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Introduction: needs of commercial growers with the some-
what different demands of the home gardener.
Specifically, 1) Cultivars are evaluated based
on both their resistance and susceptibility to

Consumers today increasingly demand
high quality, full flavored produce. In addition,

the single most important trend in produce is o)
the demand for locally produced fruits and y(_allow shoulders_and other uneven ripening
vegetables. While consumers vary in their defi- disorders. 2) Cultivars are evaluated for flavor

. A ~ and gppear nge, And, 3) Cultivars are ea/alu-
nition of flocally produ gted Tor acziablee liefd based on fresh market
that good flavor is one important characteristic P y .

. . . tomato standards. Our hope is that any pro-
that comes in their package of expectations. ducer of tomatoes can examine the annual
Since 2001, Penn State Cooperative Extension, report from this broaram and ain some assis-
Franklin County has hosted a tomato trial pro- portt progran 9
gram to better meet the needs of the tomato tance in selecting cultivars for the next sea-
consuming public. This started as a home gar- sonso6 production.
dener-oriented demonstration planting conclud-
ing with a balloted side-by-side tasting. In 2007,

the Pennsylvania Vegetable Growers Associa- Methodology:
tion (PVGA) provided funding support to ex- Plots of three tomato plants each were
pand the program to a second site at the Penn planted at the Franklin County Horticulture
State Southeast Research and Extension Cen- Center and at SREC. These plants were sup-
ter (SREC) and move the program to one that ported using 66 heigh
better serves commercial growers. reinforcing wire to allow for the widely varying
heights of the different cultivars. The trial in-
The overall objective of this program is to cludes determinate, semi-determinate and in-
identify tomato cultivars that have promise as determinate types. Pest management was
successful market and garden varieties for Cen- based on the 2007 Penn State Vegetable
tral Pennsylvania. One of the great challenges Guide recommendations. Fertilizer was ap-
of this selection process is sorting through the plied preplant based on soil test recommenda-
many varieties of tomatoes available. Every tions. Additional nutrients were applied during
year we select from those that are already on the season based on tissue analysis at critical
the market as well as varieties making their way points (first blossoms, 6-8mm green fruit, and
through the breeding process for inclusion in 1% color on fruit). Plants were harvested as

the trial. Another challenge is balancing the necessary (2-3x/week) to minimize rotten fruit.

bt



All fruit were counted, rated as to #1, #2, or cull and evaluated for yellow shoulder / uneven ripening.
Only #1 and #2 fruit were sized and weighed. Average selections of fully ripe #1 fruit were used in the
tasting program. Three tastings were held during the 2007 growing season: July 28, 2007 at the Sum-
mer Garden Experience at SREC and 2 on August 22, 2007 at the Franklin County Horticulture Cen-
ter. The daytime program on 8/22 was targeted at consumers, while the evening program was limited
to invited commercial growers. Due to the earliness of the 7/28 program, those ballots were not used
in this report as many varieties were not ripe enough for a complete side-by-side tasting. The tasting
data herein is the summary of 148 ballots by commercial growers, home gardeners, and tomato
Afoodies. 0 Since appearance i s an iIimportant char
ers were also requested to evaluate whole fruit based on their very subjective personal standards. In
this summary appearance is called aesthetics. Fruit are judged by taste from 1 (poor flavor) to 5
(excellent flavor). Appearance is judged in a similar manner.

Results of the Balloted Appearance Scores (Cherry Types)

Variety Rating Source Total Rank
Favorita Aesthetics | Johnnyds Sel pd49.@0d| Sk eds
Sungold Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 448.00 2
Tami G Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 447.00 3
Smarty Grape | Aesthetics Harris Moran 440.00 4
Tomato Berry | Aesthetics | Johnny 6s Sel pd36.e0d, SBeds
Jolly EIf Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 434.00 6
HMX6830 Aesthetics Harris Moran 414.50 7
Results of the Balloted Taste Scores (Cherry Types)
Variety Rating Source Total Rank
Sungold Taste Totally Tomatoes 424.50 1
Tomato Berry Taste Johnnydés Sel pd0BBOd| SBeds
Smarty Grape Taste Harris Moran 407.50 3
Jolly EIf Taste Totally Tomatoes 404.50 4
Favorita Taste Johnnydés Sel pdltl.B0d| S8 eds
Tami G Taste Totally Tomatoes 401.00 6
HMX6830 Taste Harris Moran 381.00 7




Results of the Balloted Appearance Scores (Slicer Types)

