49 71
Zadoks stages in bold are later developing winter barley varieties
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Trial inputs

Table 4.Trial input and management details.

Sowing date:
Harvest date:
Seed rate:
Basalfertiliser:

Pre-em herbicide:

Postem herbicide:

Nitrogen:

Fungicide:

30 Apr

29 Apr

1 Jul
23 Sep

23 Jul
28 Aug
GS31

GS39

76

30 April2025
25 November2025
180 seeds/m
100 kg MAP/ha

Treflan 2.5L/ha
Reglone 200 1.8L/ha
Gramoxone 360 1.2L/ha
Boxer Gold 2.5L/ha
BS1000 0.16%

Mateno Complete 750mL/ha
Dimethoate 400 200mL/ha

Urea 217 kg/ha (100kg N/ha)
Urea 109 kg/ha (50kg N/ha)

Untreated Plus fungicide
Prosaro 300 mL/ha

Wetter 1000 0.2%

Revystar 750mL/ha
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Millicent SA

SAMillicent Wheat FAR SAC Il ¥8-60)
Sown:6 May2025 Rotation position:2024 Canola (cv 45Y95 CL)
Harvested:14 January2026 FAR codeFAR SAC Il W:BB
Soil type& management Organosol over gre! GSR (ApNov):647mm
clay, gpeed tilled and rolled

Key Points

1 AGFWHWW?2 and Triple 2 were the only varieties to yield > 9 t/ha both with and without fungicide,
while RGT Cesario, Longford and BigRed yielded > 9 t/ha with thespiraaefungicide regime.

91 Triple 2gave the smalkst response to fungicide (0.18 t/ha) and yields were not significantly
different under the two regime@reated and untreated)

1 Red winter feed wheats with and without fungicide outperformed the spring and winter milling
wheats, except for untreated RGT Accroc yielding lower (6.37 t/ha).

91 YSower phenology (development) of the winter wheats delaying floweringetrerthe optimal
time (late October t@arlyNovember) and genetic disease resistance, particularly to Septoria tritici
blotch (STB)ere the main reason for this advantage

1 Septoria infection were severe in the spring wheat germplasm and winter white milling wheat
Brighton. Spring types that had lower infections were RGT Ponsford and AGT Rio.

9 Stripe rust (Puccinia striiformis f.sp. tritici) and leaf rust (Puccinia triticina) did not affect the wheat
trial in 2025, with only tracéevek of stripe rust identified in untreated RGT Cesario (< 0.3% mean
plot infection). Thicontrasted withthe barley GEN triabn the same sitavhich was severely
affected by barley leaf rust (Puccinia hordei).

1 Milling wheats both with and without fungicide achieved quality parameters to typically fall within
H2 to APW1 classification, while all feed wheats except RGT Accroc (FED1) achieved parameters for
SFW1/SFWR classification.
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (% protein, test weight, % screenings)
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Table 1.Influence ofvariety andfungicide on grain yield (t/ha)

Yield (t/ha)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. BigRedw) 8.47 f 9.20 cd 8.83 ¢
2. RGT Cesariw) 8.65 ef 9.57 abc 9.11 bc
3.  RGT Accrow) 6.37 k 8.52 f 7.45 f
4.  Brighton(w) 431 r 6.37 k 5.34 jj
5. Scepter(s) 435 r 5.92 Imn 5.14 jj
6. Matador(s) 4.57 qr 6.16 kim 536 i
7. Genie(s) 5.66 no 7.5 hi 6.58 ¢
8. Rockstar(s) 4.92 pq 6.94 | 593 h
9. AGT Rio\(1501988) (s) 6.30 K 7.33 i 6.81 ¢
10. Triple 2(w) 9.56 abc 9.74 ab 9.65 a
11. Longford(w) 8.99 de 9.41 bcd 9.20 b
12. AGFWHWW2w) 9.31 bcd 9.88 a 9.59 a
13. AGFWHO01022w) 7.90 gh 8.24 fg 8.07 e
14. RGT Ponsfor() 6.16 kim 7.07 ij 6.61 ¢
15. 19Q3HO0499s) 428 r 580 mn 5.04 j
16. 16Q2H031(s) 3.32 s 5.31 op 4.32 k
17. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0p7D)(S) 4.69 qr 5.95 k-n 5.32 jj
18. RGTEnebro (RW 7160&)v) 795 ¢ 8.43 f 8.19 de
19. RGT Waugtw) 8.27 fg 8.59 ef 8.43 d
Mean 6.53 b 7.68 a 7.11

LSD Variety p=0.0 0.21 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.0 0.31 P value <0.001

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.44 P value <0.001

Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat
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Table 2.Influence of variety and fungicide on grain protein.(%)

Variety

0 N o) 01 B W N

BigRedw)
RGT Cesariw)
RGT Accrow)
Brighton(w)
Scepter(s)
Matador (s)
Genie(s)
Rockstar(s)
AGT Rio\(1501988) (s)
Triple 2(w)
Longford(w)
AGFWHWW2w)
AGFWHO01028w)
RGT Ponsfor(s)
19Q3H0499s)
16Q2H031(@s)
RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.5007D)(S)
RGTEnebro (RW 71608W)
RGT Waugtw)
Mean
LSD Variety p=0.0
LSD Management p = 0.0
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C

Protein (%)

Untreated

11.3
11.3
12.0
13.3
13.3
13.5
12.4
12.9
11.2
10.7
11.3
10.9
11.9
11.6
12.7
13.0
13.0
11.6
12.4
12.1

nop
nop
ijk
ab
ab
a
efg
cd
opq
r
nop
qr
i-l
k-n
cde
bc
bcd
j-n
efg

03
ns
04

81

Plus fungicide

11.5 mno
11.8 j-m
11.4 mno
12.7 def
12.3 fgh
12.5 efg
11.9 il
11.7 j-n
11.3 nop
11.0 par
11.4 mno
10.9 qr
11.9 il
11.6 Imn
11.9 il
12.0 hij
12.2 ghi
12.0 ijk
12.4 efg
11.8 -
P value
P value
P value

Mean

114
115
11.7
13.0
12.8
13.0
12.1
12.3
11.3
10.9
11.4
10.9
11.9
11.6
12.3
12.5
12.6
11.8
12.4

J
hi
gh
a
ab
a
ef
de

cde

12.0
<0.001
0.118
<0.001



Table 3.Influence of variety and fungicide on test weight (kg/hL)

Test weight(kg/hL)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide
1. BigRedw) 79.2 b 819 a
2. RGT Cesarigv) 75.5 j-0 775 e
3.  RGT Accrow) 69.3 pq 78.2 d-h
4.  Brighton(w) 65.2 s 76.2 h-n
5. Scepter(s) 69.4 pq 76.8 ¢l
6. Matador(s) 68.1 qr 76.5 h-n
7. Genie(s) 73.8 o 80.7 ab
8. Rockstars) 66.6 rs 77.0 gk
9. AGT Rio\(1501988) (s) 75.3 k-0 79.1 b
10. Triple 2(w) 78.1 d-h 79.8 bcd
11. Longford(w) 77.9 d-i 79.3 b-f
12. AGFWHWW2w) 78.6 cg 80.6 abc
13. AGFWHO01022w) 749 l-o 76.2 h-n
14. RGT Ponsfor() 75.9 i-n 79.3 b-e
15. 19Q3HO0499s) 65.8 s 75.7 j-0
16. 16Q2H031(s) 65.4 s 76.3 h-n
17. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0p7D)(S) 70.7 p 77.3 f-k
18. RGTEnebro (RW 7160&)v) 74.6 no 76.6 gm
19. RGT Wauglw) 74.7 mno 77.0 gk
Mean 726 b 78.0 a
LSD Variety p=0.0 1.4 P value
LSD Management p = 0.0 13 P value
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 2.0 P value
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Mean

