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Growth Bagging Effects of Mango Fruit on Postharvest Fruit Quality and Ripening

7ZENG Kai-fang?, JIANG Wei-bo®*
(1. College of Food Science, Southwest University, Chongging 400716, China;

2. College of Food Science and Nutritional Engineering, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100083, China)

Absract: Effectsof different materials bagging duringmango fruits (Mangifera indical.. cv. Zihua) growthonfruit storage quality
and ripening under 20°C and 85%~95% RH were studied in this experiment. The results showed that bagging significantly

decreases fruit peel rust incidencewhile improves fruitspeel yellowing. Itwasalsofound that bagginghas littleeffect onripening
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and storage quality of postharvest mango fruit. Nov—woven fabric bag is better than paper bag.

Key words: bagging; mango; storage quality
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Fig.1 Effects of bagging during fruit growth on rust incidence

and rust index of mango fruit peel
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Fig.2 Effects of bagging during fruit growth on colour of mango

fruit peel
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Fig.5 Effects of bagging during fruit growth on firmness index of

mango fruit
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Effects of Ca* on Storage Quality and Antioxidant Capacity of Postharvest Pak—choi

SHENG Ji-ping, DING Yang, LI Song—quan, SHEN Lin*

(College of Food Science and Nutritional Engineering, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: Pak—choi (Brassica campestrisL. cv. Wuyueman)which grew 80 days was used as material, CaCl: solution with
different concentrations as Ca?* source was used to study the effects of Ca* on the storage quality and antioxidant capacity. The

resul ts showed that 0. 3% content of CaClz solutioncould effectively restrainyel lowing and decaying, and enhance total antioxidant

capacity and delay the storage of Pak—choi.

Key words Brassica campestris L. ; Ca* storage antioxidant capacity
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