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Table 1 The values of cherry quality indicators with different treatments after 20 h logistics
Jre RS/ (kgem™)  JERHERC/%  RWTRIER /% RIRE /Gy RER /% VC RS (mgkeg) TR pH (A
1 0.73 0 0 10 0 873 4.1
2 0.73 0 0 10 0 875 4.1
3 0.73 2.7 1.4 9 0.6 826 4.3
4 0.73 0 0 10 0 862 4.2
5 0.73 0.6 0 10 0 857 4.2
6 0.73 0 0 10 0 859 4.3
F2 EHMRE 40 h AR SR LGB ERIERE
Table 2 The values of cherry quality indicators with different treatments after 40 h logistics
JPe RS/ (kgem™)  JEEHEEL /% RBTAE % RIREE /Sy KRER /% VORI (mgkg) TR pH (H
1 0.71 2.5 0 9 0 857 4.7
2 0.68 53 1.4 9 0.2 851 53
3 0.61 13.2 4.7 7 1.7 765 6.8
4 0.68 5.8 5.0 8 1.1 835 59
5 0.61 10.6 2.9 7 0.6 793 6.3
6 0.68 6.5 1.4 8 0.4 842 5.7
3T 60 h FRF AR IERE
Table 3 The values of cherry quality indicators with different treatments after 60 h logistics
P RS (kgem™)  BREIREU%  FAETHE % RIKK /4y REH /% VC TR (mgkg ) TR pH (i
1 0.68 4.6 1.4 9 0.7 841 54
2 0.61 10.4 1.4 7 0.5 830 6.7
3 0.49 25.3 7.2 5 52 707 7.7
4 0.49 8.7 5.9 6 3.6 780 6.8
5 0.49 13.5 3.1 6 3.1 722 7.2
6 0.61 10.2 3.5 6 1.3 821 6.9
H12E 1~3 W% 1) WAl 20 h ), BR35X) 6 A ab 3y =Cn Bk pH (E344 ek, (R33M%
MR TR et , B EAL P2 2048 T 7. 3) Bliiidtl 60 h i, PEMERA TRk
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10.6% 1 6.5%, HoAth 3 Fff 2 b By 1 ) i B2 46 40
KT 6% 1 SHERKAY VC BTHE /- AR, 1 3.7%,
3555 VCAREZ, /75 14.0% 1 10.9%.

RAMEBUIN, HAFEbR E AR BAME, 25, 35,
5501 6 SHEPE R EIIE T 10%, 1 5H14 545
BN 4.6% F 8.7%. 35, 45 F1 5 5 A F S0 P [
£ 30% LA I, 15, 25 M6 5MTE16% LI T, &
FMEMAE T, 15, 2 556 SR VC i
IYBEALEN, H7E 820 mg/kg LA b, 3~5 SAHEEEEY
fi.F 800 mg/kg, 3 SHEBEk VC iikinZ. 1 SHHkRE
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Fig.1 The decaying index variation of cherries with
different treatments in shelf life after logistics simulation
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Fig.3 The changes of fruits hardness for cherries with
different treatments in shelf life after logistics simulation
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Fig.4 The variation of weight loss for cherries with
different treatments in shelf life after logistics simulation
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Fig. 6 The changes in the pH of cherries with different
treatments in shelf life after logistics simulation
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Experimental Study on Effects of Cherry Preservation Quality

Based on Different Packaging Treatments

JIANG Nan, LI Xia, LUO Zhanhui, Deng Jing

( College of Packaging and Materials Engineering’, Key Laboratory of New Materials and Technology for Packaging’,
Hunan University of Technology, Zhuzhou Hunan 412007, China )

Abstract: Logistics and shelf - life preservation of cherry is based on cold chain technology, resulting in
restrictions on cherry sales. In order to explore the best mode for cherry distribution at ambient temperature, six
different pre-logistics treatment and packaging methods were designed for logistics simulation and shelf-life simulation
under ambient temperature condition ((23 + 1) °C ). The values of cherry quality indicators with different treatments at
the end of the logistics were determined and the value variation of cherry sensory indicators and nutritional indicators
of shelf life after logistics simulation were analyzed. The results of research showed that the cherries in treatment
No.1 and packaging (ethanol fumigation + precooling + MAP) maintained the best quality and their indicators after
different logistics time and corresponding shelf life were better than those with other treatment methods. It indicated
that to a certain extent method No.l could realize the cherry distribution at ambient temperature and reduce logistics
costs. Cherries in No.2 (precooling + MAP) and No.6 (ethanol fumigation + MAP) after 20 h and 40 h logistics and the
corresponding shelf-life were slightly poorer in quality than the cherries in packaging No.1, this results showed that
No.2 and No.6 methods could be selected for short distance distribution under ambient temperature conditions while
ensuring the quality of cherry.

Keywords: cherry; ethanol fumigation; precooling; modified atmosphere packaging (MAP)
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