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INTRODUCTION Genetic resources have historically been characterized by
taking data in the field, but recently, genotyping has become cheaper and easier
than phenotyping. This change has necessitated linkage of genotypic and
phenotypic experimental design and analysis strategies, with designs focusing
on evaluation of large numbers of genotypes. The Seeds of Discovery Initiative
has as one of its priorities the identification of germplasm and alleles to address
climate change. In this paper we present the strategy we followed for
phenotyping characterization of the testcrosses of the CIMMY T maize Genebank
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