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Abstract



This study explores the effect of UV radiation on the quality of shelved cherry tomato as
a plant model. This study examined the effect of type of UV light on quality of cherry
tomato cv. CH154 during the shelf life period. Cherry tomatoes were packed on polyvinyl
chloride (PVQ) trays in the amount of 250 gram/tray. They were put in low density
polyethylene (LDPE) bags and were then placed on the shelf at 5 °C under different
conditions of UV exposure at 2 kJ/m? for 5 minutes per day. The sample was
experimented under four different conditions: 1) no UV exposure (control), 2) UV-A
exposure , 3) UV-B exposure, and 4) UV-C exposure. All treatments were exposed to
fluorescent lights for 12 hours per day for simulating shelf life conditions. The results of
experiment showed that cherry tomato exposed UV of all treatments had higher score on
firmness, red color (a*), total soluble solids (TSS), titratable acidity (TA), vitamin C content
and overall acceptability than cherry tomato of control treatment during the shelf life
period of 21 days. Cherry tomato of UV-B treatment and UV-C treatment had higher
quality than cherry tomato of UV-A treatment. Thus, the experiment results indicated that

UV could prolong shelf life of cherry tomato.
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Figure 1 Changes of weight loss, fruit firmness and Overall acceptability of Shelved Cherry Tomato for

21 days.
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Figure 2 Changes of skin color (L*, a

* b*) of Shelved Cherry tomato for 21 days.
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Figure 3 Changes of chemical quality (total soluble solids, titratable acidity and vitamin C) of
Shelved Cherry tomato
for 21 days.
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