80.5
76.5
73.7
70.7
73.1
72.3
77.3
71.8
77.2
78.9
78.6
79.6
75.5
77.6
70.7
70.8
74.0
75.6
75.8

a

def

75.3
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001



Table4. Influence of variety and fungicide application on screenings (%)
Screening$%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. BigRedw) 49 d 40 kp 4.4 de
2. RGT Cesariov) 3.6 n-q 24 r 3.0 i
3.  RGT Accro@v) 4.2 i-p 26 r 3.4 hi
4.  Brighton(w) 5.6 cd 3.5 opq 4.6 cde
5. Scepter(s) 39 Iq 3.4 pq 3.6 gh
6. Matador(s) 5.2 cf 3.8 Iq 45 de
7. Genie(s) 83 a 5.0 ch 6.6 a
8. Rockstals) 5.0 c¢h 3.7 m-q 4.4 de
9. AGT Rio\(1501988) (s) 4.4 gm 4.2 h-o 4.3 def
10. Triple 2(w) 5.4 cde 5.0 ch 52 b
11. Longford(w) 57 ¢ 4.7 ek 52 b
12. AGFWHWW2w) 4.6 f- 4.1 kp 4.3 def
13. AGFWHO01028w) 3.8 I-q 3.8 I-q 3.8 fgh
14. RGT Ponsforb) 41 j-p 51 cg 4.6 cd
15. 19Q3H0499s) 5.3 cf 3.5 opq 4.4 de
16. 16Q2H031(@s) 71 b 3.1 qr 5.1 bc
17. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0P7D)(S) 3.7 mq 3.7 mq 3.7 gh
18. RGTEnebro (RW 71608)v) 49 d-i 4.7 ek 4.8 bcd
19. RGT Wauglw) 4.3 h-n 3.8 Iq 4.1 efg
Mean 49 a 39 b 4.4
LSD Variety p=0.0 0.6 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.0 0.7 P value 0.015
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.8 P value <0.001

Disease assessment
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Figure 3.Influence ofvariety andfungicide onSeptoriatritici blotch (STB)nfection severity (%plot)
(LShos = 6.7, Pvalue <0.001)on average per variety (untreated and plus fungicidedssessed
November 5.
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Trial Inputs

Table5. Trial input and management details.

Sowing date:
Harvest date:
Seed rate:
Basal fertiliser:

Pre-em herbicide:

Postem herbicide

Nitrogen:

Additional nutrition:

Fungicide:

Desiccant:

6 May

6 May

24 Jul
24 Aug

24 Jul
5 Sep
24 Jul
24 Aug

10 Sep

GS31
GS39
GS59

29 Dec

84

6 May2025
14 January2026
180 seeds/m
100 kg/ha MAP

Trifluralin 1.50 L/ha
Overwatch 1.25 L/ha

Mateno Complete 0.75 L/ha
Comet 0.40 L/ha
Triathlon 0.50 L/ha

108 kg/ha urea (50 kg N/ha)
217 kg/ha urea (100 kg N/ha)

Rapisol 2-1 1.00 kg/ha
Rapisol Fe 0.50 kg/ha
Rapisol 2-1 0.75 kg/ha
Rapisol Fe 0.25 kg/ha
RapisoB-2-1 0.75 kg/ha
Rapisol Fe 0.25 kg/ha

Untreated Fungicide Protection
Prosaro 0.30 L/ha
Radial 0.84 L/ha
Revystar 0.75 L/ha

Diquat 200 3.00 L/ha



SAMillicent Barley FAR SAC 1l B:b1)

Sown:6 May2025 Rotation position:2024Canola (cv 45Y95 CL)
Harvested:17 DecembeR025 FAR codeFAR SACBR561

Soil type& management Organosol over gre! GSR (ApNov):647mm

clay, speed tilled and rolled

Key Points

1 There was a significant interaction between variety and fungicide application with varieties ranging
in fungicide yield response from minus 0.2t/ha (KWS Wallace) to 3.35t/ha (Neo CL).

1 The 6row winter barley KWS Faro was the highgisiding variety, producing an average grain
yield of 6.04t/ha and a 1.09t/ha response to fungicide (5.50 v 6.59t/ha).

9 Trial yields and grain quality were significantly influenced by a severe leaf rust infection that
affected all spring varieties but most significantly Neo CL and Minotaur that gave over a three
tonne response to fungicide.

1 Inthe most susceptiblarietiesit is clear that the two spray programme was insufficient to control
the leaf rust.

1 All the overseas winter barley varieties demonstrated significantly better leaf rust resistance and
consequentlygenerated much better yields and grain quality parameters.

1 KWS Faro which demonstrated good resistance to leaf rust achieved the highest test weight at 64
kg/hL, along with notably high grain retention and low screenings (a result that might be considered
unusual for a Gow barley that can struggle with grain siand test weight).

1 Proteins in the trial were too high to achieve malt specification standards.

9 Net form net blotch had a significantgssimpact this season, likely suppressed by the dominance
of leaf rust. It was still very aggressive in RGT Planet and RGT Atlantis.
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data(protein %, test weight, screenings %)
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Figure 1Influence ofvariety and fungicide applicatiaon grain yield (t/ha)
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Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha) of winter and spring barley
varieties plus and minus fungiced

Yield t/ha
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. RGT Planet (s) 3.83 kim 6.20 abc 501 cf
2. NeoCL (s) 2.94 nop 6.29 ab 4.62 efg
3. Minotaur (s) 2.83 op 5.97 abc 440 ¢
4.  Gretchen (AGFBA021022) ( 4.45 h-k 5.83 ae 5.14 cde
5. AGTBunyip IA (AGTB0530) ( 3.20 mno 5.62 b-f 441 ¢
6. RGTAtlantis (s) 4.04 ki 595 ad 5.00 cf
7.  RGTAsteroid (s) 450 hk 6.46 a 5.48 bc
8. RP19034 (s) 4.07 jki 6.31 ab 5.19 cd
9. RP21011 (s) 4.63 hij 5.96 ad 5.29 bcd
10. Ember (IGB21130) (s) 2.66 op 4.98 fgh 3.82 h
11. Soldier CL (IGB22117) (s) 219 p 4.47 h-k 3.33 h
12.  Firefoxx (s) 3.66 Imn 5.20 d-h 443 ¢
13. Laureate (s) 419 i 6.12 abc 5.16 cde
14. KWS Donau (2r 1) (w) 3.90 j-m 5.09 e-h 4.49 fg
15. KW 21918 (2r 2) (w) 5.05 fgh 6.42 a 5.73 ab
16. KW 21958 (2r 3) (w) 4.57 h-k 5.12 e-h 484 d-g
17. KWS Tardis (2r 4) (w) 2.94 nop 3.68 Imn 3.31 h
18. KWS Faro (6r 1) (w) 5.50 cg 6.59 a 6.04 a
19. KWS Wallace (6r 2) (w) 5.04 fgh 4.84 ghi 4,94 cg
Mean 391 b 5.68 a 4.77
LSD Variety p=0.0 0.55 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 0.39 P value <0.001
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.78 P value <0.001

Note: s = Spring Barley (all two row), w = Winter Barley6(6ow; 2F 2 row)
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Table 2.Influence of variety and fungicidgpplicationon the grain protein (%).

Variety
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RGT Planet (s)
Neo CL (s)
Minotaur (s)
Gretchen (AGFBA021022) (s)
AGTBunyip IA (AGTB0530) (s
RGTAtlantis (s)
RGTAsteroid (s)
RP19034 (s)
RP21011 (s)
Ember (1IGB21130) (s)
Soldier CL (1GB22117) (s)
Firefoxx (s)
Laureate (s)
KWS Donau (2r 1) (w)
KW 21918 (2r 2) (w)
KW 21958 (2r 3) (w)
KWS Tardis (2r 4) (w)
KWS Faro (6r 1) (w)
KWS Wallace (6r 2) (w)
Mean
LSD Variety p=0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C

Protein (%)

Untreated Plusfungicide
12.7 qr 12.8 par
14.4 def 13.1 I-q
14.2 efg 13.5 i-m
13.4 j-o 13.3 k-p
149 bcd 140 e-i
12.8 par 129 n-r
13.1 I-q 129 n-r
134 j-n 129 n-r
125 r 12.7 par
13.2 kq 12.8 o-r
16.2 a 14.8 cd
13.8 gk 139 f
13.6 h-l 134 j-o
154 b 15.3 bc
12.9 n-r 129 n—r
14.2 e-h 14.0 e-i
145 de 14.6 de
12.9 n-r 129 n—r
134 j-o 139 f
13.8 - 135 -
0.4 P value
ns P value
0.6 P value
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Mean

12.7
13.7
13.9
13.3
14.4
12.8
13.0
13.1
12.6
13.0
15.5
13.8
13.5
15.3
12.9
14.1
14.5
12.9
13.6

jk

de
de
fgh
bc
ijk

h-k
ghi

hij

de
efg

ijk

ijk

13.6
<0.001
0.334
<0.001



Table3. Influence of variety and fungicidgpplicationon test weight (kg/hL).

