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1 d+indoor temperature, CK:indoor temperature) on postharvest cowpea physiological property was

investigated. The results showed that compared with room temperature storage, the shelf life was

prolonged by change temperature storage treatment. The sensory quality, total soluble solid content

and chlorophyll content were better and the MDA content was suppressed among the storage of T3
and D3 treatments. Meanwhile, the stability of POD, PPO, APX and CAT activities were maintained

that inhibited the generation of reactive oxygen free radicals under change temperature storage, which

reduced the peroxidation damage. Thus, change temperature storage treatments were effectively

maintained better physiological and biochemical properties of post-harvest cowpea.

Keywords; cowpea ; change temperature storage;shelf life; chlorophyll; polyphenol oxidase (PPO)
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Determination of Apple Storage Period by Using
Electronic Senses and Chemometrics

LIU Zhiyang,LIU Yan
(College of Biological Food Science,Changchun Sci-tech University, Changchun, Jilin 130600)

Abstract; Apple was taken as test material,apple samples was determined with electronic nose and its
contents of total acids, solid were also determined interval two months. The experimental data was
planed to established the mathematic model of total acids and solid content via partial least squares
(PLS) regression,then statistical regression analysis to rapid determine the apple storage period and
the content of total acid and solid. The results showed that first and second principal component
contribution rate of electronic nose reached 90. 616 %5, good discrimination,and total acid validation set
decision coefficient (R%) was 0. 906 3, predict root mean square error (RMSEP) was 0. 888 1, the
relative analysis error (RPD) was 2. 75; solids content validation set decision coefficient (R%) was
0. 917 0, predict root mean square error (RMSEP) was 0. 747,RPD was 2. 69, these model results were
displayed a good prediction and showed that the method was feasible of rapid detection total acid and
solid content of apple storage periods.

Keywords: apple; storage period;total acid;solid content;partial least squares (PLS)



