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Abstract 

The present investigation entitled “Chemical and sensory changes during storage study of concentrated 

fig (Ficus carica L.) pulp” was carried out during 2015–2016 at Post Harvest Technology Centre, 

Department of Horticulture, Mahatma Phule Krishi Vidyapeeth, Rahuri. The storage behaviour of 

concentrated fig pulp which was packed in different packaging materials (glass bottles and standy 

pouches) and stored at two different storage conditions (ambient temperature and cold storage) was 

studied. The data revealed that there was increase in TSS, total sugars, reducing sugars and titratable 

acidity, whereas the calcium and iron decreased during 180 days of storage in concentrated fig pulp. The 

sensory score viz., colour, flavour, taste and overall acceptability of concentrated fig pulp during 180 

days of storage were found to be decreased in all the treatment combinations. The microbial quality viz., 

yeast and mould count were found to be increased during 180 days of storage in concentrated fig pulp but 

was found to be within acceptable level in all treatment combinations. The treatment CP1S2 i.e. 

concentrated fig pulp packed in glass bottles and stored in cold storage; was found to be superior in 

respect of chemical composition, sensory evaluation and microbial quality. The cost of production and 

storage of 1 kg concentrated fig pulp is Rs 158.64. 

 

Keywords: Fig, concentrated fig pulp, chemical analysis, sensory parameters, yeast and mould count, 

cost of production 

 

Introduction 

Fig (Ficus carica L.) belonging to the family Moraceae. It is widely cultivated throughout the 

tropical and subtropical regions of the world and to some extent in moderate climatic regions 

of temperate zone. It is one of the most salt and drought tolerant fruit crops. It is grown 

commercially in areas bordering the Mediterranean sea, as well as U.S.A. In India, its 

commercial production is limited to a few centres in Maharashtra and South India. It is 

cultivated on commercial scale in adjoining areas of Pune and Aurangabad. It is grown in 

small patches in Bengaluru, Sreerangapattanam and Bellary districts of Karnataka. It is also 

grown in and around Anantpur and Hyderabad in Telangana. In northern parts of India, its 

cultivation is scattered as a homestead crop in Punjab, Bihar, West Bengal and Uttar Pradesh. 

The production of fig in Maharashtra for the year 2013-14 was 2,705 MT from an area of 947 

ha. (Anon., 2014)[3]. Fruit of fig are composed of small drupes attached to a fleshy axis which 

forms an aggregate fruit known as synconium. Figs have a great importance in nutrition due to 

being important source of carbohydrates also they have highest dietary index value of 11 as 

compared to other fruits. In Maharashtra the fig fruits being seasonal are available only from 

March-June. Fig fruits being highly perishable cannot be stored for longer period and have to 

be sold in local market immediately after harvest. During harvest period, market glut may 

occur; as a result the producer may not get a reasonable price for his produce and is at loss. If 

fig fruits can be converted into various value added product then the producer may not only get 

higher remuneration but also the consumers may get availability of fig products for longer 

period of time. Concentrated pulp is prepared by heating the freshly extracted pulp so as to 

naturally increase the T.S.S. of fruit. After heating it is reduced to nearly half of its initial 

volume. Due to reduction in water activity by evaporation due to heating the microbiological 

stability may be guaranteed. Concentrated fig pulp can also be used for preparation of different 

types of products. Therefore, the present investigation was carried out with an aim to convert 

fig pulp into concentrated fig pulp and study its quality parameters during storage and 

economics of production. 
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Materials and Methods 

Fig fruits and other ingredients 

Fig fruits of Cv. Poona fig were obtained from All India 

Coordinated Research Project on Arid Zone Fruit Project, 

Department of Horticulture, MPKV, Rahuri. Well matured 

fruits of uniform and medium size were harvested, and 

brought to the Post Harvest Technology Centre for pulp 

extraction. Sodium benzoate was used as a preservative 

obtained from manufactures M/s. Thermo Fisher Scientific 

India Pvt. Ltd., Mumbai. 

 

Pulp extraction, packaging and storage 

The pulp after extraction from screw type pulper was heated 

till the TSS of the product became 350B. The preservative i.e. 

sodium benzoate was added before TSS reached to end point. 