Test weight(Kg/hL)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide
1. RGT Planet (s) 49.3 m-p 56.0 f-i
2. Neo CL (s) 425 qr 57.0 f-i
3. Minotaur (s) 48.9 m-p 62.0 bcd
4. Gretchen (AGFBA021022) (s,  51.7 kim 54.1 h-k
5. AGTBunyip IA (AGTB0530) (« 57.1 fgh 65.2 a
6. RGTAtlantis (s) 51.4 k-n 55.7 g
7. RGTAsteroid (S) 51.8 klm 59.0 def
8. RP19034 (s) 50.7 Ip 58.1 efg
9. RP21011 (s) 479 op 53.9 ijk
10. Ember (IGB21130) (s) 43.3 qr 52.7 jkl
11. Soldier CL (IGB22117) (s) 404 r 50.7 I-p
12.  Firefoxx (s) 442 ¢ 477 p
13. Laureate (S) 52.0 kIm 57.8 efg
14.  KWS Donau (2r 1) (w) 59.1 def 63.4 abc
15. KW 21918 (2r 2) (w) 62.7 abc 64.4 ab
16. KW 21958 (2r 3) (w) 61.2 cd 64.5 ab
17.  KWS Tardis (2r 4) (w) 51.0 k-o 54.1 h-k
18.  KWS Faro (6r 1) (w) 62.6 abc 65.3 a
19. KWS Wallace (6r 2) (w) 62.4 abc 60.9 cde
Mean 521 b 58.0 a
LSD Variety p=0.0 2.2 P value
LSD Management p = 0.C 1.1 P value
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 3.2 P value
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Mean

52.7
49.7
55.4
52.9
61.1
53.5
55.4
54.4
50.9
48.0
45.5
45.9
54.9
61.2
63.5
62.9
52.5
64.0
61.6

fg
hi

efg
def

def
gh
]
jk
de

ab
abc

fg

bc

55.1
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001



Table4. Influence of variety and fungicidgpplicationon retention (%)

Variety
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RGT Planet (s)
Neo CL (s)
Minotaur (s)
Gretchen (AGFBA021022) (s)
AGTBunyip 1A (AGTB0530) (S|
RGTAtlantis (s)
RGTAsteroid (s)
RP19034 (s)
RP21011 (s)
Ember (1IGB21130) (s)
Soldier CL (IGB22117) (s)
Firefoxx (s)
Laureate (S)
KWS Donau (2r 1) (w)
KW 21918 (2r 2) (w)
KW 21958 (2r 3) (w)
KWS Tardis (2r 4) (w)
KWS Faro (6r 1) (w)
KWS Wallace (6r 2) (w)
Mean
LSD Variety p =0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C

Retention (%)

Untreated

13.3
3.5
6.2

39.0

114

29.4

27.6

23.1

21.7
9.6
1.6

15.8

33.2

80.1

81.7

72.9

41.2

74.2

79.9

35.0

7.9
5.8

r-v
VW
uvw
mno
SW
opq
pg
par
grs
t-w

Imn

11.2
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67.3
53.4
73.7
76.1
64.5
65.3
69.8
67.8
56.7
48.9
19.8
39.3
70.3
88.3
85.9
71.9
51.3
86.8
78.0
65.0

e-i
jk
%Y/
b-f
ghi
f-i
d-h
e-h
ijk
klm
g-t
mno
d-h
a
ab
c-h
kl
ab
a-e
a

P value
P value
P value

Mean

40.3
28.4
39.9
57.5
38.0
47.4
48.7
45.5
39.2
29.2
10.7
27.5
51.8
84.2
83.8
72.4
46.3
80.5
78.9

def

50.0
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001



Disease assessment data
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Trial inputs

Table5. Trial input and management details.

Sowing date:
Harvest date:
Seed rate:
Basal fertiliser:

Pre-em herbicide:

Postem herbicide

Nitrogen:

Additional nutrition:

Fungicide:

Desiccant:

6 May

6 May
24 Aug
24 Jul
5 Sep
24 Jul

24 Aug

10 Sep

GR9-32
GS7-49

5 Dec

92

6 May 2025
17 December2025
200seeds/nt
100kg/ha MAP

Trifluralin 1.50 L/ha
Overwatch 1.25 L/ha

Comet 0.40 L/ha
Triathlon 0.50 L/ha

108 kg/ha urea (50 kg N/ha)
217 kg/ha urea (100 kg N/ha)

Rapisol 2-1 1.00 kg/ha
Rapisol Fe 0.50 kg/ha
Rapisol 2-1 0.75 kg/ha
Rapisol Fe 0.25 kg/ha
Rapisol 2-1 0.75 kg/ha
Rapisol Fe 0.25 kg/ha

Untreated Fungicide Protection
Prosaro 0.30 L/ha
Aviator Xpra0.50 L/ha

Crucial 1.54 L/ha



SAMillicent Canola (FAR SAC 115332)

Sown:8 May 2025 Rotation position:2024wheat, 2023 barley
Harvested:19 December 2025 FAR codeFAR SAC Il GB3
Soiltype: Organosol ovegrey clay GSR (ApNov):647mm

Key Points

1 Oilseed yields ranged from 3.¢4.17 t/ha depending on variety and fungicide application with
significant differences recorded in variety performance (p=<0.001).

1 While there was no significant response to fungicide (p=0.059), there was an overall trend of 110
kg/ha yield increase when fungicides were applied

9 There was no significant interaction between variety and fungicide application (p=0.541).

1 Nuseed Eagle TF was the highest yielding of the FAR funded control vétiéBdéa) while the
coded line RGTE®2TT (5.15 t/ha) significantly outperformed all other varieties.

1 Nuseed Eagle TF, Pioneer 45Y95 CL, an®&3BTF were the second highest yieldijngup of
cultivars in the trial.

9 Disease infection and fungicide application did not have a gngaacton eithertest weight or oil
content, however Hyola Regiment XC (48.7%) gave significantly higher oil contents than all other
varieties but was not amongst the high yielding cultivars.

1 Pioneer 45Y95 CL had significantly higher incidence of blackleg canker in both the stems and raceme
(p=<0.001)

9 CT222309 (TT) had significantly higher incidence of upper canopy infection (UCI) on the racemes
(p=<0.001), and for sclerota on the stems (p=<0.001).

1 RGT9636TF was the only varietyat recorded asignificantlevel oflodging (p=0.004).

93



Yield (t/ha) & quality data {est weight, 0il%)
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Figure 1Influence of variety and fungicide application grain yield (t/ha) of canola (varieties grown
plus and minus fungicide) (P values and LSD available in TabMal)8 sown.

The following three tables (Table3) of data examine the influence of twelve spring canola varieties
with and without SDHI seed treatment (treated and untreated) and a single foliar fungicide application
on the seed yield and seed quality at the FAR raliatCrop Technology Centre at Millicent in the HRZ
region. All seed (including untreated plots) were treated with a SDHI fung&idahsecticidateed

treatment. However, blackleg rating (2025) in Table 1 is based on bare seed (sdG€ep/sowing
guide 2025).
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Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the seed yield (t/ha) of canola varieties grown plus and
minus fungicide

Yield (t/ha)
Variety BlacklegRating Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. Nuseed Eagle TF R 4.86 - 499 - 493 b
2.  Pioneer 45Y95 CL RMR 4.68 - 5.01 - 484 b
3. HyolaBlazer TT RMR 421 - 4.30 - 4.25 de
4. PY525GRR MR 432 - 4.30 - 431 d
5.  AN23LR014 - 433 - 448 - 440 cd
6. RGT Baseline (TT) MRMS 458 - 4.49 - 453 c
7. RGT6®82TT - 517 - 5.13 - 5.15 a
8. RGT6874CL - 3.99 - 420 - 410 e
9. RGTM636TF - 465 - 495 - 480 b
10. CT222309 (TT) - 3.74 - 3.88 - 381 f
11. 223907 (CL) - 433 - 430 - 431 d
12. Hyola Regiment XC R 4.34 - 4.48 - 441 cd
Mean 4.43 - 454 - 4.49
LSD Variety p = 0.0 0.20 P vale <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C ns P vale 0.059
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P vale 0.541

Table 2.Influence of variety and fungicide application on the test weights (kg¢hRecember 19
harvest.

