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The Relationship between Skin Color and Organolaptic Quality of Lime cv. Pan Phichit
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Abstract

Lime fruit is normally used as food ingredient for sour taste in Thai traditional foods namely Tom-Yam,
Som-Tam and Spicy salad. Green color lime has been preferred and accepted more than yellow color lime. This
research was aimed to investigate the relationship among skin color of lime fruit (cv.Pan Phichit), titratable acidity
and total soluble solids content/titratable acidity ratio to indicate an information for buying decision of a consumer.
The results showed that Lightness (L*) greenness (a*) yellowness (b*) and hue angle values had low correlation to
titratable acidity (f were 0.1103, 0.1448, 0.1280 and 0.1520, respectively) as well as total soluble solids
content/titratable acidity ratio (r2 were 0.3005, 0.3606, 0.3030 and 0.3478, respectively). Therefore, consumers can
use either green color or yellow color skin of lime fruit for sour taste.
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Figure 1 Correlation among titratable acidity (%) and color (L* value (A), a* value (B), b* value (C) and hue angle
(D)) of ‘Pan Phichit’ lime (n=300)
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Figure 2 Correlation among ratio of total soluble solids content and titratable acidity (%) and color (L* value (A),
a* value (B), b* value (C) and hue angle (D)) of ‘Pan Phichit’ lime (n=300)
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