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Effects of Different Coating Treatments on the Storage of Honey Peach
LIU Ying, LI Xiao—yu, DU Xiao-long, ZOU Meng—meng, ZHANG Jing—jing, LI Jian—long"

(School of Life Science, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, Jiangsu, China)
Abstract: The effects of chitosan, sodium alginate and prulan polysaccharides on the storage quality of honey
peach under normal temperature (28 °C) were studied and the physiological indexes of peaches were determined
regularly. The results showed that compared with the control group, 3 kinds of coating treatment could inhibit
the decay process of peach fruit and maintain the quality of fruit in storage. Sodium alginate coating could
significantly reduce the fruit decay rate (40 % lower than the control group ), maintain fruit hardness and delay
the increase of malondialdehyde content. Chitosan coating treatment was superior to sodium alginate and prulan
polysaccharide in controlling fruit weight loss and inhibition of polyphenol oxidase activity. There was no
significant difference between the 3 coating treatments in maintaining soluble solids content and inhibiting
respiration. 1 % sodium alginate film treatment could significantly inhibit fruit rot, prolong shelf life of fruits and
the preservation effect was the best.
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on decay rate of peach fruit at

normal temperature
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on weight loss rate of peach

fruit at normal temperature
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on firmness of peach fruit at

normal temperature
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Fig.4 Effects of different treatments on firmness of peach fruit at

normal temperature
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Fig.5 Effects of different treatments on total soluble solids content

of peach fruit at normal temperature
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Fig.6 Effects of different treatments on MDA content of peach

fruit at normal temperature
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Fig.7 Effects of different treatments on PPO activity of peach fruit

at normal temperature
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