
Fresh Tomatoes at Retail 
consumer packaged and bulk tomatoes bought in 
Berkeley studied for comparison of quality and price 

Jessie V. Coles 

Little difference was found in the aver- 
age quality of tomatoes bought in pack- 
ages and in bulk in a study of 255 pack- 
ages and 4 9  samples of bulk tomatoes. 

The study was made with samples pur- 
chased in representative Berkeley stores 
weekly over a period of a year. 

The quality of the bulk tomatoes, as 
indicated by the proportion which was 
considered sound and of medium matu- 
rity, was slightly better than that of the 
tomatoes bought in packages. About 74% 
of the bulk tomatoes and 68% of the 
packaged tomatoes were considered 
sound. 

Over 22% of the bulk tomatoes and 
27% of the packaged tomatoes were con- 
sidered defective but usable, and 4.1% 
of the bulk and 4.8% of the packaged 
samples were considered so defective as 
to be unusable or waste. 

The quality of both bulk and packaged 
tomatoes varied somewhat during the 
year studied. The proportions of sound,, 
product indicated a seasonal trend in 
quality. As might be expected, the highest 
proportions of sound product were found 
during the summer and fall months and 
the lowest during the winter and spring 
months. 

From May through November, 75% of 
the packaged tomatoes and 82% of the 
bulk tomatoes were considered sound. In 
each of these months almost 80% or 
more of the bulk tomatoes were consid- 
ered in this category. The proportion of 
packaged tomatoes considered sound 
during these months varied from 64% 
in June to 84% in August. During the 
months from December through April, 
65% of the packaged tomatoes and 62% 
of the bulk were considered sound. The 
monthly variation in quality of packaged 
tomatoes was somewhat more erratic than 
that in bulk tomatoes. 

During the winter and spring months, 
December through April, the proportion 
of defective but usable bulk tomatoes 
averaged 34% whereas the proportion 
for packaged tomatoes was 30%. During 
the summer and fall months, 15% of the 
bulk tomatoes and 20% of the packaged 
tomatoes were in this category. 

Type and Size of Store 
The type and size of the store in which 

the tomatoes were purchased affected 

their quality only slightly. The propor- 
tion of bulk tomatoes which was sound 
was slightly higher than the proportion 
of packaged tomatoes purchased in the 
same type or size of store. Likewise the 
proportion of bulk tomatoes which was 
defective but usable was slightly lower 
than the proportion of packaged toma- 
toes purchased in the same type or size 
of store. 

The proportion of sound product in 
packaged tomatoes was slightly higher 
in tomatoes purchased in chain than in 
independent stores. On the other hand, 
the proportion of sound product in bulk 
tomatoes was slightly higher in tomatoes 
from independent than from chain stores. 

Quality of Packaged and Bulk Tomatoes 
Packaged Bulk 

Sound . . . . . . . . . . 68.19” 73.5% 
Defective: usable. . 27.1 22.4 

Overripe . . . . . . 8.5 7.5 
Underripe . . . . . 15.1 11.9 
Other defects. . . 3.5 3.0 

Defective: unusable 4.8 4.1 
Cores.. . . . . . . . 1.2 1.1 
Rotten . . . . . . . . 2.6 1.1 
Other defects. . . 1.0 1.9 

There was a slight tendency for the pro- 
portion of sound product of both pack- 
aged and bulk tomatoes to be higher in 
samples from large stores than in those 
bought in the small stores. 

Defects 
Unsound maturity was by far the most 

common defect found in both bulk and 
packaged tomatoes, accounting for 26% 
of the total packaged product and 20% 
of the total bulk product studied. Almost 
24% of the packaged tomatoes and over 
19% of the bulk tomatoes were of un- 
sound maturity but still usable. Under- 
ripe but usable. product accounted for 
15% of the packaged and for 12% of 
the bulk tomatoes studied. Over 8% of 
the packaged and over 7% of the bulk 
product were overripe but usable and 
2.6% of the packaged and 1.1% of the 
bulk tomatoes were so overripe as to be 
considered rotten and therefore waste. 

