





























































































































Commercial Grape Varieties for Virginia
; K\é//////////'/////)

" \4//////////5/’ ¢ \/

Wine grape varieties, clones, or selections evaluated at Winchester AREC vineyard. Clonal designations, where known, are
shown as numbers that follow the varietal name.

Variety/clone or selection Source”* Principal reason(s) for not generally recommending in Virginia
Cabernet Sauvignon #6 FPMS

Cabernet Sauvignon #7 FPMS

Charbono #3 FPMS Mediocre wine quality; excessive crop production
Chardonnay #4 FPMS

Chardonnay #16 FPMS Insufficient crop production; winter-tender
Chardonel NYS FI{

Fer Servadou NYS FTC

Gruner Veltliner #1 FPMS Susceptible to fruit rots; otherwise, has potential
Limberger AG Mediocre fruit quality

Mourvedre SG

Malvasia bianca #3 FPMS

Muscat Ottonel #1 FPMS

Nebbiolo #1 FPMS Erratic yields; winter-tender; mediocre fruit quality
NY 62.122.1 NYSAES Insufficient data

Norton FKN

Petit Manseng NYSAES Very high acidity; otherwise, has potential

Petit Verdot NYSAES

Refosco NYSAES Mediocre fruit quality

Sangiovese #2 (grosso) FPMS Winter-tender; mediocre fruit quality

Syrah #6 FPMS Winter-tender; erratic fruit quality

Tannat #1 FPMS

Traminette NYSAES

Valdepeiias NYSAES Winter-tender; otherwise, has potential

Vidal NYS FLE

Viognier NYSAES

z Source abbreviations: AG = Agriculture Canada, Summerland, BC; FKN = Forrest Keeling Nurseries, Arkansas; FPMS =
Foundation Plant Materials Service, Davis, CA; NYSAES = New York State Agricultural Experiment Station, Geneva,
NY; NYS FTC = New York State Fruit Testing Cooperative, Geneva, NY (disbanded); SG = Sonoma Grapevines,
Fulton, CA.
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Commercial Grape Varieties for Virginia
: \///////////Z/* A,

Phenological data and relative time of fruit maturity for wine grape varieties evaluated at the AHS AREC vineyard in
Winchester, Virginia.

Relative time Number of days from:

of crop Bud break Bloom to Bud break

maturity Variety to bloom harvest to harvest

Early-season Muscat Ottonel 48 96 144
Malvasia bianca 50 96 146
Viognier 46 108 154
Chardonel 54 103 157
Mid-season Gruner Veltliner 50 11 161
Chardonnay #4* 51 112 163
Limberger 50 114 164
Nebbiolo 51 113 164
NY 62.122.1 53 112 165

Traminette 51 114 165
Tannat 53 114 167
Late-season Valdepefias 50 120 170
Fer Servadou 45 127 172
Cabernet Sauvignon #7 49 124 173
Cabernet Sauvignon #6 50 124 174
Vidal 49 126 175
Petit Verdot 47 130 177

Mourvedre 48 129 5d

Syrah 52 126 178
Norton 52 129 181
Refosco 49 132 181

Petit Manseng 49 133 182
Sangiovese 49 133 182

Charbono 55 128 183

* By way of comparison, average date of bud break, bloom and harvest of Chardonnay at Winchester, VA was 21 April, 9
June, and 25 September, respectively.
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Relative time to 75% bud break for common and recommended varieties. Data for varieties in normal text represent the
average for years 1992-1998. Data for varieties in italics were obtained as a composite from commercial sources. Time of
bud break is expressed as days after Chardonnay clone #4, which is arbitrarily set to day “0”.

Days after Chardonnay

0 Chardonnay 7 Fer, Malvasia bianca, Traminette
1 Cabernet franc, Merlot 8 Riesling, Sauvignon blanc

3 Chambourcin, Viognier 9 Vidal

4 Norton 10 Cabernet Sauvignon

5 Chardonel 13 Tannat

6 Seyval, Petit Verdot, Muscat Ottonel 16 Mourveédre

, € 4/////////,'/' //‘

Comparison of primary bud mortality, incidence of trunk injury, and crop yield response of 22 wine grape varieties and
clones following -11°F exposure on 19 January 1994.

