HorTScience 36(6):1159-1161. 2001. harvest season, fruitwas harvested one to two
times a week depending on the environmen-
tal conditions. The average fruit weight for a

season is a weighted mean based on the

‘Coho’ Red Raspberry
weight of a randomly selected subsample of

Chad E. Finn* and Franms J. Lawr(_enCé . . 25 fruit from each harvest. Yield and average
U.S. Department of Agriculture—Agricultural Research Service, Horticultuyalit weight from 1995-97 were analyzed as
Crops Research Laboratory, Northwest Center for Small Fruit Reseakckylit-plot in time with cultivar as the main
Corvallis, OR 97330 plot and year as the subplot. The planting
included 13 genotypes, but only the data from
Brian Yorgey? ‘Chilcotin’, ‘Chilliwack’, ‘Comox’,
Department of Food Science, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 9788dlano’, ‘Malahat', ‘Meeker’, “Tulameen’,
and ‘Willamette’ were included in the analy-
Bernadine C. Strik* sis (PROC GLM; SAS Institute, Cary, N.C.).
Department of Horticulture, Oregon State University, Corvallis, OR 9738 fruit ripening season was characterized
by the dates at which 5%, 50%, and 95% of
the total fruit yield were harvested (Table 2).
Subjective evaluations were made two to
‘Coho’ (Fig. 1) is a new floricane fruiting native R. idaeusvar. strigosus(Michaux) three times each year usinga 1to 9 scale (9 =
red raspbernyRubusidaeuk.) fromthe U.S. Maxim growing on Mt. Mitchell, N.C. Tothe the best expression of each trait except color;
Dept. of Agriculture—Agricultural Researchbest of our knowledge, ‘Coho’ and ‘Lewis’ 9 = dark red for color) for primocane and
Service (USDA—-ARS) breeding program in(Finn et al., 2001) are the first two cultivarsfloricane vigor, fresh fruit characteristics in-
Corvallis, Ore., released in cooperation witlthat have this Mt. Mitchell background, andcluding firmness, color, shape, texture when
the Oregon State Agricultural Experimenthey add to the number of founding clone oeaten, and flavor, and ease of fruit separation
Station, the Washington State Univ. Agricul-selections ofR. idaeusvar. strigosusthat from the receptacle, and data presented are
tural Research Center, and the Idaho Agricuhave been used in raspberry breeding (Dale eteans of these observations. In 1994, ‘Coho’
tural Experiment Station. ‘Coho’ is highyield-al., 1989). was evaluated as a thawed, IQF productalong
ing and late-ripening, and produces large, ‘Coho’ has been tested in Aurora, Ore.with ‘Meeker’, ‘Lewis’, and ORUS 2078 by
bright red, very firm fruit that separate easilyand in grower fields in Washington and Or-a group of 25 people associated with the
from the receptacle. The cultivar is best suitedgon. The most thorough testing was done aispberry industry (Yorgey and Farkas, 1995).
for fresh markets, although it has been rehe North Willamette Research and ExtenThe samples were presented blindly to the
ported to be excellentwhen individually quicksion Center of Oregon State Univ. (Aurorapanel and they were asked to evaluate color,
frozen (IQF; commercial processor, personaDre.). The planting at Aurora was establishedppearance, flavor, sweetness, sourness, firm-
communication). The ‘Coho’ ripening sea-in 1994 and arranged in a randomized commess, and overall quality, and to assign a rank
son is later than ‘Tulameen’ and slightlyplete-block design, with three, three-planscore for each genotype for each trait. A

Additional index wordsRubus idaeudtruit breeding

earlier than ‘Kitsilano’ and it produces largerreplications (0.9 m between plants) used foKruskal-Wallis analysis of rank was used to

fruit than the latter.

measuring fresh fruit characteristics, harvestetermine probability of significant differ-

‘Coho’ is named after the salmonseason, yield, and fruit weight. During theences.

(Oncorhynchus kisutchWalbaum) that is
renowned for its brilliant red body coloration
and late spawning runs.

