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Effect of UV — C Treatment on Post-harvest Storage
Quality of Shiitake Mushrooms

Jiang Tianjia Lu Xianying Jiang Zhenhui Pei Mingli Ying Tiejin
(School of Biosystems Engineering and Food Science, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310029, China)

Abstract

The effects of different dose UV — C treatments on main physiological and quality parameters of
shiitake mushrooms during storage were investigated. The experimental results indicated that 2. 0 kJ/m’
and 4.0 kJ/m’> UV — C treatment significantly inhibits the increase in firmness and malonaldehyde
(MDA) contents, delays the decrease in reducing sugar and vitamin C contents, and promotes synthesis
and accumulation of flavonoid, therefore maintaining better quality, nutrition and extending the shelf life
of shiitake mushrooms compared with the control treatment. The results suggested that UV — C treatment
has the potential to apply on extending the shelf life of shiitake mushrooms.

Key words Shiitake mushrooms, Storage, UV — C, Quality

2| = o PEHE R, AT 0a 0k 2 LR B8 R0 0 N R R S T
AR — R IR I R AR B R R . ARk,

i (Lentinula edodes ) j2 it FL 55 — K& HI A, E 2= E R AR BRI A UV — C JEGIR 5 R,
TR E 7 2 — L B A A K R — R P o T A LA B (R R, B () R B b sl T AR AR
90% LA b, K Ja A AT IE % PR GRE S B FRY 0 kI/m’) FEAE(4 1 k)/m?) (7.0 k)/m®) Bk
JRIEAE DR, 7E RS 2 ~3 d il 2 [ ™ 8 2R K T4 (2.4 kJ/m>) % %4 (0.25 ~ 0.5 kl/m”) | & #fi
BB 4 T R 2SR A B, 25 2R 7 RIS i AR KR 2k (3.7 kl/m*) SR gk % T B R T
29, T S I ey o 2T S O T A BF 5 4 A
AR RE T A P 54k (UV - C) b2 —Fh G D AE A AR UV — C Ab B X & 4% R 5 5 T IE

A2 75 e iy Wy BAL 3y 2 aE Ao BE AR S S R B A B AR AL W A R o A ST LA 4 i 21T AN [ A

Yo Fe H 3. 2009 =02 - 17 &8 H # . 2009 — 03 - 02

w7 KRN SRR ¥R B 5 H (2006BAD22B01)

EEBN: 2RH, W4, FEMNFLAFRGE M S EEH S, E-mail; m05jiangtianjia@ zju. edu. cn

BIIEE : WY, B, AW, TENFRERG D TAEYY REMBEAIT, E-mail: (ying@ zju. edu. cn



52 1

R G SR AN LA TR T a5 R

S5 i B4 52 TR 109

REVR UV — C MRS X R Ja i T2 0 A9 BF 9, LA 9 0 4
HEARBEN, TR UV — C # R AL,
THEAR I UV — C GG fR S A 7 R L Ee K I

1 HRSH®

1.1 #H54E

fof 7 4 T 2009 4F 1 H W H WL I 22T, 5
R AGEE— 135, RIS Kig B 525 %, U B S8 4
Tt PAJJIESJBE | TP 9 L R S AROR N — 2 Tk
L TCW I T HUE A 4l BERL Y R 4 A, TSR
AN FE TIN5 B 58 AR KT 36 em Ab 1SR AR R FE R
200 pW/em® A 500Kl 254 nm , 78 1AL 43 B DLSR
REWI N 0.5.2.0 F1 4.0 kJ/m* XF Hirp 3 41 F 45 pE 17

HESFF b B, 5 Fh AR RE R AL BE 21 ok 3 IRE R, B
SR [ 35 2 R ) 0 A A s, (L2 BRIy 5], BRGS
P ELEREA 18 cm x20 cm | J& 0. 04 mm [P{IK % B R
M (LDPE ) {6 4% I Pt 11 b 8 o4 4348 (60 =
5)g, A1 4RI R 48 S /R X |, 4
ST 4C TR, 2 I A 4% 48 5
1.2 NFE5EH

TA — XT2i B4 5 22 HMT (20 W) 5 TN — 2254
RIS AR B B 3 UV — 9200 %48 46 m] Tl 43 56 ok i
it
1.3 MEFZE

