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Table 1. Changes of CO, and O, in the containers packed with tomato
fruits during field storage before processing
Measured .
time (hr,
\\\ hr.) g 22 3 8 13 18
Ttem T—
CO, % 0.03 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.5
0, % 21.0 20.6 20.6 20.6 20.4 20.5

) BEARCHTIRR BHR to .

SIUVERYDORE g L

1) 4RSI A S R ;1% P

AU, BRSSO ML L g wf <.
HEAN 3 R LOFE21S, ER AR T 8} /'
DT OB R AE 3 CRT &% T o 7
DTHote. EMELDEERLD 5, /' /m
LHROREEATL, BRD 3% ® A o
TR L LD o T eS|

a. ZE Oﬁ 1 2 3 4

llllilﬁﬁ‘/}luwcoiy E. S 24 ( 4 I H T EE Days in f{ild storage
O. 6%); OL‘«C ROma(!ﬁJl O%) /)) after harvest

Fig, 3. Comparison among 6 varieties concerning

g, H.1370 ([H3.7%) & i
DI TTTH - 1ehd, o 3 TS
IR BIENDEN T D e
7o, K#10.7%, E.S.58 9.4 %,

cracking and decaying of tomato fruits during
storage at field before processing under non-
transporting
A: Taiho

B: IH. 1350 C: E.S.58
D: H.1370 S

E: Roma F: E.S.



22 EMRFEEACE 1285 145 (1975)

Table 2. Comparison among 6 varieties concerning the rate of cracked or decayed
tomato fruits during field storage before processing under non-transporting

Days after T Varety | Tuin, Roma H.130 L1350 E.S.58 E.S.2t
Ttem T
1 Cracked fruits % 2.3 0 0.5 1.2 1.3 0
Decayed fruits % 0 0 0 0 0 0
9 Cracked fruits % 6.1 1.3 2.1 2.4 3.8 0
Decayed fruits % .5 0 0 0.6 0 0
3 Cracked fruits % 7.6 1.0 2.6 4.2 8.1 0.6
Decayed fruits % 3.8 0 0 2.4 0 0
4 Cracked fruits % 10.7 1.0 3.7 8.4 9.4 0.6
Decayed fruits % 5.3 0 0.5 3.0 0.6 0

The mean value of 3 repetitions and the ratio of wt. were indicated respectively,

Table 3, Comparison among 6 varieties concerning the loss in weight of tomato
fruits during field storage before processing under non-transporting

i " Variety
Measured time \ Taiho Roma H,1370 H.1350 E.S.58 E.S.24
Item
Harvest day Wt, of fruits kg 17.9 15.5 20.1 20.3 20.1 20.3
1 day Wt. of fruits kg 17.8 15.4 20.1 20.3 20.1 20.3
afte kg
after harvest Loss in w. wt. kg 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0
% 0.55 0.64 0 0 0 0
2 days Wt. of fruits kg 17.7 15.3 20.0 20.3 20. 1 20.1
fter t. k . . . .
after harvest Loss in wt:_<w g 0.2 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.2
% 1.1 1.3 0.5 0 0 1.0
3 days Wt. of fruits kg 17.5 15.3 20.0 19.8 20.0 20.0
1 t. | . . . . .1 .
after harvest Loss in wt. wt. kg 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.5 0 0.3
% 2.2 1.3 0.5 2.5 0.5 1.5
4 days Wt. of fruits kg 17.2 15.1 9.7 19.8 197 20.0
after harvest . wt., kg 0.7 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.3
Loss in wt,
% 3.9 2.6 2.0 2.5 2.0 1.5

The mean value of 3 repetitions was indicated respectively,
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Comparison among 6 varieties concerning the loss in weight of tomato
fruits during field storage before processing after transporting

Variet
T y

Measured time Taiho Roma H.,1370 H.1350 E.S.58 E.S.24
Ttem \
bt Y rting Wi of fruits kg | 168 209 19.9 13.6 180 18.7
1 day Wt, of fruits kg 16.7 20.8 19.9 13.5 17.8 18.7
after harvest Loss in wt {Wt. kg 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0
’ % 0.6 0.5 0 0.7 1.1 0
2 days Wt. of fruits kg 16.5 20.6 19.6 13.0 17.8 18.4
after harvest Loss in wt {wt‘ kg 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.3
) % 1.8 1.4 1.5 4.4 11 1.6
3 days Wt. of fruits kg 16.0 20.3 19.3 12.6 17.6 18.1
after harvest Loss in wt {Wt, kg 0.8 0.6 0.6 1.0 0.4 0.6
) % 4.8 2.9 3.0 7.4 2.2 3.2
4 days Wt. of fruits kg 15.9 20.0 19.3 12.6 17.5 18.1
after harvest Loss in wt {Wt. kg 0.9 0.9 0.6 1.0 0.5 0.6
) % 5.4 4.3 3.0 7.4 2.8 3.2