About 3% of both packaged and bulk 
tomatoes were frozen; between 1% and 

2% were shriveled, scarred, or bruised 
and occasionally a wormy tomato was 
found. Hard, unusable cores constituted 
slightly over 1% of both packaged and 
bulk tomatoes. 

Price 
The average price per pound of the 

packaged tomatoes was higher than that 
of the bulk tomatoes, both as purchased 
and when only the edible tomatoes were 
considered. Packaged tomatoes averaged 
3 2 . 9 ~  per pound as purchased and bulk 
23 .0~;  the edible portion of the packaged 
product averaged 34 .6~ and that of bulk 
24 .0~ per pound. 

The average monthly prices of both 
packaged and bulk tomatoes were lower 
during the summer and fall months than 
during the winter and spring. The lowest 
average price per pound of the packaged 
tomatoes - 15.5~ - was in August and 
that of the bulk - 11.9~ - in October. 
The highest average monthly price of 
both types was reached in February 
when the packaged tomatoes were 4 2 . 6 ~  
per pound and the bulk, 365 .  Approxi- 
mately the same relationships between 
the two types were maintained for the 
average prices of the edible tomatoes. 

The average price per pound of the 
packaged tomatoes was higher than that 
of the bulk tomatoes during each month 
considering both the price as purchased 
at retail and the price of the edible 
product. 

During the summer and fall season- 
May through November-when the pro- 
portions of sound product were highest, 
the packaged tomatoes, on the average, 
cost about 36% more than the bulk. The 
packaged product averaged 24 .3~ per 
pound and the bulk 1 7 . 9 ~  as purchased 
while the edible portion of the packaged 
cost 25 .5~  and the edible portion of the 
bulk cost 18.6~ per pound. During the 
winter and spring season - December 
through April -the average price of the 
packaged tomatoes, both as purchased 
and edible portion, was 20% more than 
that of the bulk. The former cost 36.7~ 
and the latter 30 .6~  as purchased and 
38.6~ and 3 2 . 1 ~  respectively for the edi- 
ble tomatoes. 

The average price per pound of the 
packaged tomatoes was higher than that 
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-now ready for disiribuiiow 

Single copies of these publicatlon+except the 
Manual-r a catologue of Agricultural Publl- 
cations may be obtained without charge from 
the local office of the Farm Advisor or by ad- 
dressing a request to: Agricultural Publications, 
22 Giannini Holl, University of Californla, Berke- 
ley 4. 

PRICING FAT AND SKIM COMPO- 
NENTS OF MILK, by D. A.  Clarke, Jr., 
and J .  B. Hassler, Bul. 737. 
SWEET POTATO PRODUCTION AND 
HANDLING I N  CALIFORNIA, by P .  A .  
Minges and L. L. Morris, Cir. 431. 

RED CLOVER SEED PRODUCTION, 
L. G. Jones, P. R. Bunnelle, Victor P. 
Osterli, and A.  D. Reed, Cir. 432. 

BREEDING YEARLING BEEF HEIF- 
ERS, by Reuben Albaugh and Horace 
T .  Strong, Cir. 433. 
AGRICULTURAL PUBLICATIONS cat- 
alog supplement, January-June, 1953. 

TOMATOES 
Continued from preceding page 

of the bulk tomatoes regardless of the 
type of store in which they were pur- 
chased. The difference in the price of the 
two types in independent stores was al- 
most twice the difference in chain stores. 
The difference was also greater in the 
summer and fall months than in the 
winter and spring months. The packaged 
tomatoes cost 3 . 5 ~  more per pound than 
the bulk tomatoes in chain stores from 
December through April, and 6 . 3 ~  more 

from May through November. In inde- 
pendent stores the packaged cost 7c more 
per pound than the bulk during the win- 
ter and 12.8~ more in the summer months. 

