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Table 1. Pedigree of 17 advanced barley lines along with chek cultivars
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Row Cultivar/Pedigree Row Cultivar/Pedigree

1 (CB74-2)CWB117-5-9-5 11  Robur/WA2196/4/Belt67-1608/S/Dicktoo///Hip
2 Astrix(c)/3/Mal/OWB753328-5H’F1//perge/Boyer/4/L.527 |12  Pamir-065/Sonata

3 Astrix(c)/3/Mal/OWB753328-5H’F1//perge/Boyer/4/L.527 |13  Radical/Birgit//Pamir-154

4 Robur/80-5151//cwhb117-5-9-5 14 Roho//Alger/Ceres362-1-1/3/Alpha/Durra
5 Productive/Rihane-03 15 CWB117-5-9-5//73W40762/Pueblade

6 CWB117-77-9-7/4/Rhodes’s’//Th/checkzo/3/Gloria’s’ 16  Legia/3/LB.IRAN/UN8271//GLORIA

7 U.N.K-80Kelar 17 Rihane//Toji’s’Robur

8  Probesdwarf / Numar 18 (EC 84-10)Bereke-54 (\ walz)

9 H177-02 19 Makouee (¥ uals)
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Table 2. Physicochemical characteristics of the experimental field soil

S Sal ) b o «dl
Salinity (ds/m) Lime (%) Clay (%) Silt (%) Sand (%) Texture
2.04 5 39 30 31 Clay loam
gLl ao,s 1) ST e 039 @i B i ©az b by pH
Saturation (%) Organic carbon Nitrogen(ppm) Phosphorus (ppm) Potassium (ppm)
53 0.858 0.08 2.2 594 7.76

AF-A0 el Jw 50 iwle)T gl Jxo (Slap g o ledbl .Y Jgus
Table 3. Climatological data of experimental field during cropping year 2015-16
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Sk oo aSile ] Maximum <agb)
Jbe —ole Irrigation Temperature Sunny wind speed Humidity
Year-month Juw-ole sum(mm)  mean (°C) hours (m/s) average (%)
September-October 2015 IwaF 40 983 13.3 166.7 19 72
October-November 2015 \af LT 46.6 7.6 131.8 22 76
November-December 2015 \Fa¥F 37 13.9 2.5 183.5 15 68
December2015 - January 2016 \YA4¥ 6.4 34 196.5 27 59
January-February 2106 AP oy 249 0.4 173 17 74
February-March 2016 VAP sl 36.7 6.9 180.2 22 65
March-April 2016 WA (o9 996 8 157.9 20 72
gl 297 15 198.4 18 66
April -May 2016
ARYA
May —June 2016 was ols,s 142 17 273.8 15 64
June —July 2016 WAy 2.2 19.6 3133 15 63
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Table 4. Combined analysis of variance of traits under nonstress and drought stress

colae ohghw  of geme uilwysld  Gidg Ce e Sp ol O 0 Shee
R gl Sy Sy Jedgsls ) ouiluz als
3 @lo L1 gtomatal Specific Relative water Chrophyll Rate of Excized leaf Grain
Source of Variation df  conductans leaf area content fluorescence ground cover water loss yield
Drought @) i 1 18211 32717 491.9™ 11.8™ 267" 623.7° 142.4™
Error 1 Yolu! 4 13559 632 22.12 61.1 3.33 35.4 1.6
Genotype (G) <wigi) 18 4032"  1359™ 47.33" 19.5™ 23.2" 244.7" 3.6™
GxD Sisxcaisgy 18 2675™  1088™ 18.44™ 24.3™ 7.6" 121.8™ 0.06™
Error2 Yolohl 72 969.7 119.8 10.41 3.8 3.87 30.1 0.013
(CV%) &l i s 11.95 5.49 3.90 2.57 18.3 7.58 4.46

*%k % ns
‘

AN YA S NP PO L PRSI P Vi

", *and ** and: non-significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels
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Fig. 1. Grain yield of barley genotypes under drought and non-sterss conditions
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Fig. 2. Stress Tolerance Index of barley genotypes under study
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Fig. 3. Relative water content of barley genotypes under drought and non-sterss conditions
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Fig. 4. Excised leaf water loss of barley genotypes under drought and nonsterss conditions
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Fig. 6. Fv/Fm of barley genotypes under drought and non-sterss conditions
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Grain yield (GY)

*and ** and:significant at 5% and 1% probability.
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Table 7. Mean of clusters resulted from cluster analysis
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