(1) BB A8 AR I 2 2R FH SCHk [ 8 ] i dF 40 53,
1R,

®1 FRHEMBBIFEER

Tab.1 Sense assessment index of shiitake mushroom

ke AN
oM JEE R vidlEl EE AN
4 [CE2 39 RN S RO NS R 4 TR IH 15 AR 1 R
3 B IES RIS 3 I, Tk
2 HHBEAE S, TR B I 2 A BRI
1 TR T 1 B S0 AT 7 IS O

(2) RERRHHREE

(3) WP 5t 3 SR BRI LR T O
i B /NN CO, T3R8, B mg/ (kg+h) o

(4) i BF A9 [ TA — XT2i B4 A5 , 48k
BHARR S mm B AN 4 S RS L
KDL 2 mm/s Y ZE R R AT T K, P RIRE N
6 mm il i 7 5 W [A] A 4 b e, DL g R U B )
(N,.) HEEEFER .

(5) N [ (MDA) & & il e >k A E b Z
M@

(6) 3 JEL R4 & B I s R T 3, 5- i Bk K1
A"

(7) 43 C ARl R R A i e

(8) G\ S I & m R I SCHR [ 14 ] 3%, DA
WE T BRAEbRE M Ze it 55 By & &, DS T AR bR e
i 2 1532 B 1 L, B0 mg/ (100 g) .

(8) KM LSD pkifidT B F AL

2 HR5WR

2.1 REMR

I 6 30 ) 5 248 ) R B TR AR TN 2 TR . R
[l UV — C 4b 23 2 B 45 17 b A 3 75 208 1) £ 5 15 R
B, H P 2.0 kJ/m® F1 4.0 kJ/m” Ab B AR fef 5k L f

g O 1S d AT RE PR 35 B 2 1) A (5 X IR A
8 AR ST B RV 15 d )R BT A4 R
U A , K 25 T B A 2% 1 B a0 (B, X 22 T
ARV JRC I R rh A7) PR 455 0 o ) I G 3 3R D 2 i 3k
TR RIK T80, 5 k)/m? Kb B AR 66F AR J o
£2 UV-CRIEHE €A
Tab.2 Effect of UV — C treatment on color and

flavor of shiitake mushroom

o ) Ak PR BE /KT e m 2
T B[]/ d B bR

0 0.5 2.0 4.0
(GRS 4 4 4 4
3
Rk 4 4 4 4
6,15 4 4 4 4
6
Rk 4 4 4 4
RS 3 3 4 4
9
Rk 4 4 4 4
ke 3 3 4 4
12
S 3 3 3 3
o 1% 2 2 3 3
15
AUS 2 3 3 3
2.2 REXR

I R I 7 2 ) % TR A AR AR AN 1 s o i A
AIUL, UV — C A0 B G 2% JE R85 /0 T 00 B 0 R AE 15 d
IR E RN 6. 14% i UV — C Ak JLJ B R 75 I i )



110 o Bl B ¥ iR

2010 4

] 3 AR FEAE 5% LLF , Hivh 4.0 kJ/m? Ab 35 %t ]
lF) 22 5 3k 2 K- (p < 0.05) ,{H 4 UV — C4b i)
JTCH R 2ZEF(p>0.05), X UV -C AHHE—&
FERE b B A 200 R TR 7 5 1) 0 12 3 2%, B 1k 7K 43 1
%Ko

—a—( kJ/m?

—&—0.5kJ/m?2
—x—2.0kJ/m?
—»—4.0kJ/m?2

Iy i)/
BT AN [ b B 7 0f 2 o 3 O I (] 78 o 2
Fig.1 Effect of different UV — C treatments on

weight loss of shiitake mushroom
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Fig.3 Effect of different UV — C treatments on firmness

of shiitake mushroom
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Fig.4 Effect of different UV — C treatments on MDA
content of shiitake mushroom
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Fig.5 Effect of different UV — C treatments on
reducing sugar content of shiitake mushroom
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Fig. 6 Effect of different UV — C treatments on vitamin C

content of shiitake mushroom
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Fig.7 Effect of different UV — C treatments on

total phenolic of shiitake mushroom
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of shiitake mushroom
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