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ABSTRACT: The work aims to study the effects of different preservation treatments of SO2 on the storage and safety of
"Zuijinxiang" grape. The grapes were treated by SOz gas+CT2 and SO: gas+ simplified package as gaseous treatment
combining solid preservative treatments and CK + CT2 and CK+simplified package as separate solid preservative treat-
ments and then put in cold storage of (0+0.5)°C for 30, 60, 90 and 105 d, respectively. The fruit threshing rate, rot rate,
respiration rate, ethylene production rate, soluble solids, titratable acid, V¢ content, conductivity of stem and peel, MDA

content, chlorophyll and anthocyanin, PPO and POD activities during the storage were analyzed. Among the four preser-
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vation treatments, CK+ simplified package treatment had a good effect on the inhibition of grape fruit rot, while SO2+

simplified package treatment had better inhibition on fruit dropping and could effectively maintain the soluble solid con-

tent, titratable acid content, Vc content and chlorophyll content of stem at the same time. Moreover, it could also inhibit

the increase in the permeability of the stem and peel, and the content of malondialdehyde. It also played a positive role in

reducing respiration and ethylene release, inhibiting browning, inhibiting PPO and POD activity. SO2 gas treatment com-

bined with solid preservative treatment (SO2 gas + simplified package) can better maintain the grape quality during stor-

age and delay the aging.
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on threshing rate and
SPSS 17.0 rot rate of "Zuijinxiang" grape
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2020 4
2b SO,
CK+
CK+CT2 30 d
105d
SO, +CT2 SO, +
CK+
2¢ Ve
90d CK+CT2
Ve 105d
105 d Ve SO,
+ SO, +CT2 CK+ 3
P<0.01 SO, SO,
+CT2 SO, + Ve P<
0.01 CK+ CK+
15.36% 23.55%
2.3
3a
CK+CT2
P<0.01
105 d
SO, +CT2 CK+ SO, + SO, +
3b
SO, CK+CT2 CK+
P<0.01 SO,
SO, +CT2 SO, + SO;
2
SO, 2
90 d 105 d 4
CK+CT2 CK+
SO, +CT2 SO, + 4
P<0.01 CK+CT2
105 d
SOz +



41 7 SO2
3a—b SO, 2 CK+CT2
30 d
60 d 90 d
0.22% SO, +
3¢ SO, 30d
+ SO, +CT2 SO, +CT2
105d
CK+ SO,
+CT2 SO, +
P<0.01 CK+CT2 CK+ SO, +CT2 SO, +
90d SO, +
3d 4
353 1.9 - -
——80,"T+CT2 SO, 5+CT2 & SO+ Hia
303F —4—CK+CT2 T L7F - CK+CT2 —x— CKHi b
= 7 = SO, i A =
T o253t —x- CKHj L4 E
o =
i 203 <
< 15.3 ﬁ;
] 3t ¥
53+ N
03
0 30 60 90 105
lae: 0y YA TE-E S i) /d
a b
0.75 0.30
070 1 } 025 |
0.65 t -
060 | % 020
oz B 015}
Eé 0.50 T ﬁ
B 045, soecT2 0107 ~—S0,T+CT2
040 | —CKICT2 005 +(é1é+g% "
50,5 ooy 8 —— i
0.35 t :::CK%%*{@{%@ —x— CKHE b AL
0.30 \ : : s s
0 30 60 90 105 0 30 60 90 105
TE SR o) /d T g st i) /d
c d
30
— —— SO, S+CT2
w | A CKiCT2
= = SO, +HA kAL
g —x— CKHr k40,
< 20
#
£ s
<=
#
g 10
£E
g
T
0 30 60 90 105
JE-JRA ] Ad
e
3

Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on respiratory intensity, ethylene production rate, peel conductivity,
fruit stem conductivity and malondialdehyde content of "Zuijinxiang" grape



2020 4

[17]

3e 4
CK+CT2 P<0.01
105d
CK+ 25.32 umol/g S0,
+CT2 22.30 umol/g SO, + 21.64
pmol/g SO, +
2.4
4a
CK+
60 d
4 105d 0.3185
mg/g SO, + 0.3348
mg/g P<0.01
SO, +CT2 P<0.01
SOz+
[18]
4b
4 2 SO,
2
SO, 2
105d
SO, +CT2 0.017 mg/g CK+ 0.014
mg/g SO, + 0.010 mg/g
2.5 POD PPO
POD
(19] POD
Sa POD

CK+CT2

0.44
——SO,5+CT2 -= SOS+HkE

~ 042 F —*CK+CT2 - CK+fthfy
bn
?g 0.40
0§ 038
<t
¥ 036
¢
£ 034
L=
K 032

0.30 L ‘ :

0 30 60 90 105
Tesagas el /d
a

0.025
T 0.020
=T+
£
I 0.015
4
ik
¢ o0.010 a
=
ﬁ oos | —SOSTHCT2 SO/ THiLA

: —A—CKICT2  —*—CK+fijfbfn

0 30 60 90 105
T3] /d
b
4

Fig.4 Effects of different treatments on stem chlorophyll
content and peel anthocyanin content of "Zuijinxiang" grape
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