Variety Rating Source Total Rank
Mortgage Lifter | Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 518.50 1
Mari anna@ ®festhaticec eTomat o Gr owe|r 808.00Sjupd | y
Scarlet Red Aesthetics Harris Moran 502.50 3
Sweet Tangerine | Aesthetics Burpees 494.00 4
Brandy Boy Aesthetics Burpees 493.50 5
Georgia Streak | Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 492.00 6
Floraline Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 491.00 7
Arkansas Traveler | Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 487.00 8
ILO16/Conestoga | Aesthetics Harris Moran 486.00 9
Fabulous Aesthetics Seedway 473.00 10
Pineapple Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 471.00 11
BHN 589 Aesthetics Seedway 470.50 12
ILO22 Aesthetics Harris Moran 451.50 13
Copia Aesthetics | Tomat o Gr owe|r $49.50S|u plg | y
Biltmore Aesthetics Seedway 448.00 15
Caroline Gold Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 437.00 16
Porterhouse Aesthetics Burpees 435.00 17
Bucks County Aesthetics Burpees 435.50 18
RAAD Red Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 432.50 19
Sunbeam Aesthetics Seedway 428.00 20
Mountain Fresh | Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 420.50 21
Plus
Ugly Aesthetics | Tomat o Gr owe | 418.00S(u p2@2 | vy
Sunsation Aesthetics Seedway 405.00 23
Stupice Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 389.00 24
Costoluto Aesthetics Totally Tomatoes 390.00 25

Genovese




Results of the Balloted Taste Scores (Slicer Types)

Variety Rating Source Total Rank
Mariannads Té&teagelomat o Gr owefr 914.00Sjupd | vy
Mortgage Lifter Taste Totally Tomatoes 511.00 2
ILO16/Conestoga Taste Harris Moran 480.50 3
Pineapple Taste Totally Tomatoes 470.00 4
Brandy boy Taste Burpees 458.00 5
Arkansas Traveler Taste Totally Tomatoes 440.00 6
Floralina Taste Totally Tomatoes 432.00 7
Bucks County Taste Burpees 428.50 8
Georgia Streak Taste Totally Tomatoes 428.00 9
Copia Taste Tomat o Gr owe|r #2550Sju plp | vy
BHN 589 Taste Seedway 421.50 11
Fabulous Taste Seedway 420.00 12
Sweet Tangerine Taste Burpees 416.50 13
Carolina Gold Taste Totally Tomatoes 414.00 14
Sunbeam Taste Seedway 397.50 15
Biltmore Taste Seedway 392.00 16
Porterhouse Taste Burpees 391.50 17
Ugly Taste Tomat o Gr owef 8850Sjuplg! y
RAAD Red Taste Totally Tomatoes 376.00 19
Tie
ILO22 Taste Harris Moran 376.00 19
Tie
Sunsation Taste Seedway 372.50 20
Stupice Taste Totally Tomatoes 370.50 21
Costoluto Taste Totally Tomatoes 358.50 22
Genovese
Scarlet Red Taste Harris Moran 340.00 23
Mountain Fresh Taste Totally Tomatoes 338.00 24

Plus




Yield and Grade Summary from Both Sites

Variety Total |TTLWT | # 1|&sconds | Culls | T/A | T/Attl | Brix | Avg
Fruit 0oz #1 & wt 0z
2
Tomato Berry 3441 1024 | 3220 24.76 | 26.46 | 6.9 | .305
Smarty 4873 1074 | 4291 23.8 | 27.02 | 7.3 22
Sungold 7395 1528 | 5918 29.84 | 37.28 | 8.5 2
Favorita 4673 1257 | 4264 24.18 | 30.63 | 7.4 .26
Jolly 1392 1504 815 25.17 | 42.99 | 6.2 |1.225
Stupice 1049 1408 567 19.72 | 36.49 | 6.7 | 1.38
HMX6830 7121 1193 | 5867 25.15| 30.52 | 7.9 A7
Tami G 5386 1060 | 4828 19.76 | 38.32 | 7.2 2
ILO16/Conestoga 320 1532 82 83 132 |19.76 | 35.56 | 5.2 | 4.75
ILO22 416 1859 109 170 113 |32.63| 33.1 45 | 464
Ugly 109 1028 8 27 69 | 7.94 | 24.73 | 5.1 9
Copia 196 1772 12 27 98 | 8.85 | 31.08 | 55 9
Scarlet Red 222 1394 95 56 56 |24.29| 35.7 46 | 6.38
Biltmore 153 1239 41 39 69 |15.93| 30.47 | 58 | 7.9
BHN589 291 2056 104 60 111 | 29.56 | 52.45 5 7.15
Sunbeam 233 1477 96 61 68 |22.08| 32.77 | 6.3 | 5.58
Brandy Boy 185 1907 22 32 112 |14.09| 48.28 | 5.8 [10.35
Arkansas Traveler 360 1431 113 116 121 |22.69| 35.66 | 6.2 | 3.93
Sunsation 249 1386 106 71 59 |24.27| 34.15 4 5.44
Costo Geno 514 1562 187 219 96 |31.32| 39.65 | 5.3 | 3.06
Fabulous 255 2290 73 73 101 |34.19| 59.72 | 4.2 | 9.29
Mortgage Lifter 132 1218 31 17 67 |11.64| 3201 | 5.2 | 9.62
Porterhouse 88 1096 19 55 | 8.82 | 27.73 5 12.5
Pineapple 121 1611 12 104 | 5.14 | 4148 | 58 | 13.6
Bucks County 173 1147 49 42 80 |1457| 2769 | 46 | 6.35
Sweet 360 1856 172 89 79 [34.21| 47.19 5 5.2
Tangerine
Floralina 271 1751 120 64 73 | 30.1 | 4437 | 46 | 6.49
George Streak 206 1813 45 34 125 |20.11| 5245 | 55 | 10.1
Carolina Gold 296 1809 131 72 77 |31.01| 4522 | 45 | 6.06
Marianna Peace 182 2132 7 38 124 |13.25| 53.59 | 5.2 |11.68
Raad Red 424 1523 62 193 144 |123.46| 39.01 | 46 | 3.65
Mountain Fresh 274 1043 115 52 89 |30.35| 49.8 4 7.21