The packaged tomatoes also cost more 
than the bulk both as purchased and in 
edible tomatoes when the stores in which 
they were purchased were classified as 
large, medium, or small stores. The dif- 
ference between the two types was small- 
est in the large stores and largest in the 
small stores. 

Jessie V .  Coles is Professor of Home Eco- 
nomics, University of California, Berkeley. 

DONATIONS FOR AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
Gifts to the University of California for research by the Division of Agricultural Sciences accepted in July, 1953 

BERKELEY ,. 
California Spray-Chemical Corporation. . . . . .  .20 Ibs. Parathion 2% dust 

For experimental use in biological control 

Chilean Nitrate Sales Corporation. . . . . . .  .5  100-lb. sacks Sodium Nitrate 
For demonstration trials on citrus fertilization 

Coachella Valley Grape Growers Association. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $750.00 
For study on consumer and trade preference for fresh 

grapes in Eastern markets 

E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .6  Lbs. E.P.N. insecticide 
For walnut insect research 

Germain's.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 Ib. Germain's *12 lawn seed 
1 Ib. Germain's Aristocrat lawn seed M Ib. Highland Bent lawn seed 

For turf test plots 

Tobacco By-products & Chemical Corp. .4 cases 16 3" bags 14% nicotine 
dry concentrate' 

Leaf 253 
5 cases 16 2M* dags Black 

For walnut insect research 

U. S. Public Health Service. ............................. $2,996.78 
For immunity studies in Brucella and Pasteurella infections 

729.00 

C. M. Volkman Seed Co.. .......... .11' Volkman's Fineleaf lawn seed 

For Nrf variety test plots 

Rohm & Haas Co., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .5* Lethane B-72. 5* Dithane 2-78; 
3" 4-137 25% wettable powder; 
3* T-14 fungicidal dust. 
3# M-14 fungicidal dus;; 
3" yellow Cuprocide 

For research on cellular division and differentiation in roots. . 

6* Merion Bluegrass 

For research on vegetable and berry diseases 

Yoder Brothers, Inc.. ....................... .1.000 Albatross plants 
For studies on control of Venicillium wilt disease 

DAVIS 

California Beet Processors. .............................. $3,000.00 
For sugar beet research 

Commercial Solvents Corporation. .................... . 2 5  Ibs. BY-21 
For experimental poultry sNdies 

Julius-Hyman & Company. ............................. .$1,500.00 
For taste evaluation of crops 

NaugaNck Chemical. ...................... .2* each Alanapl and 5 
For experiments 

Chas. P. Pfiter & Co.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .25* growth factor supplement 
For research in poultry nutrition 

Shihuya Company. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .250 unrooted Carnation cuttings 
For floriculNre research 

LOS ANOELES 

California Planting Cotton Seed Distriburors. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $10,000.00 
For defoliation research in conon 

California Steel Drum Company. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .8 55 gal. steel drums 
For research in irrigation and soils 

Louis Ghio, Geneva and Sunnydale Nursery. . . . . .  .I25 Mp'ed Hydrangea 
For floriculture research 

Yoder Brothers, Inc.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,000 chrysanthemum c u n i m  
300 rooted chrysanthemum cuttings 

For flOtiNlNre research 

RIVERSIDE 

Carolina Chemical Corporation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .24* soil fumigant 
For research on control of c i t ~ s  nematodes 

E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. Inc.. . . . . . . . . . .  .7 rolls plyethylene and 

For research on control of root rot of avocados 
For sNdy of general problem of resistance of 

houseflies to chlorinated insecticides. . . . . . . . . .  $1,500.00 

Mathieson Chemical Corporation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30" B1494 fungicide 
25* B1495 fungicide 

For research on diseases of vegetable crop 

Naco Fertilizer Company.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .l50* Thane dust fungicide 
For research on diseases of vegetable crops 

Shell Chemical Corporation. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 drums CBP-55 fungicide 

Cellophane sheets 

5 5.gal. pails D-D fungicides 
For research on control of nematodes on citrus 
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