The hot concentrated fig pulp was filled in pre-sterilized 500 

g glass bottles and 200 mL capacity standy pouches and 

sealed. All the packed samples were sterilized. The 

concentrated fig pulp was stored at ambient conditions and 

cold storage for a period of 180 days. The experimental 

details and treatment details are given in Table 1 and 2 

respectively. The flowchart for extraction and storage of 

concentrated fig pulp is given in Fig. 1 

 

 
 

Fig 1: Preparation of concentrated fig pulp 

 
Table 1: Experimental details for concentrated fig pulp storage 

 

1. Crop Fig 

2. Variety Poona fig 

3. Product Concentrated Fig Pulp 

4. Preservative Sodium benzoate 350 ppm 

5. Packaging 
Glass bottles (P1) 

Standy pouches (P2) 

6. Storage 
Ambient conditions (S1) 

Cold storage (S2) 

7. Design 
Factorial Completely Randomised 

Design (FCRD) 

8. Replications Five 

9. 

Number of 

treatment 

combinations 

1x 2 x 2 = 4 

Table 2 Treatment details for concentrated fig pulp storage 
 

Treatment 

No. 
Interaction Treatment details 

T1 CP1S1 
Concentrated fig pulp + Glass bottles + Ambient 

conditions. 

T2 CP2S1 
Concentrated fig pulp + Standy pouch + Ambient 

conditions 

T3 CP1S2 
Concentrated fig pulp + Glass bottles + Cold 

storage 

T4 CP2S2 
Concentrated fig pulp + Standy pouch + Cold 

storage 

 

Physico-chemical analysis of fresh fig fruits 

The physico-chemical analysis of fresh fig fruits was done for 

the following parameters; shape, colour, average length, 

average weight, average diameter, TSS, titratable acidity, 

reducing sugars, total sugars, calcium and iron. 

 

Chemical analysis of stored concentrated fig pulp 

The chemical analysis of fresh and stored concentrated fig 

pulp for a period of 180 days at 30 days interval was done for 

TSS, titratable acidity, reducing sugars, total sugars, calcium 

and iron by the standard method suggested by Ranganna 

(1986) and A.O.A.C (1990)[23]. 

 

Sensory evaluation of stored concentrated fig pulp 

The sensory evaluation of stored concentrated fig pulp was 

done at 30 days interval for a period of 180 days for colour, 

flavour, texture, taste and overall acceptability by using a 9-

point hedonic scale given by Amerine et al. (1979) [2]. 

 

Yeast and mould count 

The yeast and mould count for a period of concentrated fig 

pulp was done according to the procedure given by Adedeji 

and Oluwana (2013) [1]. 

 

Statistical analysis 

The experiment was planned and carried out using Factorial 

Completely Randomised Design with five replications. The 

data obtained in the present investigation for chemical 

analysis and sensory evaluation of concentrated fig pulp was 

analysed for statistical significance according to the standard 

procedure given by Panse and Sukatme (1985) 

  

Cost of production 

The cost of production and storage of concentrated fig pulp 

was worked according to the standard procedure given by Lal 

et al. (1980) [16]. 

     

Results and Discussion 

1. Physico-chemical parameters of fresh fig fruit 

The fresh fig fruits had pear shape, the peel colour was 

reddish green, flesh colour was pinkish, average length was 

6.54 cm, average diameter was 4.82 cm and average weight 

was 24.95 g. The fresh fig fruit had 19.12 0B TSS, 0.240 per 

cent acidity, 12.78 per cent reducing sugars, 15.86 per cent 

total sugars, 74.32 mg/100 g calcium and 0.98 mg/ 100g iron. 

Similar results were reported by Gawade (2002) [6], 

Khandekar (2004) [10], Kotlawar (2008) [13], Khapre et al. 

(2011) [11] and Mhalaskar et al. (2012) [17] on fresh fig fruit. 

 

2. Chemical composition of fresh concentrated fig pulp 

The freshly prepared concentrated fig pulp had 34.80 0B TSS, 

0.263 per cent acidity, 30.38 per cent reducing sugars, 32.15 

per cent total sugars, 77.44 mg/100 g calcium and 1.22 mg/ 

100g iron. The results are in agreement with the research 
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work carried out by Gawade (2002) [6], Palve (2002) [21], 

Chandewar (2004) [5] and Naikwadi (2005) [19] on dried figs, 

Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp, Kotlawar (2008) [13] on fig 

leather. 

 

3. Chemical composition of concentrated fig pulp during 

storage 

A. Total soluble solids (TSS) (0B)   

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the TSS content of 

concentrated fig pulp was statistically significant (Table 3). 