Test Weight (Kg/hL)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. Nuseed Eagle TF 60.6 - 60.5 - 60.5 c
2.  Pioneer 45Y95 CL 614 - 61.7 - 61.6 bc
3. HyolaBlazer TT 63.0 - 60.8 - 61.9 abc
4, PY525G RR 61.3 - 62.5 - 61.9 abc
5. AN23LR014 59.7 - 60.5 - 60.1 c
6. RGT Baseline (TT) 62.4 - 60.5 - 61.5 bc
7. RGT6®82TT 63.2 - 62.4 - 62.8 ab
8. RGT6®74CL 60.7 - 62.7 - 61.7 abc
9. RGM636TF 56.4 - 56.9 - 56.6 d
10. CT222309 (TT) 63.9 - 63.4 - 63.6 a
11. 223907 (CL) 61.9 - 64.6 - 63.3 ab
12. Hyola Regiment XC 63.6 - 63.7 - 63.7 a
Mean 615 - 61.7 - 61.6
LSD Variety p=0.0 2.1 P vale <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C ns P vale 0.894
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P vale 0.511
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Table 3.Influence of variety and fungicide application on the oil content-@©cember 19 harvest.

Oil (%)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. Nuseed Eagle TF 46.3 - 46.8 - 46.6 b
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL 452 - 45.8 - 455 cd
3. HyolaBlazer TT 45.1 - 446 - 449 d
4. PY525GRR 446 - 456 - 45.1 cd
5.  AN23LR014 45.3 - 46.2 - 45.7 ¢
6. RGT Baseline (TT) 459 - 456 - 45.7 ¢
7. RGT682TT 45.3 - 451 - 45.2 cd
8. RGT6874CL 43.0 - 43.1 - 43.1 e
9. RGM636TF 44.8 - 453 - 45.0 cd
10. CT222309 (TT) 45.3 - 455 - 45.4 cd
11. 223907 (CL) 46.8 - 474 - 471 b
12. Hyola Regiment XC 48.6 - 48.7 - 48.7 a
Mean 455 - 458 - 45.7
LSD Variety p = 0.0 0.8 P vale <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.0 ns P vale 0.400
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C ns P vale 0.698
Disease assessment data
P 100.0
2 a a
g 900 — —
2 800
c
S 700
ot b
E 60.0 be —
[ 50.0 ] cd cd
S 400 ] ]
O de
o 30.0 ef
% efg
% 20.0 fgh
@ 100 9 ’_‘ gh
>
E 0.0 |—| |_|
& N & v Q N & Q O @)
%z& «‘36’(1 '\,"’{é "JQQ~ \39 X .6@ Qq;{’é @b‘o b')’é Q%/\é 6\\0’ ®&+
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Figure 2Influence of variety on the incidence of early blackleg canker infection in untreated plots (%
of plants infected at 8 leaf)q July 18 assessed.
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Table 4Influence of variety and fungicide application on the severity (stem infection %) and incidence
(% of stems infected) diflackleg stem cankeg December 4 assessed.

Blackleg stem canker

Severity (%)

Variety Untreated Plus Mean
Fungicide
Nuseed Eagle TF 4.6 10.6 - 76 ab
Pioneer 45Y95 CL 11.8 124 - 121 a
Hyola Blazer TT 24 39 - 3.1 bc
PY525G RR 51 10.1 - 7.6 ab
AN23LR014 0.5 0.7 - 0.6 c
RGT Baseline (TT) 13.9 10.0 - 119 a
RGT6582TT 4.2 35 - 3.9 bc
RGT6574CL 6.6 84 - 7.5 ab
RGTO636TF 1.9 6.3 - 4.1 bc
CT222309 (TT) 4.4 41 - 4.3 bc
223907 (CL) 0.4 3.7 - 20 bc
Hyola Regiment XC 0.2 26 - 14 c
Mean 4.7 6.4 - 5.5
VarietyLSD p = 0.0t 11.1 P val <0.001
Management LSD p=0.0 ns P val 0.148
Var.xMan.LSDp=0.C ns P val 0.906
90.0
a
~ 80.0 —
S
@ 70.0
G
T 60.0 b
2 b
5 50.0 —
X
8 40.0
S . c
2 —
2 30.0
é cd
o 20.0 d
10.0 H
0.0
< < ™ Q
\Q’« O)C’O Q} 6)6% Q‘QN Q,\é Cb’&
Q/b Q} @ Q‘\ § ,b(_,?/ éQ)
& N ¥ <% <
N N &S ©

Incidence (%)

Untreated Plus
Fungicide

40.0 - 30.0 -

825 - 75.0 -

20.0 - 75 -

425 - 575 -

125 - 150 -

725 - 425 -

225 - 20.0 -

70.0 - 575 -

125 - 250 -

125 - 225 -

125 - 75 -

15.0 - 10.0 -

34.8 - 30.8 -
LSDp=0.05 14.8 Pval
LSDp=0.05 ns P val
LSDp=0.05 ns P val

Mean

35.0
78.8
13.8
50.0
13.8
57.5
21.3
63.8
18.8
17.5
10.0
12.5
32.7
<0.001
0.443
0.171

T QT Qa9 o

d

(@]

0O 0 0 oOT

Figure 3Influence of variety on the incidence of blackleg canker stem infection (% of stems infected)
(P values and LSD can be found in TabteDBcember 4 assessed.
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Table 5.Influence of variety and fungicide application on the severity (raceme infection %) and
incidence (% of racemes infected) uiper canopy infection (UCBlackleg canker December 4
assessed.

Upper Canopy blackleg canker infection

Severity (%) Incidence (%)
Variety Untreated Plus Mean Untreated Plus Mean
Fungicide Fungicide
Nuseed Eagle TF 19.0 - 10.2 - 146 cde 325 - 275 - 30.0 cd
Pioneer 45Y95CL 504 - 39.9 - 451 ab 975 - 85.0 - 913 a
Hyola Blazer TT 3.0 - 3.0 - 3.0 cde 10.0 - 175 - 13.8 def
PY525G RR 140 - 19.6 - 16.8 ¢ 425 - 425 - 42,5 bc
AN23LR014 31 - 03 - 1.7 de 125 - 25 - 75 ef
RGT Baseline (TT) 128 - 26 - 7.7 cde 30.0 - 150 - 225 cf
RGT6882TT 35 - 0.0 - 1.8 de 10.0 - 0.0 - 5.0 f
RGT6874CL 04 - 0.0 - 02 e 50 - 0.0 - 25 f
RGT636TF 20.6 - 114 - 16.0 cd 30.0 - 225 - 26.3 cde
CT222309 (TT) 67.4 - 49.6 - 585 a 925 - 75.0 - 83.8 a
223907 (CL) 40.9 - 41.8 - 413 b 60.0 - 60.0 - 60.0 b
Hyola Regiment XC 9.9 - 29 - 6.4 cde 40.0 - 20.0 - 300 cd
Mean 20.4 - 151 - 17.8 385 - 30.6 - 34.6
Variety LSDp=0.05 14.7 Pval <0.001 LSDp=0.05 20.9 Pval <0.001
Management LSDp=0.05 ns P val 0.109 LSDp=0.05 6.6 Pval 0.032
Var.xMan. LSDp=0.05 ns P val 0.959 LSDp=0.05 ns Pval 0.986

Table 6.Influence of variety and fungicide application on the severity (stem infection %) and incidence
(% of stems infected) aiclerotiniag December 4 assessed.

