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Fig. 1 Comparison of single grain weight of different varieties
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Fig. 2 Comparison of percentage of seeds among different varieties
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Fig. 6 The number of "praise” votes of taste under different treatment methods
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Fig. 7 The number of “praise” votes of flavor under different treatment methods
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Comparison on Quality of Different Grape Varieties
Under Different Drying Methods

Guljahan- Kerem,Alim+ Abliz, Tursunay« Turhun, CAI Jun-she
(Development Research Center of Grape, Meleon and Fruit in Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous
Region, Shanshan, Xinjiang 838201)

Abstract; In order to promote the diversification of raisin products in Xinjiang,explore more markets,to create
higher social and economic benefits, taking 14 varieties of fresh grapes as the test materials, used 5 kinds of
dried (airing,airing+ agent promote dry,sun-dried,sun-dried+ agent promote dry,drying), the difference of
quality of the 14 kinds of grape under different drying methods was studied. The results showed that the inte-
grated appearance. taste, flavor, quality indexes such as physical and chemical indicators, the appearance. taste
of Moldova and the Summer Black Grapes under each drying methods were the best; the evaluation of sensory
indexes such as appearance, taste,flavor of Seedless White Heart,Seedless White, Seedless Cuibao under treat-
ment airing+ agent promote dry was better;the taste evaluation of LLove Roses,Sweet Princess was better.

Keywords: raisins;dried; quality
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