The minimum increase of TSS in concentrated fig pulp was 

observed in treatment CP1S2 (34.84 to 35.45 0B) followed by 

CP2S2 (34.87 to 35.67 0B) whereas the maximum increase in 

TSS of concentrated fig pulp was observed in treatment 

CP2S1 (35.21 to 36.33 0B) followed by CP1S1 (35.11 to 

36.06 0B) during 30 to 180 days of storage. The TSS content 

increased during storage which might be due to reduction of 

moisture, conversion of insoluble carbohydrates into soluble 

sugars and hydrolysis of polysaccharides into monosaccharide 

and oligosaccharides during storage. The results are in 

agreement with the research work carried out by Gawade 

(2002) [6], Palve (2002) [21], Chandewar (2004) [5] and 

Naikwadi (2005) [19] on dried figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on 

fig pulp, Kotlawar (2008) [13] on fig leather. Similiar results 

were reported by Sonawane (2000) [25] on tamarind pulp, 

Mohite (2002) [18] on custard apple pulp, and Jain et al. (2011) 
[9] on papaya and guava pulp. 

 

B. Titratable acidity (%) 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the titratable acidity content 

of concentrated fig pulp was statistically non-significant upto 

120 days but after that it was significant (Table 3). The 

minimum increase of titratable acidity in concentrated fig 

pulp was observed in treatment CP1S2 (0.277 to 0.354 %) 

followed by CP2S2 (0.299 to 0.398 %) whereas the maximum 

increase in titratable acidity of concentrated fig pulp was 

observed in treatment CP2S1 (0.341 to 0.448 %) followed by 

CP1S1 (0.320 to 0.427 %) during 30 to 180 days of storage. 

The acidity increased during 180 days storage period might be 

due to degradation of pectic substances into soluble solids, 

rise in the concentration of weakly ionized acids and their 

salts during storage and fermentation causing the release of 

organic acids from the concentrated fig pulp. The results are 

in agreement with the research work carried out by Gawade 

(2002), Palve (2002) [21], Chandewar (2004) [5] and Naikwadi 

(2005) on dried figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp, 

Kotlawar (2008) [13] on fig on tamarind leather. Similiar 

results were reported by Sonawane (2000) [25] pulp, Mohite 

(2002) [18] on custard apple pulp and Jain et al. (2011) [9] on 

papaya and guava pulp. 

 

C. Reducing sugars (%) 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the reducing sugars content 

of concentrated fig pulp was statistically significant (Table 3). 

The minimum increase of reducing sugars in concentrated fig 

pulp was observed in treatment CP1S2 (30.59 to 31.18 %) 

followed by CP2S2 (30.67 to 31.37 %) whereas the maximum 

increase in reducing sugars of concentrated fig pulp was 

observed in treatment CP2S1 (30.90 to 31.98 %) followed by 

CP1S1 (30.79 to 31.74 %) during 30 to 180 days of storage. 

The data revealed that there was increase in reducing sugars 

content during 180 days storage period. The reducing sugars 

increased which might be due to hydrolysis of non-reducing 

sugars into reducing sugars and inversion process of sucrose 

to glucose and fructose by acids. The results are in agreement 

with the research work carried out by Gawade (2002) [6], 

Palve (2002) [21], Chandewar (2004) [5] and Naikwadi (2005) 

on dried figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp, Kotlawar 

(2008) [13] on fig leather. Similiar results were reported by 

Sonawane (2000) on tamarind pulp, Mohite (2002) on custard 

apple pulp and Jain et al. (2011) [9] on papaya and guava pulp. 

 

D. Total sugars (%) 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the total sugars content of 

concentrated fig pulp was statistically significant (Table 3). 

The minimum increase of total sugars in concentrated fig pulp 

was observed in treatment CP1S2 (32.23 to 32.74 %) 

followed by CP2S2 (32.32 to 32.90 %) whereas the maximum 

increase in total sugars of concentrated fig pulp was observed 

in treatment CP2S1 (32.65 to 33.79 %) followed by CP1S1 

(32.48 % to 33.40 %) during 30 to 180 days of storage. 

During the 180 days of storage period the total sugars 

increased which might be due to conversion of starch and 

other polysaccharides into simple sugars.The results are in 

agreement with the research work carried out by Gawade 

(2002) [6], Palve (2002) [21], Chandewar (2004) [5] and 

Naikwadi (2005) [19] on dried figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on 

fig pulp, Kotlawar (2008) [13] on fig leather. Similiar results 

were reported by Sonawane (2000) [25] on tamarind pulp, 

Mohite (2002) [18] on custard apple pulp and Jain et al. (2011) 

on papaya and guava pulp.  

 

E. Calcium (mg/100 g) 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the calcium content of 

concentrated fig pulp was statistically significant (Table 3). 