Sclerotinia
Severity (%) Incidence (%)
Variety Untreated Plus Mean Untreated Plus Mean
Fungicide Fungicide
Nuseed Eagle TF 25 cd 6.0 cd 43 c 25 ef 10.0 cf 6.3 bc
Pioneer 45Y95 CL 51 cd 20 cd 36 ¢ 15.0 cde 25 ef 8.8 bc
Hyola Blazer TT 00 d 00 d 00 c 00 f 00 f 00 c
PY525G RR 00 d 9.6 cd 48 c 00 f 175 cd 8.8 bc
AN23LR014 23 cd 10.0 cd 6.1 bc 25 ef 20.0 bc 113 b
RGT Baseline (TT) 00 d 25 cd 13 ¢ 0.0 f 10.0 cf 50 bc
RGT6582TT 26 cd 25 cd 26 c 5.0 def 25 ef 3.8 bc
RGT6874CL 00 d 00 d 00 c 00 f 00 f 00 c
RGT636TF 35 cd 1.1 cd 23 ¢ 5.0 def 5.0 def 5.0 bc
CT222309 (TT) 6.5 cd 269 a 16.7 a 125 cf 325 ab 225 a
223907 (CL) 56 cd 23.1 ab 144 ab 125 cf 35.0 a 23.8 a
Hyola Regiment XC 12.3 bc 0.3 cd 6.3 bc 15.0 cde 25 ef 8.8 bc
Mean 3.4 - 70 - 5.2 58 - 115 - 8.7
Variety LSDp=0.05 8.6 P val 0.003 LSDp=0.05 105 Pval <0.001
Management LSDp=0.05 ns P val 0.060 LSD p=0.05 ns Pval 0.074
Var.x Man. LSDp=0.05 12.2 P val 0.026 LSDp=0.05 0.8 Pval 0.007
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Table 7.Influence of variety on crop lodging-gD0).

Variety

1. Nuseed Eagle TF
2. Pioneer 45Y95 CL
3. Hyola Blazer TT

4. PY525G RR

5. AN23LR0O14

6. RGT Baseline (TT)
7. RGT6882TT

8. RGT6:74CL

9. RGT636TF

10. CT222309 (TT)
11. 223907 (CL)

12. Hyola Regiment XC

Mean
Variety LSD p = 0.0!
ManagementLSD p = 0.0!
Var. x Man.LSD p = 0.C

Crop Lodging (®00)
Untreated

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
116.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
9.7

O T OTOQ T O T OTOTUTOT

28.1
ns
39.7
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Plus Fungicide

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

P vale
P vale
P vale

b

O OCOTOOCOOTOUOUTOUTOUTOCT

<
®
)
S5

SO 19 O 18 O 19 O
Oooooooo

58.1
0.0
0.0
0.0

O T O9Q O T O T O OTOTCOT

0.004
0.190
0.004



Trial inputs

Table 8.Trial input and management details for the trial.

Sowing date: 8 May 2025

Harvest date: 19 Decembe025

Seed rate: 60 seeds/m

Seed treatment All plotsqg SDHI seed treatment &
insecticide

Basal fertiliser: 8 May 145 Kg/ha MAP

Pre-em herbicide: 8 May Triflurlin 1.50 L/ha

Overwatch 1.25 L/ha

Postem herbicide overall: 30 June PlatinumSelect Xtr&830 mL/ha
Lontrel advanced 150 mL/ha
Ammonium Sulphate 0.8 kg/ha
Expedient 0.1% v/v

Postem herbicide by group: RR/OptiGly/XC/TF Crucial 1 L/ha (applied 6 leaf)
CL Intervix 0.75 L/ha
CL Expedient 0.5% v/v
TT Atrazine 1.04 kg/ha
TT Expedient 0.5% v/v
Insecticide: 19May Talstar 40 mL/ha
Molluscicide: 8 May Metarex10 kg/ha
19 Nov Snail bait
Fertiliser: 12 June SOA/Urea (50:50) 200 kg/ha (66 kg N/h:
5 Aug 100 kg urea/ha46 kg N/ha)
24 Aug 150 kg urea/ha (69 kg N/ha)
Fungicide: Untreated Fungicide Protection
BBCH 16 Prosaro 0.45 L/ha
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Bordertown SA
SABordertown Wheat (FAR MSA |l \§53)

Sown:14 May 2025 Rotation position:2024canola, 2023 chickpea:
Harvested:16 Decembe2025 2022 wheat
Soil type& management Dark grey medium cla FAR codeFAR MSA || W253
(Wolseley soil)stubble incorporated GSR (ApNov):368 mm
Key Points

1 There was a significant interaction between variety and fungicide application on grain yield with
variety response to fungicide varying from 04#.92t/ha (6¢ 30%).

1 With fungicide the RAGT coded spring wheat 19Q3H0499 was significantly higher yielding
(8.57t/ha) than all other wheats except the other spring wheats Boa (-B&%®, Murray
(IGW6895) and AGRio (V150188).

1 At5-6t/havyields in 2024 LRPB Matador and A®%d were among the highest yielding and now at
8 - 9t/ha they are again amongst the highest yielding cultivars.

1 Without fungicide protection RPB MatadorAGTFRio and 19Q3H0499 were the highest yielding
varieties.

1 Protein (%) was poor for treated and untreated plots, with a mean of 10.2% for both; only Genie,
Mowhawk, and 19Q3H0393 were able to achieve minimum APW1 standards (>10.5%).

1 Test weights and screenings were good averaging 81.2kg/hL and 1.8% respectively, achieving
better results with fungicide treatment.

9 Stripe rust (Yr) was recorded at low levels (<10% infection) in untreated plots with the highest levels
recorded in Scepter (9.8%) and Murray (8.5%), and the lowest levels recordeeRinAGT%) and
Mowhawk (0.1%).

9 Septoria tritici blotch (STHBRd slightly higher infection rates than Yr in the untreated plots, with
the highest level of infection recorded in Scepter (11.3%), IGW6955 (10.3%) and Murray (8.5%). The
lowest infection rates were recorded in RGT Ponsford (0.4%) and Mowhawk (0.5%).

1 Yrand STB plot infections were < 0.05% across all cultivars with fungicide applied.
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (% protein, test weight, % screenings)
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Figure 1Influence ofvariety and fungicidepplicationon grain yield (t/ha). Variety (L&2=0.28 R
value = <0.001) & Fungicide management ¢LSP018, Pvalue = 0.044) May 14 sown.
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Figure 2 Fungicide yield response (t/ha) in winter and spring wiglsliay 14 sown.
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Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha).
Yield (t/ha)

0 N o) O1 B W N

Variety
Scepter (s)
LRPB Matador (s)
Genie (s)
Rockstar (s)
Mowhawk (w)
Boa (LPB18035)(s)
Packer (S)
LPB268165 (s)
AGTRIo {/1501988) (s)
RGT Ponsford (s)
19Q3HO0499 (s)
19Q3H0393s)
RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.5007D)(S)
Murray (IGW6895) (s)
IGW6955 (s)
Mean
LSD Variety p=0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C

Untreated

6.69
7.57
6.66
6.43
7.19
7.34
6.60
6.96
7.72
6.94
7.52
6.69
6.88
6.41
6.59
6.95

Kl
fgh
Kl

I

hij
ghi
Kl
ijk
d-g
jk
fgh
Kl
jk

I

Kl
b

0.28
0.18
0.39

Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat

Table 2.Influence of variety and fungicidgplicationon the grain protein (%).

0] N 015 W N =

Variety
Scepter (s)
LRPB Matador (Ss)
Genie (s)
Rockstar (s)
Mowhawk (w)
Boa (LPB18035)(s)
Packer (S)
LPB28165 (s)
AGTRIio ¥/1501988) (s)
RGT Ponsford (s)
19Q3H0499 (s)
19Q3H0393s)
RGT MarslH16Q3x0336.S0B7D)(S)
Murray (IGW6895) (s)
IGW6955 (s)
Mean
LSD Variety p=0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C

Protein (%)

