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Figure 1. Yield (lb/A) across different years for peanut fungicide trials,
comparing DMI (dark blue) and SDHI (light peach) modes of action. Boxplots
represent yield distributions, with individual replication data points overlaid.
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Figure 2. Net return ($/a) across different years for peanut fungicide trials,
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* |n the 2024 trial, Convoy (26) and Bravo WS (16) was used instead of Elatus/Miravis sprays.
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