Origin

‘Coho’ was selected in 1985 from a cros:
between ‘Lewis’ and ORUS 520-48 and teste
as ORUS 958-10 (Fig. 2). ‘Lewis’ was re-
leased in 1998 as a large-fruited, high-gyal
late-season raspberry (Finn et al., 2001
ORUS 520-48 has a diverse backgroun
including the United Kingdom release
‘Malling Promise’, Pacific Northwest culti-
vars Canby, Willamette, and Washington
and a selection made from a population d
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Description and performance

There was a significant cultivar year
interaction for yield and fruit weight (Table
1). Over 2 years, the yield of ‘Coho’ was
similar to ‘Comox’ and ‘Meeker’ and greater
than the other cultivars (Table 1). ‘Meeker’ is
the most widely grown cultivar in the Pacific
Northwest (Moore and Daubeny, 1993).
‘Comox’, ‘Tulameen’, and ‘Kitsilano’ have
been previously noted for high yields
(Daubeny, 1987, 1999; Daubeny and Ander-
son, 1991). ‘Coho’ fruit weighed less than
those of ‘Tulameen’ but more than ‘Malahat’,
which is considered large fruited (Daubeny,

Fig. 1. ‘Coho’ red raspberry) fruiting plant,B) harvested fruit.
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Fig. 2. ‘Coho’ red raspberry pedigree.
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1997), and ‘Kitsilano’ (Table 1). The fruitare
attractive and conical in shape, but more simi-
lar in shape to ‘Meeker’ than ‘Tulameen’
(Table 3). Drupelets are consistent in size and
shape, giving the fruit a very uniform appear-
ance and reflecting good drupelet fertility. The
fruit are bright red; not nearly as dark as
‘Willamette’ nor as light-colored as ‘Chilcotin’
(Table 3). Fruit flavor was rated excellent.
Fruitare similarto ‘Tulameen’in firmness and
were rated the firmest of all compared culti-
vars (Table 3). The combination of firmness,
flavor, and bright red, nondarkening color
suggests that ‘Coho’ should be excellent for
the fresh market. ‘Coho’ has not been tested
for suitability to mechanical harvesting, butin
subjective evaluations based on ease of sepa-
ration, it seems similar to ‘Chilliwack’, which
is considered to be easily mechanically har-
vested (Table 3).

In IQF evaluations by an industry group in
1994 (Yorgey and Farkas, 1995), the cultivars
could not be separated by statistical analysis

Table 1. Fruit weight and yield in 1996, 1997 and mean of both years for nine red raspberry cultif@fdhe traits evaluated. In comparing the pref-
planted in 1994 at OSU-North Willamette Research and Extension Center, Aurora, Ore.

erence histograms for ‘Coho’ and ‘Meeker’,

- - ‘Coho’ had lower scores for color and higher

_ Fruit wt (g) . Yield (kg-ha) scores forappearance, flavor, sweetness, sour-
Cultivar 1996 1997 1996 1996 1997 1996-97 negs, firmness, and overall scores. However,
Coho 2.48de 431b 3.40 be 20269a  13245ab  16757a wo evaluators ranked ‘Coho’ very low for all
Comox 2.96 b—d 3.72 c-e 3.34 bc 17276 ab 14625 ab 15951 ab,,_. . .
Meeker 2.68 cd 3.47df  3.08c 11162c  16544a 13853 a\raits, suggesting that either there were some
Chiliwack 3.1 bc 3.86 cd 3.49 b 16592ab  10121bc 13356 be VETY POOr samples or two evaluators used very
Chilcotin 3.04 bc 4.02 be 3.53b 9582 ¢ 16382 a 12082 b different standards than the others inthe group.
Willamette 2.76 b—d 368d-e  3.22Dbc 11365 ¢ 14272 ab 12818 bc While ‘Coho’ is not envisioned as a process-
Kitsilano 2.03e 3.29f 2.66d 14095 bc 11461 be 12778 be ing cultivar, growers have reported that it can
Tulameen 3.28ab 479a 4.04a 13332 bc 11643 bc 12488 ¢ yield a very high percentage (up to 80%) of
Malahat 3.70a 3.20f 3.45¢c 10487 ¢ 7689 c 9088 d

Means within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly diffefegta05, by Duncan’s

multiple range test.

IQF quality fruit when processed (P. Miller,
personal communication).