Untreated

10.4
10.2
10.6
10.3
10.5
10.5
10.1
10.1
10.0
10.2

9.8
10.8
10.0
10.2
10.2
10.2

d-i
o
b-e
€]
b-e
b-f
k-0
j-m
l-p
f-k
pPq
a
k-p
ol
h-m

0.2
ns
0.3
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Plus fungicide

7.69
8.06
7.56
7.97
7.63
8.33
7.59
8.17
8.23
7.84
8.57
8.04
7.84
8.33
8.08
7.99

d-g
bcd
fgh
b-e
efg
ab
efg
bc
abc
c-f
a
bcd
c-f
ab
bcd
a

P vaue
P value
P vaue

Plus fungicide

10.1
10.2
10.6
10.4
10.7
10.4
10.0
10.1
10.1

9.8

9.6
10.7
10.2

9.8

9.9
10.2

i-m
ol
a-d
c-h
ab
b-g
l-p
j-m
j-n
opq
q
abc
ol
n-q
m-p

P vale
P valbe
P vale

Mean

7.19
7.82
7.11
7.20
7.41
7.83
7.09
7.56
7.97
7.39
8.04
7.37
7.36
7.37
7.33

def

def

cde

7.47
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

Mean

10.3
10.2
10.6
10.4
10.6
10.5
10.0
10.1
10.0
10.0

9.7
10.7
10.1
10.0
10.0

de
def
ab
cd
ab
bc

efg

fg
fg

efg

fg

10.2
<0.001
0.130
0.009



Table 3.Influence of variety and fungicidgpplicationon the test weights (kg/HL

Test Weight (Kg/hL)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. Scepter (s) 76.7 i 82.6 ad 79.6 d
2. LRPB Matador (s) 82.2 ae 83.3 ab 82.8 a
3. Genie (s) 79.7 fg 83.7 a 81.7 ab
4. Rockstar (s) 76.4 i 82.6 ad 795 d
5.  Mowhawk (w) 81.9 b-e 82.8 abc 82.3 ab
6. Boa (LPB18035)(s) 81.3 cf 83.3 ab 82.3 ab
7. Packer (S) 80.8 def 83.1 abc 819 ab
8. LPB2@B165 (s) 79.7 fg 83.6 ab 81.6 ab
9. AGTRIio {/1501988) (s) 82.3 ae 83.4 ab 829 a
10. RGT Ponsford (s) 78.9 gh 83.2 ab 81.1 bc
11. 19Q3H0499 (s) 80.6 efg 83.3 ab 819 ab
12. 19Q3H0393s) 77.3 hi 82.6 ad 79.9 cd
13. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0D7D)(S) 79.8 fg 83.0 abc 814 b
14. Murray (IGW6895) (s) 76.5 i 83.4 ab 79.9 cd
15. IGW6955 (s) 77.3 hi 824 ae 79.8 cd
Mean 794 b 83.1 a 81.2
LSD Variety p=0.0 1.3 P vale <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 0.4 P vale <0.001
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 1.8 P vale <0.001

Table 4.Influence of variety and fungicide on the screenings (% < 2.) mm
Screenings (%)

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. Scepter (s) 22 cd 1.7 ci 2.0 bc
2. LRPB Matador (s) 20 cf 1.8 ch 1.9 bc
3.  Genie (s) 54 a 2.4 bc 39 a
4. Rockstar (s) 19 cf 1.3 fii 16 cd
5.  Mowhawk (w) 1.4 fi 1.3 fii 1.3 de
6. Boa (LPB18035)(s) 1.4 fi 14 e-i 1.4 de
7. Packer (S) 2.1 cde 1.6 d-i 1.9 bcd
8. LPB28165 (s) 19 cg 1.3 fii 1.6 cde
9. AGTRio 1501988 (s) 1.2 ghi 1.0 i 11 e
10. RGT Ponsford (s) 19 cg 1.6 d-i 1.7 cd
11. 19Q3HO0499 (s) 1.8 c¢h 15 d-i 1.7 cd
12. 19Q3HO0393s) 2.1 cde 1.1 hi 16 cd
13. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.S0OB7D)(S) 1.8 c¢h 1.6 d-i 1.7 cd
14. Murray (IGW6895) (s) 31 b 15 d-i 23 b
15. IGW6955 (s) 22 cd 14 e 1.8 cd
Mean 22 a 15 b 1.8
LSD Variety p=0.0 0.5 P vale <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 0.2 P vale 0.001
LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 0.8 P vale <0.001
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Disease assessment data

Table 5Influence of fungicidepplicationand variety on plot disease infection levels (%) of Stripe rust
(Yr)¢ assessed Octobebl
Stripe Rust () Infection %

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Scepter 98 a 0.0 i 49 a
2. LRPB Matador 1.1 ghi 0.0 i 0.6 ef
3. Genie 3.3 efg 0.0 i 1.6 def
4. Rockstar 5.8 cd 0.0 i 2.9 bcd
5.  Mowhawk 0.1 hi 0.0 i 00 f
6. Boa 0.7 hi 0.0 i 0.4 ef
7. Packer 5.5 cde 0.0 i 2.8 bcd
8. LPB2165 4.0 def 0.0 i 2.0 cde
9. AGTRD 0.0 i 0.0 i 00 f
10. RGT Ponsford 2.5 fgh 0.0 i 1.3 def
11. 19Q3H0499 3.8 def 0.0 i 1.9 cde
12. 19Q3H0393 7.3 bc 0.0 i 3.6 abc
13. RGT Marsh 3.6 def 0.0 hi 1.8 de
14. Murray 8.5 ab 0.0 i 43 ab
15. IGW6955 5.0 cde 0.0 i 2.5 bcd
Mean 41 a 00 b 2.0

LSD Variety p=0.0 1.8 P vale <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C 1.8 P vale 0.006

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 2.5 P vale <0.001

Table 6.Influence of fungicidepplicationand variety on plot disease infection levels (%) of Septoria
tritici blotch (STBY assessed Octobebl
Septoria Tritci Blotch (STBnfection %

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. Scepter 113 a 0.0 i 56 a
2. LRPB Matador 4.5 def 0.0 i 2.3 cf
3.  Genie 3.0 fgh 0.0 i 1.5 d-h
4. Rockstar 2.0 ghi 0.0 i 1.0 eh
5. Mowhawk 05 i 0.0 i 0.3 gh
6. Boa 3.8 efg 0.0 i 19 cg
7. Packer 1.8 ghi 0.0 i 0.9 fgh
8. LPB2B165 5.8 de 0.0 i 2.9 bcd
9. AGTRD 1.0 hi 0.0 i 0.5 gh
10. RGT Ponsford 0.4 i 0.0 i 0.2 h
11. 19Q3H0499 4.8 def 0.0 i 24 cf
12. 19Q3H0393 6.8 cd 0.0 i 3.4 bc
13. RGT Marsh 5.3 def 0.0 i 2.6 b-e
14. Murray 8.5 bc 0.0 i 43 ab
15. IGW6955 10.3 ab 0.0 i 51 a
Mean 46 a 00 b 2.3

LSD Variety p=0.0 1.7 P vale <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C 1.3 P vale 0.002

LSD Variety x Man. p = 0.C 2.4 P vale <0.001
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Figure 3Plot infection (%) of Stripe rust (YESRos=2.5, Pvalue =<0.001)and Septoria tritici blotch
(STB)LSQos=2.4, Rvalue =0.001)in untreated plots. Plus fungicide plots not presented, all <0.05%
infection.

Trial inputs

Table 7. Trial input and management details

Sowing date: 14 May2025
Harvest date: 16 DecembeR025
Seed rate: 180 seeds/m
Basal fertiliser: 14 May 100 kg/ha MAP
Pre-em herbicide: 13 May Mateno Complete 0.75 L/ha
Broadleafherbicide: 30 Jul LVE MCPA 570 0.50 L/ha
30 Jul Paradigm 25 g/ha
30 Jul CanDadjuvant0.5% v/v
Nutrition : 30 Jul 130 kg urea/ha (60 kg N/ha)
30 Jul Rapisol 2-1 1 kg/ha
26 Sep 87 kgurea/ha (40 kg N/ha)
Fungicide: Untreated Plus Fungicide
GS31 Prosaro 0.30 L/ha
GS39 Aviator Xpro 0.50 L/ha
GSh9 Soprano 500 1.25 L/he
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SABordertown Barley(FAR MSA B25-64)

Sown:14 May 2025 Rotation position:2023Chickpeas; 2024
Harvested:15 December 2025 Canola

Soil type & managementDark grey mediunr FAR Codd:AR MSA B2

clay (Wolseley soil), stubble incorporated GSR (ApNov):368mm

Key Points

1

Despite no significant interaction between fungicide and cultivar, Neo CL yielded almost 1t/ha more
with the 2 spray fungicide program than untreated.

Statistically significant differences between varieties were observed with Neo CL as the top yielding
cultivar (9.17t/ha) when averaged across untreated and plus fungicide.

Test weight (64.8kg/hL) was a limiting factor for malting variety RGT Planet without fungicide
limiting it to feed BARL1 class.

Plus fungicide RGT Planet and plus and minus fungicide Neo CL and Minotaur all achieved malt 1
classt NEPGSAYS AONBSyAy3asz NBGSydAaAzy gSNB y20 |
of cultivar.

NFNB was the dominant disease within the trial affecting RGT Atlantis untreated (28.8%) and plus
fungicide (14.3%) the mod#lore generally there was a significant interaction between cultivar and
fungicide.

