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ABSTRACT 
Mexican lime is well-liked by many consumers due to aroma, good taste and high acidity, and is widely used in the 
industry as an additive food. The experiment was carried out as factorial based on randomized complete design. The 
treatments were sodium nitroprusside at three levels (0, 7.5 and 15μM) and storage time at four levels (harvest time, 
20, 40 and 60 days after harvest). The results showed that the application of SNP prevented TSS content of fruits in 
storage. The highest TA was related to fruit at harvest time. There was no difference in total acidity and vitamin C 
until the 20th day of storage of the fruits treated with SNP and control. Non -use of SNP increased fruit weight loss 
during storage, and its application was slowed down to prevent water from evaporating from the fruit surface. 
Application of 7.5 and 15 μM SNP preserved chlorophyll a, b and total chlorophyll content in fruit skin after 40 days 
of storage. Application of 7.5 and 15 μM SNP prevented fruit rot in 20th day of storage. Finally, the result showed 
that immersion of Mexican lime fruits at 7.5 μM SNP preserves fruit skin chlorophyll, slows weight loss, inhibits 
soluble solids increasing and preserves vitamin content and recommended to extend the storage life of horticultural 
products. 
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Table 1. Mean comparison interaction effect of sodium 
nitroprusside and storage time on the total soluble solids 

of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 
Storage (day) 

SNP 
TSS (%) 

At harvest 20th  40th  60th  
0 8.26 c 9.53 ab 10.06 a 10.03 a 
7.5 μm - 8.53 c 8.96 bc 9.96 a 
15 μm - 8.40 c 9.46 ab 10.03 a 

4&b%�&��,C� 7��*5 j��� � 
/�# !  �� B(�h� Z�!+ -���� -�   -���
 O�	�+� y?# �� 4W%�� 
/��: !`% ��5 .�%���% !b��W� �( ���� 

The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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Table 2. Mean comparison interaction effect of 

sodium nitroprusside and storage time on the on the 
TA of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 

Storage (day) 
SNP 

TA (%) 
At harvest 20th  40th 60th 

0 14.42 a 13.16 c 12.08 d 11.57 e 
7.5 μm - 14.42 a 13.58 b 12.88 c 
15 μm - 14.42 a 14.14 a 13.62 b 

4&b%�&��,C� 7��*5 j��� � 
/�# !  �� B(�h� Z�!+ -���� -�   -���

 !`% �� O�	�+� y?# �� 4W%�� 
/��:5 .�%���% !b��W� �( ���� 
The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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Table 3. Mean comparison interaction effect of 

sodium nitroprusside and storage time on the vitamin 
C of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 

Storage (day) 
SNP 

Vitamin C (mg/100 g FW) 
At harvest 20th  40th  60th  

0 13.20 a 1012 c 9.41 cd 8.36 d 
7.5 μm - 13.20 a 113.5 b 10.20bc 
15 μm - 13.20 a 11.35 b 10.47bc 
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/��: !`% ��5 .�%���% !b��W� �( ���� 
The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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Table 4. Mean comparison interaction effect of 

sodium nitroprusside and storage time on the weight 
loss of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 

Storage (day) 
SNP 

Weight loss percentage 
20th  40th  60th  

0 4.96 cd 23.21 ab 34.22 a 
7.5 μm 2.62 d 11.69 b-d 16.87 bc 
15 μm 4.15 cd 14.18 b-d 23.40 ab 
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The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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Table 5. Mean comparison interaction effect of 

sodium nitroprusside and storage time on chlorophyll 
a content of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 

Storage (day) 
SNP 

chlorophyll a content (mg/g FW) 
At harvest 20th  40th  60th  

0 0.82 a 0.82 a 0.51 abc 0.23 c 
7.5 μm - 0.78 a 0.68 ab 0.54 ab 
15 μm - 0.76 a 0.56 ab 0.42 bc 

4&b%�&� 7��*5 j��� � 
/�# !  �� B(�h� Z�!+ -���� -� �,C�  -���
 O�	�+� y?# �� 4W%�� 
/��: !`% ��5 .�%���% !b��W� �( ���� 

The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 

  

 A&G�!e0 -�/�Q� ���� 
�h% ^����: 4�� ����%b  ��

 $��# � � �
 4&( �5��*5 �%����8%� $��&( ���

 $��# �!(��0 p�@ 4&,F	  .<
��% �/I� ���#�!'�!�&%

 A&G�!e0 -�/�Q� �
 r@�( ���#�!'�!�&%b  $eaT ��� ��

 7��*5 �%����8%��,C� ��� .�
�( B�
��% �/G -� ��	&5 �( -

 A&G�!e0 -�/�Q� �� ��	&5 !��# ��b  .<G�� ^ �0

�3&� 4�!�	0 A&G�!e0 
b  B( geC��;/&� �  B0 �/( ��

 � �%�h% ��	&5 (!*� <`eN) ���#�!'�!�&% $��# R#/5

 7�� B(60  O��I) �,�
�� ��!� ��8%� �� ���6.(  

  

 O��I6.  4&b%�&� B���E� � ���#�!'�!�&% $��# A(�E�� !"�

 A&G�!e0 -�/�Q� !( �%����8%� 7��b  9: /	&2 ;/&� <#/'

��!&
  
Table 6. Mean comparison interaction effect of 

sodium nitroprusside and storage time on chlorophyll 
b content of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 

Storage (day) 
SNP 

Chlorophyll b content (mg/g FW) 
At harvest 20th  40th   60th  

0 0.33 ab 0.32 ab 0.21 b-d 0.09 e 
7.5 μm - 0.37 a 0.25 a-d 0.18 c-e 
15 μm - 0.31 ab 0.29 a-c 0.15 de 

4&b%�&��,C� 7��*5 j��� � 
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 O�	�+� y?# �� 4W%�� 
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The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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Table 7. Mean comparison interaction effect of 
sodium nitroprusside and storage time on chlorophyll 

total content of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 
Storage (day) 

SNP 
Chlorophyll total content (mg/g FW) 

At harvest 20th  40th  60th  
0 1.15 a 1.14 a 0.73 bc 0.32 d 
7.5 μm - 1.15 a 0.93 abc 0.73 bc 
15 μm - 1.07ab 0.85 abc 058 cd 

4&b%�&��,C� 7��*5 j��� � 
/�# !  �� B(�h� Z�!+ -���� -�   -���
 O�	�+� y?# �� 4W%�� 
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The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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Table 8. Mean comparison interaction effect of 

sodium nitroprusside and storage time on carotenoid 
content of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 

Storage (day) 
SNP 

Carotenoid content (mg/g FW) 
At harvest 20th  40th  60th  

0 127.68 e 153.70 cd 182.42 a 187.07a 
7.5 μm - 151.03 d 162.40 bc 181.73a 
15 μm - 149.05 d 163.06 bc 168.72b 
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The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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Table 9: Mean comparison interaction effect 

of sodium nitroprusside and storage time on the 
percentage of decay of Citrus aurantifolia fruit 

Storage (day) 
SNP 

Percentage of decay 
20th  40th  60th  

0 9.33 de 29.66 b 47.33 a 
7.5 μm 0.0 f 3.67 ef 15.0 cd 
15 μm 0.0 f 2.67 f 19.0 c 
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 O�	�+� y?# �� 4W%�� 
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The meanings of the same letters in each column and row do not have a 
significant difference in the Duncan test at 5% probability level. 
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