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Effect of different harvest maturity on quality of ‘Hongxiangsu’ pear during
cold storage and subsequent shelf life
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ABSTRACT: Objective To compare the difference in low-temperature storage and shelf life quality of
'Hongxiangsu' pears with different harvest maturities. Methods The ‘Hongxiangsu’ pear fruit were firstly divided
into 3 grades of maturity (low, medium and high) based on the absorbance difference (15p) value. The fruit was stored
at (0£0.5) °C for 210 d and 300 d, and then put on shelf at (20£1) °C for 7 d. The peel color difference (L value and
h°), firmness, soluble solids content (SSC), titratable acid (TA), solid acid ratio, sensory score, core browning index

and decay rate of ‘Hongxiangsu’ pear fruits of low (1.30-1.63), medium (0.98-1.30) and high maturity (0.65-0.98)
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were compared under cold storage and ambient temperature shelf conditions. Results The firmness, titratable acid
content and sensory score of different maturity fruit decreased with the prolongation of storage, while the solid acid
ratio, core browning index and decay rate increased gradually. Peel h® low maturity fruit decreased, while the L value
and SSC increased. Peel h® and SSC of medium maturity fruit displayed downward trend. The SSC of high maturity
fruit appeared downward trend. The SSC, the solid acid ratio and core browning index of high maturity fruit were
distinctly higher than those of low and medium maturity (P>0.05), but the TA content and peel h°® were significantly
lower than those of low and medium maturity (P<0.05). There was no significant difference in firmness among the 3
maturities fruit (P>0.05), the core browning index of high maturity was significantly higher than other maturity fruit,
but there was no obviouse difference between low and medium maturity fruit (P>0.05). Until 300 d of cold storage
and 7 d at shelf life, compared with high maturity, the core browning index reduced by 19.83% and 23.67% in low
and medium maturity fruit, and the solid acid ratio reduced by 35.48% and 30.62% in low and medium maturity fruit.
The decay rate of middle maturity fruit was significantly lower (P<0.05) than those of low and high maturity fruits by
63.66% and 57.14%, but there was no difference between low and high maturity fruit (P>0.05). Conclusion The
harvest maturity is an important factor for the storage of ‘Hongxiangsu’ pear fruit. The fruit of low maturity is
suitable for medium-term cold storage. The fruit with middle maturity is suitable for long-term cold storage, while the
fruit with high maturity is suitable for short-term storage.

KEY WORDS: ‘Hongxiangsu’ pear; maturity; storage quality; storability
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Fig.2 Effect of different maturity on fruit firmness (A), SSC (B), TA content (C) and SSC/TA (D) of ‘Hongxiangsu’ pear (n=3)
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Table 3 Effect of different maturity on core browning index and decay rate of ‘Hongxiangsu’ pear (n=3)
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