Conclusions:

long dominated this program in flavor and
general consumer appeal. Unfortunately, their
weakness for commercial production has
always been poor yields, low packout, as well
as challenges in shipping. Starting with the
2005 trial and continuing with the 2006 and
2007 trial s, round

types have begun to challenge these earlier
tasting results. BrandyBoy and Conestoga are
two of these emerging heirloom looking, but
hybrid cultivars that couple the flavor profiles
that consumers seek with the vigor and yield
of more traditional round red tomatoes. Also,
tomato breeders have included more than high
yields in many currently available round red
types. Scarlet Red, BHN 589, Fabulous and
Floralina are all round red types that have been
well received by our tasters and had yields that

In short, this trial program indicates that the

Heirl oom and dheritag efocl)lowmg tonrqngFPeg ghg.uld hméa%t grower and
consumer requirements:

Scarlet Red
Good vyields of great looking fruit that have
excellent flavor when picked fully rg)e Scarlet

can readily meet commer ¢pails, GobfnihfeH betReen friif téh&hness

This researcher believes the low tasting score
for Scarlet Red in this the 2007 program is an
anomaly due to fruit that was harvested too
green for the tasting after large harvests the
week before. Scarlet Red was included in the
2006 tasting and earned high honors as the
best tasting round red.

Several of the heirloom tomatoes are
able to integrate into a commercial environ-
ment. Notable among these are Arkansas
Traveler and Mortgage Lifter. Both cultivars
score well in the tasting / appearance arena,
have significant yields that place them in the
commercial area and have only minimal yellow
shoulder / uneven ripening. Of special note in
t his year so trial pr
Mari annaos Peace fro
Supply. This was one of those free trial packets
included with the order. Although packout was
poor as this large tomato (11.7 oz ea) grades
poorly as do most of the other large tomatoes,
the vigor of the plant was truly outstanding and
the yield at almost 54T/ A was staggering. This
is a very big plant t
stakes. Several commercial growers found the
fruit especially interesting due to the bright pink
color and outstanding flavor.

for packing and flavor.

BHN 589

h a t Likey$carlet RedeByily $8P is a ralatively ney s t
commercial variety worth consideration for all
of the same reasons. Good packout, flavor
and appearance in a commercial variety.



Fabulous

Fabulous is probably the best tasting round red o Floralina
commercial vari ety that aAWMEEHiftend€dVir fa solitHedsf Pradittion
These are best packed in flat trays due to a area, these plants yielded well and produced a
somewnhat tender skin. fruit that our tasting panel enjoyed.
, , Carolina Gold , Sweet Tangerine

This variety has long been the standard in a This was the first year in our trial for this variety
yellow, mild flavored, somewhat sweet fruit. from Burpee. Although a little smaller than
Although easily blemished and lacking what Carolina Gold, the plants produced a bumper
we regularly hear from octppof areatdopking, greatdastingsfiuibthat opr

tasters real ly enjoyed.
yellow varieties over the years of this program,

this is the first that we would recommend and

will return to the trial.

tomato flavor, it has long been the single best,
yellow slicing tomato. Available from most
seed suppliers.