The mean value of 3 repetitions was indicated respectively. Transporting was performed

with a truck for 4 hours on a non-paved road on the harvest day,

Table 5.

fruits during field storage before processing under non-transporting

Comparison among 6 varities concerning the chemical compositions of tomato

Measured day

Ttem Taiho H.1350 H,1370 E.S.24 E.S.58 Roma
Harvest day 6.44 4.12 4.55 5.84 5.25 4,44
Reducing sugar 1 day after harvest 6.34 3.82 3.72 5.64 4.93 4,62
(% fresh wt,) | 2 days after harvest 6.25 3.81 4.39 5.38 5.04 4.61
3 days after harvest 5.82 4,19 4.56 5.00 5.09 4.60
Harvest da .42 LA . .4 0.43 .
Titratable acidity st aay 0.4z 0.33 0.44 0.7 0.42
L. . 1 day after harvest 0.46 0.37 0.42 0.50 0.40 0.41
(as citric acid,
2 days after harvest 0.43 0.35 0.45 0.45 0.42 0,42
%  lresh wt.)
3 days after harvest 0.38 0.32 0.41 0.44 0.40 0.41
Harvest day 21.60 19.37 17.45 21.97 21.77 15.47
L-ascorbic acid 1 day after harvest 18.54 16.83 17.34 21.67 19.17 14.44
(mg %  fresh 2 days after harvest | 19.20 16.71 15.94 21.23 20.48 14.22
wt.) 3 days after harvest | 18.61 16.62 16.07 20.18 20.74 13.87
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Processing Adaptability of Determinate Type Tomato Varieties (3)
Adaptability of Tomato Fruits for Field
Storage before Processing

By Takashi Iijiva and Toshiaki Naxamura
Laboratory of FFood Chemistry, Fac, Agric,, Shinshu Univ,

Summary

In this experiment, the injuries of tomato fruits during storage at field before proc
-essing were investigated. As the materials, the fruits of five determinate type tomato
varieties, H, 1350, H.1370, E.S.24, E.S.58, and Roma and one indeterminate type
variety, Taiho as a contrast were used. The results obtained from the comparison among
these varieties and from some other tests on adaptability of the tomato fruits for field
storage before processing were summarized below.

1. The average temperature of fruits, the average temperature and relative humidity
of air in inside containers were higher than those in outside ones during storage at field.
The average temperatures of fruits and air in outside containers changed with a similar
tendency to those in open air but those in inside ones did not drop at night. Carbon
dioxide in inside containers was increased up to 0.4% for 4 hours but it did not increase
remarkably after that.

2. The resistances to cracking and decay of tomato fruits of E.S.24, Roma and
H. 1370 were higher than those of the other varieties. That of Taiho was the lowest.
During storage after transporting, the resistance of Roma to cracking or decay was the
largest and those of H. 1370, E.S. 24, were higher than those of the other varieties.
Those of all varieties transported were remarkably lower than those of non-transported
ones. The storage at field in less than two days after harvest had not a hard injury.

3, Concerning the loss in weight of fruits during field storage under non-transport-
ing or after transporting, those of E.S. 24, H.1370 and E.S.58 were lower than those
of the other varieties and that of Taiho was the highest in either case.

4. The resistances to cracking and the loss in weight of fruits in outside containers
were slightly lower than those in inside ones but that to decay was low in inside ones.

5. L-ascorvic acid was slightly decreased with increasing of storage period. The
changes of reducing and titratable acidity in tomato fruits during field storage were not
clear,

The results of this study suggest below. The injuries of tomato fruits stored at
field before processing have a considerable variation among varieties and the varieties

which are used commonly for processing only are excellent for field storage but those

Jour. Fac, Agric,, Shinshu Univ, Vol,12 No, 1 June, 1975
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which are used commonly for fresh vegetables only or both fresh vegetables and process-
ing are inferior.
It is to be desired that the days in field storage before processing are less than two

days after harvest. Transporting before storage is not to be desired.



