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4- Tomato

5- Coefficient of determination
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1- Stress

2- Shear stress

3- Elasticity

4- Penetration test
5- Permeability

6- Membrane

7- Petoerly CH

8- Newton
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Table 1- The results of variance analysis for the effect of time and variety on mechanical parameters and electrical
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33.8537 F=-0.044 EC +0.189 0.606 o Rupture work

25.5417 F=0.0654 EC* +0.328 EC -0.334 0.709  Newton
Dgmant ™ o Vg0 Jlaisl pdaw )3 3 ne cadih 5
*"* Significant at 5% and 1% of probability levels, respectively, ™ Non. Significant
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