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Table 1. Comparison of fruit length, fruit width, shape index, stalk length, and weight
among different varieties of plum at harvest

. Fruit length Fruit width Shape index Stalk length ~ Fruit weight
Variety
(mm) (mm) (mm) e
Tsao Yu Li 35.0+£05b° 36.3£0.7b 097+0.01la 103+04ab 257+12c
Hung JouLi  36.1+0.6ab 39.6+1.0a 092+0.02a 11.7+04a 317+ 140
Tai An Li 381+12a 40.1+03a 095+0.03a 11.1+0.6ab 351+08a
Wan Yu Li 328+04¢ 353+04b 093+0.0la 093+1.1b 235+09¢

“Means with the same letter(s) within a column were not significantly different at 5% level

by LSD test.
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Fig. 1. Comparison of fruit length (A), fruit width (B), shape index (C), and weight (D) of
plum at different time. Error bar was the standard error of mean (n=30). @: Tsao Yu
Li, M: Hung Jou Li, A: Tai An Li, x: Wan Yu Li.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of skin colour of plum at 4°C cold storage for 5 weeks after harvest.
Error bar was the standard error of mean (n=30). @: Tsao Yu Li, ll: Hung Jou Li, A:
Tai An Li, X: Wan Yu Li.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of weight loss (A) and firmness (B) of plum at 4°C cold storage for 5
weeks after harvest. Error bar was the standard error of mean (n=30). @: Tsao Yu L1,
B: Hung Jou Li, A: Tai An Li, x: Wan Yu Li.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of total soluble solids (A), titratable acidity (B), sugar-acid ratio (C),
total phenol (D), total anthocyanin (E), and total flavonoid (F) contents of plum at
4°C cold storage for 5 weeks after harvest Error bar was the standard error of mean
(n=30). @: Tsao Yu Li, l: Hung Jou Li, A: Tai An Li, x: Wan Yu Li.
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Fruit growth and quality after harvesting of
different plum cultivars

Ya-Ling Chang® and Yun-Pin Wang

Miaoli District Agricultural Research and Extension Station, Council of Agriculture, Executive
Yuan, Miaoli, Taiwan, R. O. C.

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to understand fruit growth and quality changes after harvest
of the varieties Tsao Yu Li, Hung Jou Li, Tai An Li, Huang kan Li, and Wan Yu Li. The
changes in the appearance of fruits during growth were observed. After harvested, fruits were
stored in 4°C for 5 weeks, and measured the changes in the color, weight loss, hardness, total
soluble solids, titratable acids, sugar-acid ratio, and phenolic compounds content onec a week.
Results showed that plums grew the fastest in May, and the fruit shape index of ripe fruits of
all varieties were less than 1, presenting all fruits were round and flat, while Tai An Li, and
Hung Jou Li have larger fruits with fruit weight 31.2 g and 35.1 g, respectively. The quality of
fruits after storage varied with different varieties, among which, both the chroma and
lightness of fruit skin were decreased on Huang Kan Li and Wan Yu Li. After storage, fruit
weight, hardness and titratable acid were decreased, and sugar-acid ratio increased in all
varieties. Plum fruits were rich in phenolic compounds, among which Hung Jou Li has the
highest content of 256-288 mg/L.

Key words: plum; growth; quality; storage; phenolic compounds
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