For scald infection averaged over untreated and plus fungicide, RGT Atlantis had the highest plot
infection leved (7.1%), closely followed by RGT Planet (5.8%), AGFBA061025 (5.5%) and Minotaur
(4.3%).

Low levels of SFNB (<2% plot infection) were observed with no statistically significant differences
between untreated and plus fungicide.

Untreated Minotaur had low levels of leaf rust (0.1%) followed by untreated Neo CL (0.03%).

When averaged, Neo CL had the statistically higher levels of loose smut (1.0%), followed by
Minotaur (0.1%). No other incidence of loose smut was observed throughout the trial.
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (protein %, test weight, screenings %)

There were significant differences in yield and quality due to variety (P Value<0.001), but no response
to fungicide management or interaction between variety and fungicide management except for the
retention %, where significant interactions were alsoaw{Tables b & Figure 1).
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Figure l.Influence of cultivar and fungicide application grain yield (t/ha) (P-Value=0.501, LSD
=0.47).

Table 1.influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha).

Yield t/ha

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean

1. RGT Plangs) 7.85 - 8.41 - 8.13 cd
2. Neo CLs) 8.72 - 9.63 - 9.17 a
3. Minotaur (s) 8.11 - 8.43 - 8.27 cd
4. AGFBA061026) 8.48 - 8.89 - 8.68 b
5.  KWS ThaliAGFBA07103%s) 8.06 - 8.43 - 8.24 cd
6. KWS WillisAGFBA07129%s) 8.25 - 8.61 - 8.43 bc
7. AGTBunyip IA (AGTBO53@) 6.73 - 7.14 - 6.94 f
8. RGTAtlantis(s) 7.85 - 8.20 - 8.02 de
9. RGTAsteroid(s) 8.20 - 8.36 - 8.28 cd
10. RP19034s) 7.77 - 7.80 - 7.79 e
11. RP2101%s) 8.32 - 8.95 - 8.63 b
Mean 8.03 - 8.44 - 8.24

LSD Cultivar p =0.0 0.34 P value <0.001

LSD Management p = 0.C ns P value 0.051

LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.( ns P value 0.501
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Table 2.Influence of fungicide application on protgi¥o).

©® N3 01 Wi

el
= o

Variety
RGT Planet
Neo CL
Minotaur
AGFBA061025
KWS Thalis
KWS Willis
AGTBunyip 1A
RGTAtlantis
RGTAsteroid
RP19034
RP21011
Mean
LSD Cultivar p =0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(

Protein %
Untreated Plus fungicide
116 - 114 -
11.2 - 10.7 -
11.7 - 116 -
11.7 - 11.2 -
119 - 11.1 -
115 - 11.1 -
12.2 - 12.0 -
11.7 - 11.7 -
115 - 116 -
11.8 - 11.7 -
11.3 - 11.1 -
11.6 - 11.4 -
0.4 P value
1.0 P value
0.6 P value

Table 3.Influence of fungicide application on test weidhty/hL).

© 00 N3] 01 (R W N

B
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Test Weightkg/hL

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide
RGT Planet 64.8 - 65.6 -
Neo CL 67.4 - 68.9 -
Minotaur 70.2 - 70.6 -
AGFBA061025 65.0 - 66.2 -
KWS Thalis 64.3 - 65.6 -
KWS Willis 64.3 - 65.5 -
AGTFBunyip 1A 71.4 - 714 -
RGTAtlantis 62.8 - 64.9 -
RGTAsteroid 65.3 - 66.9 -
RP19034 66.5 - 66.6 -
RP21011 62.8 - 65.5 -
Mean 65.9 - 67.0 -
LSD Cultivar p=0.0 1.2 P value
LSD Management p = 0.C 1.7 P value
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.( 1.6 P value
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Mean

11.5
11.0
11.6
11.4
11.5
11.3
12.1
11.7
11.5
11.7
11.2

bc
d
b
bc
bc
bcd
a
ab
bc
ab
cd

11.5
<0.001
0.475
0.676

Mean

65.2
68.1
70.4
65.6
64.9
64.9
71.4
63.9
66.1
66.5
64.2

66.5
<0.001
0.130
0.450



Table 4.Influence of fungicide application on retenti@¥).
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Table 5.Influence of fungicide application on screenil($s.
Screenings %

© 00 N3] 01 (R W N
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Variety
RGT Planet
Neo CL
Minotaur
AGFBA061025
KWS Thalis
KWS Willis
AGTBunyip 1A
RGTAtlantis
RGTAsteroid
RP19034
RP21011
Mean
LSD Cultivar p =0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(

Variety
RGT Planet
Neo CL
Minotaur
AGFBA061025
KWS Thalis
KWS Willis
AGTBunyip 1A
RGTAtlantis
RGTAsteroid
RP19034
RP21011
Mean
LSD Cultivar p = 0.0
LSD Management p = 0.C
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.(

Retention %
Untreated

83.5
90.3
95.7
87.7
82.8
88.7
94.5
83.1
88.5
88.3
84.2
87.9
4.3
4.3
6.0

fg
a-d
a
d-g
fg
b-f
ab
fg
c-f
def
efg

Untreated

3.3
2.7
1.4
2.8
5.0
2.7
1.3
3.9
2.7
2.8
3.6
29
0.9
0.9
1.3
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Plus fungicide
87.7 dg
94,5 abc
819 ¢
91.2 ad
88.3 def
92.3 ad
95.8 a
88.8 b-f
91.6 ad
89.8 ae
90.4 ad
90.2 -
P value
P value
P value

Plus fungicide
3.0 -
19 -
14 -
2.2 -
29 -
2.2 -
14 -
2.6 -
2.1 -
2.8 -
2.3 -
22 -
P value
P value
P value

Mean

85.6
92.4
88.8
89.5
85.6
90.5
95.1
86.0
90.1
89.1
87.3

89.1

e
ab
b-e
b-e
e
bc
a
de
bcd
b-e
cde

<0.001
0.208
0.002

Mean

3.1
2.3
1.4
2.5
3.9
2.4
14
3.2
2.4
2.8
2.9
2.6

abc
cd
de
bc

bc

ab
bc
bc
bc

<0.001
0.090
0.353



Disease assessment data

Table 6.Influence of fungicide application on tinet form net blotch NFNB plot infection % of barley
cultivars plus and minus fungicide.
NFNB Plot Infection %

Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. RGT Planet 183 b 9.0 def 136 b
2. NeoCL 4.3 h-k 2.8 j-m 3.5 de
3. Minotaur 2.8 j-m 1.3 Imn 20 ef
4. AGFBA061025 6.8 fgh 3.0 jk 49 d
5. KWS Thalis 10.5 de 5.8 ghi 81 c
6. KWS Willis 108 d 4.0 ijk 74 c
7.  AGTBunyip IA 8.0 efg 1.3 Imn 46 d
8. RGTAtlantis 28.8 a 143 c 215 a
9. RGTAsteroid 5.0 hij 3.8 i 4.4 d
10. RP19034 0.3 mn 0.1 n 02 f
11. RP21011 5.8 ghi 1.8 k-n 3.8 de
Mean 9.2 a 43 b 6.7
LSD Cultivar p=0.0 1.8 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.C 2.7 P value 0.012
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.( 2.6 P value <0.001
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Figure 2Influence of cultivar and fungicide application (2 spray programmajedriorm net blotch
(NFNB)lot infection (RPValue < 0.001, LSD = 2.6), assessed on 14 October 2025.
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Figure 3.Influence of variety and fungicide application (2 spray programmejcaidplot infection
(P-Value= 0.239, LSD = 4.1), assessed on 14 October 2025.
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Figure 4 Cumulative plot % infection (assessed 14 October 2025).
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Trial inputs

Table 7.Trial input and management details.

