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Effect of Packaging Materials and Storage Temperature on Storage of Chestnut

LIU Ai-ruo’, YAN Shou-lei'?, LI Jie'?

(1. College of Food Science and Technology, Huazhong Agricultural University, Wuhan 430070, China; 2. Hubei Aquatic
Vegetable Preservation and Processing Engineering Technology Research Center, Wuhan 430070, China)

ABSTRACT: The work aims to investigate the effects of five packaging materials on the quality of chestnuts at two dif-
ferent storage temperatures. Chestnuts packaged with PE; film, PE, film, antibacterial bags, PE/PA, film and PE/PA, film
were stored at room temperature (25 °C) and low temperature (0 °C), respectively. The respiratory intensity, coloration,
reducing sugar content, starch content and enzyme activity were measured during storage. The results showed that, at
room temperature storage, compared with PE film, the antibacterial bags significantly inhibited the changes of respiratory
intensity. The changes in the total number of chestnut colonies and decay rate could be better inhibited at the 14th day of
storage. At low temperature storage, antibacterial bags and PE/PA film had better inhibition effect at the 15th day of sto-
rage. The inhibition effect of antibacterial bags on chestnut decay rate was more significant, only 4.44% at the 60th day of
storage. However, there was no significant effect of different packaging materials on the coloration of chestnut at 2 tem-
peratures. This shows that antibacterial bag packaging combined with low temperature storage can effectively inhibit the
growth of microorganisms and their decay rate during storage of chestnuts and improve their economic value.
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respiratory intensity of chestnuts under room
temperature storage conditions
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chestnut under room temperature storage conditions
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Fig.6 Effect of different packaging materials on coloration of chestnut under low temperature storage conditions
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