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Effect of biological preservative paper on the storage quality of plum fruit
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Abstract: Plum fruits was used to evaluate the effects of
biological preservative paper, soaked with natamycin and e-polyl-
ysine separately, on their storage quality at 20 ‘C. To reveal the
mechanism, the decay ratio, weight loss rate, respiratory inten-
sity, ethylene production rate, hardness, malondialdehyde, total
soluble solids, titratable acid, V¢ content, and number of mold
and yeast colonies were measured during the plum storage. The
results showed that comparing with control, natamycin and e-
polylysine preservative paper could obviously inhibit the increase
of fruit decay ratio, weight loss rate, and malondialdehyde con-
tent, and reduce the respiratory intensity, ethylene production
rate, and the number of mold and yeast colonies. Moreover, the
treatments could also maintain the fruit hardness. total soluble
solids, and the contents of titratable acids and V¢. In summary,
the natamycin treatment was better than that of e-polylysine,

which could maintain good storage quality and delay plum fruit
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senescence.
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Figure 1  Effect of biological preservative paper on

decay ratio of plum fruits
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Figure 2 Effect of biological preservative paper on

weight loss ratio of plum fruits
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respiratory intensity of plum fruits
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Figure 4 Effect of biological preservative paper on

ethylene production rate of plum fruits
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Figure 5 Effect of biological preservative paper on

hardness of plum fruits
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Figure 6 Effect of biological preservative paper on

malondialdehyde content of plum fruits
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Figure 7 Effect of biological preservative paper on total

soluble solids content of plum fruits

09r
B [
] £
@ g 07f
=
2
i’é £ 05F —eCK
=2 —=— Nata
£ —a— ¢-PL
=
03 L L L J
0 2 4 8
PN/
Storage time/d

BS AYMEKRSERNEFERNTHELRSZTNH W
Figure 8 Effect of biological preservative paper on titrat-

able acid content of plum fruits
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Figure 9 Effect of biological preservative paper on

V¢ content of plum fruits
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Figure 10 Effect of biological preservative paper on

mould and yeast colonts of plum fruits
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