Sowing date: 14 May 2025

Harvest date: 15 December 2025

Seed rate: 200 seeds/m

Seed treatment: RGT Planetmidacloprid (1.2L/t), Rancona Dimension (0.8L/t)

Neo CLEvergol Energy (1.3L/t), Cruiser 350FS (1.0L/t)
All other cultivarsVibrance (3.6L/t), Gaucho (2.4L/t)

Basalfertiliser: 14 May 100 kg MAFa
Pre-em herbicide: 13 May Mateno Complete 0.75 L/ha
Postem herbicide: 30 Jul Paradigm 25 g/ha

LV MCPA 570 0.5 L/ha
CanDo adjuvant 0.5 L/ha

Trace elements: 30 Jul Rapisol 321 1Kg/ha

Nitrogen: 30 Jul Urea 130 kg/ha (60 kg N/ha)
26 Sep Urea 87 kg/ha (40 kg N/ha)

Fungicide: Untreated Plus fungicide
GS31 Prosaro 0.3 L/ha
GS39 Aviator Xpro 0.5 L/ha
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New South Wales Results
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Wallendbeen NSW

NSWWallendbeenWheat FAR NSW Il W&271)

Sown:22 April 2025 Rotation position:2023 Wheat; 2024 Canol
Harvested:17 December 2025 FARCode:FAR NSW Il WZBL

Soil type & managementRed clay loam; Kell GR (Apr Nov):343.2mm

chained canola stubble prgowing

Key Points

1

=

There was a significant interaction in grain yield between variety and fungicide application
(P<0.001), with varieties differing in their response to fungicide application (ranging from 0.11
4.07t./ha).

The red feed wheat Triple 2 produced the highest yields under both plus and minus fungicide
management with a yield of 9.01t/ha with fungicide and 8.25t/ha without. It significantly
outyielded all varieties except 19Q3H0499 when fungicide treated.

Brighton, AGFWH01022, RW71@B&T Enebro), and RGT Waugh were the only varieties that did
not produce a statistical yield response to fungicide application.

Stripe rust (Yr) was the main disease influencing yield with the susceptible varieties showing the
largest yield loss to disease.

Low levels of leaf rust (Lr) were also assessed in Triple 2, AGFWH01022, and RGT Waugh, and low
levels of Septoria tritici blotch (STB) assessed in Brighton, 16Q2H0310, and LRPB Major.

Long season red wheats were generally lower yielding than quick winters and spring wheats tested.
Variety and fungicide management had a significant impact on all grain quality parameters tested.
Grain quality differences mirrored yield differences with significant effects of fungicide application
on test weight, screening and protein where yield responses were greater.
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Yield (t/ha) & quality data (protein %, test weightscreenings %)
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Figure 1Influence of variety and fungicide application on grain yield (t/ha)

Please note, establishment of plots in 2025 was variable due to lack of April rainfall. Sown on 22 April
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Table 1.Influence of fungicide application on the grain yield (t/ha) of wheat varieties plus and minus
fungicide.

Yield (t/ha)
Variety Untreated Plus fungicide Mean
1. BigRedw) 6.47 ik 7.34 e-h 6.90 d
2. RGT Cesariw) 4.81 | 6.26 jk 553 h
3.  RGT Accrow) 442 | 6.52 jj 547 h
4.  Brighton(w) 7.97 b-e 8.08 bcd 8.02 b
5.  Mowhawk(w) 581 k 8.26 bc 7.03 d
6. LRPB Majofs) 7.24 fgh 7.97 b-e 7.60 bc
7. Packer (LPB18527)(s) 5.78 k 7.69 b-f 6.74 de
8. Triple2(w) 8.25 bc 9.01 a 8.63 a
9. AGFWH01028w) 7.58 cg 8.26 bc 792 b
10. RGT Ponsfor(k) 456 | 791 b-f 6.23 fg
11. 19Q3H0499s) 4.25 | 8.32 ab 6.28 efg
12. 16Q2H031(Qs) 4.39 | 8.16 bcd 6.27 efg
13. RGT MarskH16Q3x0336.5007D)(S) 4.36 | 7.76 b-f 6.06 ¢
14. RGT Enebr(RW71608)w) 6.83 hij 7.46 d-h 7.15 cd
15. RGT Waugfw) 6.43 ijk 6.97 ghi 6.70 def
Mean 594 b 7.73 a 6.84
LSD Cultivar p =0.0 0.50 P value <0.001
LSD Management p = 0.0 0.83 P value 0.006
LSD Cultivar x Man. p = 0.( 0.71 P value <0.001

Note: w = Winter Wheat, s = Spring Wheat

Table 2.Influence of fungicide application the grain quality (% proteicorrected to 0% moisture
test weight and screenings) of wheat variety plus and minus fungicide.

Grain Quality Assessments

Management Protein Test Weight Screenings
(%) (kg/hL) (%)
1. Untreated 12.1 - 69.7 b 31 a
2. Plus Fungicide 11.8 - 76.0 a 18 b
P Value 0.263 0.038 0.034
LSD P=0.0! ns 5.6 1.1
Cultivar Protein Test Weight Screenings
(%) (kg/hL) (%)
1. BigRed 11.3 gh 77.2 ab 2.1 def
2. RGT Cesario 12.4 bc 75.0 ab 3.3 abc
3. RGT Accroc 11.6 e-h 68.7 cde 2.8 bcd
4. Brighton 12.1 cde 80.2 a 1.1 f
5. Mowhawk 12.0 cf 72.7 bcd 2.5 cde
6. LRPB Major 11.7 dg 77.0 ab 2.1 de
7. Packer 11.3 gh 77.0 ab 2.3 cde
8. Triple2 11.1 h 779 ab 2.0 def
9. AGFWHO01022 12.1 cd 72.9 bcd 1.6 ef
10. RGT Ponsford 11.8 dg 68.1 de 2.4 cde
11. 19Q3H0499 11.5 fgh 65.9 e 40 a
12. 16Q2H0310 130 a 66.9 e 2.5 cde
13. RGT Marsh 12.7 ab 65.7 e 3.8 ab
14. RGT Enebro 119 cf 746 b 2.5 cde
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15.

Cultivar x Disease Management

RGT Waugh

Untreated

15

BigRed

RGT Cesario
RGT Accroc
Brighton
Mowhawk
LRPB Major
Packer
Triple2
AGFWH01022
RGT Ponsford
19Q3H0499
16Q2H0310
RGT Marsh
RGT Enebro
RGT Waugh

Plus Fungicide

BigRed

RGT Cesario
RGT Accroc
Brighton
Mowhawk
LRPB Major
Packer
Triple2
AGFWH01022
RGT Ponsford
19Q3H0499
16Q2H0310
RGT Marsh
RGT Enebro
RGT Waugh

12.9

a

PValue <0.001
LSD P=0.0! 0.5

Protein

11.3
12.4
11.4
12.0
11.9
11.8
11.4
11.0
12.0
12.4
12.1
13.6
13.4
11.6
12.8

11.3 i

12.4
11.7
12.1
12.1
11.7
111
11.2
12.2
11.2
11.0
12.5
12.0
12.1
13.1

(%)

j-m
cf
h-m
e-i
e-k
el
h-m
m
e-i
cf
d-h
a
ab
g-m
bcd

cde
€
d-h
abc

P Value <0.001
LSD P=0.0! 0.7
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73.5

bc

<0.001
5.4

Test Weight

(kg/hL)

76.3
75.1
63.5
80.1
70.7
77.0
76.1
77.8
72.8
61.2
53.9
58.9
55.9
74.5
72.2

78.1
74.9
73.8
80.2
74.7
77.0
78.0
77.9
73.1
75.0
77.9
74.9
75.5
74.8
74.8

ab
ab
cd
a

bc
ab
ab
ab
ab
de
e

de
e

ab
b

ab
ab
ab
a

ab
ab
ab
ab
ab
ab
ab
ab
ab
ab
ab

<0.001
7.6

1.8

ef

<0.001
1.0

Screenings
(%)

2.4
3.8
3.5
1.3
3.2
2.3
2.5
2.1
1.8
2.8
6.4
4.0
5.9
2.4
2.0

1.8
2.8
2.2
1.0
1.9
2.0
2.1
1.9
1.4
2.0
1.6
11
1.8
2.5
1.6

ci
bc
bcd
hij
b-e
d-j
ci
dj
€
b-g
a

b

a
i
d-j

€
b-f
d-j
j N
€
€
dj
€
g
€
f-
ij
€
c-h
f-

<0.001
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Diseaseassessment data
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Figure 3.Influence of variety and fungicide application (3 spray programmestigpe rust (
infection (RValue <0.001, LS[p=0.05F 13.4), assessed on 6 November 2025.
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Figure 4Influence of variety and fungicide application (3 spray programmejeptoria tritic
(STBplot infection (PValue= 0.061, LS[p=0.05) ns), assessed on 6 November 2025.
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