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Effects of Organic Fertilizer Application and Bagging Treatments
on Fruit Quality and Postharvest Preservation Performance
of Prunus persica ‘apple’ Peach
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Abstract: [ Objective ] Regarding to the problems of increasing planting scale, backward cultivation management
technology and uneven fruit quality of apple peach in Guizhou, the effects of organic fertilizer application and bagging
treatment on the improvement of fruit quality of apple peach was discussed, in order to improve the quality and postharvest
preservation performance of apple peach fruit. [ Method ] With Prunus persica ‘apple’ Peach as test material, the effects
of organic fertilizer and organic fertilizer combined with bagging on the improvement of fruit quality and postharvest fresh—

keeping performance ( compared with compound fertilizer treatment, CK ) as well as the effect of bagging on pesticide

Wk HIW: 2021-02-23

HATE . ARG TSGR LHISE (2020B0202010003 ) 5 JMHTRMEHRIBE (201803050013 )
PEF R e (1983—) , Zr, 1, BIBFSEG:, WS 1 R SER G- EE, E-mail: xxchang6@163.com
WAE1ES . gtk (1965—) , B, W56, W7 R S5 4E 8, E-mail: qiujishui@gdaas.cn



31

residues were studied. [ Result ] The single fruit weight of organic fertilizer treatment was 232.35 ( +21.3) g, which

was increased by 39.8% compared with CK, but the fruit firmness, vitamin C, total acid and total sugar contents showed no

significant differences between the two treatments. Further more, the application of organic fertilizer delayed the softening

process of apple peach fruit during storage and prolonged the preservation period of about 1 week. The treatment of organic

fertilizer combined with bagging significantly reduced the total acid content by 24%, and increased the reducing sugar content

by 10.5% in peach fruit, and also reduced pesticide residues such as chlorpyrifos, cypermethrin and imidacloprid compared

with organic fertilizer treatment, while the fruit weight, fruit firmness and total soluble solids content showed no significant

differences. Further more, the treatment of organic fertilizer combined with bagging reduced the weight loss rate of apple peach

fruit during postharvest cold storage. [ Conclusion ] The application of organic fertilizer combined with bagging had good effect

on improving fruit quality, and could effectively improve the postharvest preservation performance of apple peach fruit.
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Table 1 Comparison of apple peach fruit quality under different treatments

s LS e TSS ffi iz Ve B sy HEH I
Treat i . Single fruit weight ( (/) Firmness ( /I( ) Total acid Total sugar Sucrose Reducing sugar
reatmen o m,
(g) (kg/em?) ere (g/kg) (glkg) (glke) (g/kg)
HHUE + 48 228.23 +16.5a 11.21 +1.2a 930+0.7a 69.8+1.0b 1.71+0.0c 91.0+1.0a  69.0+1.0b 19.0 + 1.0b
Organic fertilizer + bagging
FAHUIE Organic fertilizer 232.35+21.3a 1029 +0.6ab  9.84+2.1a 73.6x1.0a 225+00a 93.0+x1.0a 73.0x1.0a 17.0 £ 1.0¢
g2E1 166.25 +22.3b 9.87 +0.7b 876+08a 724+1.0a 217+00a 920+1.0a  68.0+1.0b 20.0 + 1.0a

Compound fertilizer ( CK )

TE: RSB E/ING ST R E FoR 28 57 2

Note: Different lowercase letters after data in the same column represent significant differences.
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Table 2 Comparison of pesticide residues in apple peach fruit under different treatments

AT Treatment

HHUE + B4 Organic fertilizer+bagging

AP Organic fertilizer

T Dichlorvos
FEIEI Chlorpyrifos
IR Profenofos
FAURAE Omethoate
SRS Cyfluthrin
FF S Cypermethrin
FUNHEE Fenvalerate
TR A51E Decamethrin
5 E L Kebaiwei

E W Chlorothalonil
ZR [k F 2R Difenoconazole
Z W R Sanmate

Mk ALk Pyrimethanil

JETE K Dimethomorph

N.D. (<< 0.01%)
N.D. (< 0.02%)
N.D. ( < 0.04%)
N.D. ( < 0.02%)
0.0085

N.D. (< 0.003*)
N.D. ( < 0.002%)
N.D. ( < 0.001%)
N.D. (< 0.01%)
N.D. ( < 0.0003* )
N.D. ( < 0.02%)
0.031

N.D. ( < 0.0055% )

N.D. (< 0.00009% )

N.D. (< 0.01%)
0.071

N.D. ( < 0.04%)
N.D. (< 0.02%)
0.0052

0.076

N.D. (< 0.002%)
N.D. ( < 0.001%)
N.D. (< 0.01%)
N.D. ( < 0.0003%)
N.D. ( < 0.02%)
0.016

0.13

N.D. ( < 0.00009% )

TE: o FR R N.D. FoR ARG

Note: * represents the detection limit; N.D. represents no detection.
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