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Life cycle simulation of ultrasonic humidification of 4 kinds of common

fruits and vegetables in fresh storage and transportation
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Abstract; The life cycle assessment of this paper shows that ul-
trasonic humidification can reduce the environmental impact of
some fruits and vegetables (including climate change impact) by
23% compared to traditional supply chains. When the humidifier
is applied to the fruit and vegetable supply chain and the total in-
herent loss is greater than 24 %, the addition of the humidifier
can reduce the loss by at least 20%. Research has shown that ul-
trasonic humidification technology can make supply chain man-
agement more sustainable.
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Table 1 Basic parameters for ultrasonic humidifier
mwmrn pmegxn o0 SAEW B Feki/ H 3. ok
kg kW (kW sh+kg ' +d ') (kg+h 1)
JRA 1 LP-10 78.8 0.51 1.71E—03 6.0 F ) H 3k 7k
HT-254 LP-20BPWS 112.2 1.56 2.81E—03 18.0 i, KA
HT-254 LP-20BPWS 112.2 1.56 2.81E—03 18.0 F, Y 3%k
HT-45 LP-10 38.0 0.51 1.71E—03 3.0 GRS A kK
HT-85 LP-10BP 101.4 0.71 2.00E—02 6.0 L A kK
G 2 LP-10 115.6 0.38 1.26E—03C 0.8 i KA
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Figure 2 Comparison of environmental performance between supply chain based on baseline humidification

and conventional supply chain
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