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Effect of Different Fresh-Keeping Bags on Storage Quality of Juicy Peach
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ABSTRACT: To provide technical guidance for peach preservation, we study the improvement effect of different
fresh-keeping bags on the quality of peach. With "Yulu" peach as test material, it was packed with Polylactic acid (PLA)
degradable fresh-keeping bags and nano fresh-keeping bags. After the storage of 12 days at 0 °C, the peach was trans-
ferred to 26 °C for storage, and peach packed with ordinary commercial polyethylene fresh-keeping bags were used as
control group. Sensory evaluation, firmness, weight loss rate, respiration intensity, antioxidant enzyme activities and other
physiological indexes of the peach were measured every 4 d during low temperature storage, and the above indexes were
measured every day during normal temperature storage. At low temperature, the peaches packed in commercial polyethy-
lene fresh-keeping bags were deteriorate seriously on the 12th day of storage and lose their commercial value. Transferred
to normal temperature, peaches were getting rot more and more rotten. The weight loss of the peach packed with polylac-

tic acid degradable fresh-keeping bags and nano fresh-keeping bags on the 12th day of storage life was only 2.13% and

KR BE: 2021-02-24

HEWMH: THTRAR-FERARARLSFE R T4 (2019CXGC004 ); P B RA KR = 5 v LA R AT 43 42
P& 5 4E % (CAAS-ASTIP-2020-IFST-03 )

EHER/ M FRT (1997—), %, Ad4, FTHRFEBRE,

WIEMEE: AR (1973—), B, WL, IR, TEARTQARTR KRGS mT; BER (1972—), B, HL, #F
R, TEMRTOARKREEDFERE ML,



- 56 - 1 %% T %

2021 4£ 10 A

1.52% respectively, the soluble solid content (mass fraction) was 13.43% and 13.3% respectively, and there was no rotten

fruit. It can be concluded that packed in nano fresh-keeping bags can reduce the moisture loss of peach, maintain the

hardness, taste and flavor of peach, increase the activity of antioxidant enzymes, improve the commodity value of peach,

and effectively extend the shelf life of peach.

KEY WORDS: polylactic acid degradable fresh-keeping bags; nano fresh-keeping bags; juicy peach; storage and preser-

vation
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Tab.1 Sheet of sensory evaluation criteria of peach
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Fig.1 Effect on different fresh-keeping bags on sensory
score of peach
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Fig.2 Effect on different fresh-keeping bags on
hardness of peach
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Fig.3 Effect on different fresh-keeping bags on weight
loss of peach
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