Percent Crop yield/vine
primary bud Extent of Average Percent yield
kill trunk damage* ‘91-93 1994 change

Chardonnay #4 100 0/12 21.6 1.4 -94
Chardonnay #16 100 15/15 5.9 0.0 -100
Charbono 100 7115 27.6 3.1 -89
Viognier 100 2/13 6.1Y 16 +90
Sangiovese 100 13/15 28.7 1.0 -97
Tannat 100 9/10 24.8 0.0 -100
Valdepefias 100 4/15 16.6 2.8 -83
Fer 99 8/15 10.6Y 2.3 -78
Mourvedre 7 - : 519 G
Nebbiolo 96 2115 12.6 3.5 -72
Refosco 99 0/13 17.2 19.0 +10
Petit Verdot 95 1712 20.5Y 13.8 -33
Malvasia bianca 95 2/14 20.5 4.0 -80
Gruner Veltliner 93 0/14 24.2 111 -54
Cab. Sauvignon #7 90 0/15 18.7 6.7 -64
Limberger 84 0/15 24.7 110 -55
Cab. Sauvignon #6 76 2/15 10.7 7.0 -35
Muscat Ottonel 74 0/15 13.4 T -43
Vidal 60 0/15 18.9 26.2 +39
Petit Manseng 54 1/12 11.0¥ 9.0 -18
Chardonel 26 0/14 16.8 20.9 +24
Norton 25 0/15 2.3Y. 3.8 +65

x Trunk damage shown as number of visibly affected vines out of total present for that variety. Damage judged at end of
1994 growing season as poor shoot development or lack of shoots on affected cordons or trunks.
y Figures based only on 1993 data.
z 1994 was first expected “full” crop.
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Analysis of intensity, hue, total phenols, and anthocyanin concentration of varietal red wines produced at the enology-grape
chemistry laboratory, Virginia Tech, Blacksburg, VA. Analytic procedures as described by Zoeklein et al. (1995).

Total Total
Year, variety, production Intensity Hue phenols anthocynanins
qualification (A420nm + A520nm) (A420nm/520nm) (AU)Z (mg/L)
92 Cabernet Sauvignon #6 10.24 0.80 44 627
93 Cabernet Sauvignon #6 7.52 0.83 33 377
93 Cabernet Sauvignon #6\CS 8.15 0.80 34 431
93 Cabernet Sauvignon #6\CS-EM 8.01 0.97 30 264
94 Cabernet Sauvignon #6\CS 9.56 0.81 36 . il
94 Cabernet Sauvignon #6 10.52 0.78 41 443
92 Cabernet Sauvignon #7 9.84 0.84 37 . 462
93 Cabernet Sauvignon #7 7.64 0.83 28 344
93 Cabernet Sauvignon #7\CS 7:89 0.79 27 397
94 Cabernet Sauvignon #7 8.88 0.82 33 330
94 Cabernet Sauvignon #7\NTL 8.20 0.69 29 279
92 Fer Servadau 972 0.66 45 s
93 Fer Servadau\NTL 6.25 0.66 25 261
93 Fer Servadau 6.07 0.72 26 . 323
93 Fer Servadau\EM 6.47 0.80 28 265
94 Mourvedre 8.28 0.75 30 314
92 Norton\EM 37.74 0.86 156 2542
93 Norton 18.34 1.47 90 M
94 Norton 20.50 0.68 99 2068
92 Petit Verdot 9.84 0.75 4 549
93 Petit Verdot 8.95 0.75 38 422 o
93 Petit Verdot\EM 8.84 0.79 e 1326
94 Petit Verdot\CS ; 15.32 0.71 49 . TR
94 Petit Verdot 14.36 0.74 43 385
94 Petit Verdot N'TL 13.32 0.76 39 e
92 Tannat 13.72 0.64 56 625
93 Tannat\NTL 5599 0.77 26 346
93 Tannat 4.96 0.90 31 2

93 Tannat\EM 6.48 0.84 37 521

— A — —
—-— ST =

z Estimation of the concentration of total phenols expressed as absorption units (AU).

Key: EM = Extended Maceration; NTL = Native Fermentation; CS = Cold Soak.
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