One of the most outstanding character-
istics of ‘Coho’ is its late ripening when there

Table 2. Midpoint of harvest and harvest interval (5% to 95% of yield harvested) in 1996 and gre almost no other cultivars with ripe fruit
1997 for nine red raspberry cultivars planted in 1994 at OSU-North Willamette Research (Taple 2). Itis slightly later than ‘Tulameen’in

and Extension Center, Aurora, Ore.

1996 1997

Midpoint Harvest intervai Midpoint Harvest interval
Cultivar harvest (5% to 95%) harvest (5% to 95%)
Malahat 7 July 18 June-5 Aug. 20 June 10 June-8 July
Willamette 5 July 18 June-23 July 26 June 17 June-15 July
Chilliwack 7 July 18 June-5 Aug. 26 June 17 June-15 Aug.
Chilcotin 7 July 18 June-5 Aug. 1 July 17 June-15 July
Comox 7 July 18 June-5 Aug. 1 July 17 June-15 Aug.
Tulameen 12 July 26 June-5 Aug. 1 July 20 June-21 July
Meeker 7 July 26 June-5 Aug. 8 July 20 June-21 July
Kitsilano 15 July 26 June-5 Aug. 8 July 20 June-28 July
Coho 12 July 26 June-5 Aug. 8 July 26 June-21 July

- - . . 00d.
Table 3. Mean scores for subjectively evaluated characteristics of nine red raspberry cultivars P'a’%e(?(’;’&d hardiness of

1994 at OSU—North Willamette Research and Extension Center, Aurora, Ore.

most years and ripens with or is slightly earlier
than ‘Kitsilano’. It has been observed that
‘Coho’ maintains excellent fruit quality from
the beginning to the end of the harvest season.
‘Coho’ primocanes and floricanes are vig-
orous, but not excessively so (Table 3). Canes
are similar to ‘Malahat’ for spines that are
primarily limited to the basal portion of the
cane. ‘Coho’ produces a moderate number of
canes with medium thickness. Fruiting later-
als range from moderate to long in length and
are strongly attached. Fruit is well-spaced
along these laterals so that fruit accessibility is

‘Coho’ has not been
determined. However, the winter of 1995-96
was a reasonable test winter with —11 to —12

Separation Flav& on several nights during the first week of

Cane vigot Fresh fruit characteristics

Cultivar Primocane Floricane  Firmness Color Shape Texture

Chilcotin 6.8 7.0 6.6 6.5 7.4 6.9 7.2 6.9
Chilliwack 8.3 8.8 7.7 8.0 8.1 7.5 7.6 6.5
Coho 8.0 8.0 7.8 7.3 7.9 7.6 7.5 7.9
Comox 8.3 8.3 7.2 7.7 8.1 7.6 7.2 6.0
Kitsilano 8.0 7.7 6.8 7.4 8.0 7.5 7.7
Malahat 7.3 7.0 6.7 7.8 8.5 7.8 7.3 8.1
Meeker 8.3 8.1 6.8 7.5 7.6 7.8 7.9 7.3
Tulameen 7.4 7.5 7.6 7.7 8.9 7.9 8.3 7.2
Willamette 7.5 8.1 7.3 8.9 7.5 7.8 7.8 6.6
Overall mean 7.7 7.8 7.2 7.6 8.0 7.6 7.6 6.7

February. The following spring, there was no
obvious winter injury to the flower buds or
canes.

Under a minimal spray program of dor-
mant fungicides only, ‘Coho’ has shown no
noteworthy damage from fungal diseases such
as phytophthora root rotPhytophthora
fragariaevar.rubi Wilcox and Duncan), spur
blight [Didymella applanatgNiells) Sacc.],

“Traits scored on a 1-9 scale, where 1 = poor vigor, soft fruit, very light colored, misshapen, very seedﬁ%@rborrytis 30”}'“5 cinereaPers. ex I_:r.),
separation from the receptacle, and poor flavor, and 9 = very vigorous, very firm, dark red, weli forme@/Hbcane spoE{sinoe venetdurh.), which
seedy, separates easily from the receptacle, intense flavor, respectively.

are commonly present in our plots. ‘Coho’
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