The minimum decrease of calcium in concentrated fig pulp 

was observed in treatment CP1S2 (77.39 to 77.01 mg/100 g) 

followed by CP2S2 (77.35 to 76.83 mg/100g) whereas the 

maximum decrease in calcium of concentrated fig pulp was 

observed in treatment CP2S1 (77.20 to 76.37 mg/100 g) 

followed by CP1S1 (77.28 to 76.58 mg/100 g) during 30 to 

180 days of storage. During 180 days of storage period there 

was decrease in calcium content which might be caused due 

to the heating of tissues which caused disruption of 

membranes and decompartmentation of cell constituents. Due 

to heating there was damage to the cell membranes that 

caused increase in impermeability. This caused release of 

Ca2+ ions. The results are in agreement with the research 

carried out by Kresic et al. (2004) on celeriac candy, Nale 

(2006) [20] on tamarind, mango and papaya mixed fruit toffee, 

Vidhya and Narain (2011) on wood apple fruit jam and wood 

apple fruit bar and Gawas (2012) [7] on nutmeg fruit rind 

candy.  

 

F. Iron (mg/100 g) 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the iron content of 

concentrated fig pulp was statistically significant (Table 3). 

The minimum decrease of iron content in concentrated fig 

pulp was observed in treatment CP1S2 (1.22 to 1.18 mg /100 

g) followed by CP2S2 (1.22 to 1.16 mg/100 g) whereas the 

maximum decrease in iron of concentrated fig pulp was 

observed in treatment CP2S1 (1.19 to 1.02 mg/100 g) 

followed by CP1S1 (1.20 to 1.06 mg/100g) during 30 to 180 

days of storage. With the advancement of 180 days of storage 
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period there was decrease in the iron content which might be 

due to oxidation of iron present in the sample. The results are 

in agreement with the research carried out by Kotlawar (2008) 
[13] on fig leather, similar results were reported by Lohar 

(2005) on karonda RTS carbonated beverage, Jadhav (2009) 

on aonla:sapota blend leather, Gawas (2012) [7] on nutmeg 

fruit rind candy, Sakhare (2009) on karonda leather, Kharce 

(2012) on tamarind leather and Lahamge (2016) on anar rub. 

 
Table 3. Effect of packaging materials and storage conditions on chemical composition of concentrated fig pulp during storage 

 

Particulars 
Storage period 

(days) 
CP1S1 CP2S1 CP1S2 CP2S2 SE. m (+) CD @ 5 % CD @ 1 % 

TSS (0B) 

 30 days 35.11 35.21 34.84 34.87 0.0079 0.0245 0.0343 

 60 days 35.27 35.40 34.90 35.00 0.0049 0.0151 0.0212 

 90 days 35.46 35.61 34.98 35.16 0.0061 0.0189 0.0265 

 120 days 35.58 35.86 35.11 35.31 0.0045 0.0138 0.0194 

 150 days 35.76 36.12 35.27 35.49 0.0053 0.0164 0.0229 

 180 days 36.06 36.33 35.45 35.67 0.0037 0.0113 0.0159 

Titratable acidity (%) 

 30 days 0.320 0.341 0.277 0.299 0.0008 NS NS 

 60 days 0.341 0.363 0.299 0.320 0.0012 NS NS 

 90 days 0.356 0.383 0.305 0.340 0.0020 NS NS 

 120 days 0.374 0.405 0.317 0.358 0.0024 NS NS 

 150 days 0.398 0.421 0.328 0.375 0.0016 0.0050 0.0044 

 180 days 0.427 0.448 0.354 0.398 0.0014 0.0070 0.0061 

Reducing sugars (%) 

 30 days 30.79 30.90 30.59 30.67 0.0053 0.0164 0.0229 

 60 days 30.95 31.12 30.66 30.75 0.0045 0.0138 0.0194 

 90 days 31.10 31.39 30.74 30.86 0.0053 0.0164 0.0229 

 120 days 31.33 31.59 30.85 30.99 0.0049 0.0151 0.0212 

 150 days 31.56 31.71 30.98 31.16 0.0065 0.0201 0.0282 

 180 days 31.74 31.98 31.18 31.37 0.0061 0.0189 0.0265 

Total sugars (%) 

 30 days 32.48 32.65 32.23 32.32 0.0073 0.0226 0.0317 

 60 days 32.62 32.81 32.31 32.44 0.0061 0.0189 0.0265 

 90 days 32.79 32.98 32.43 32.58 0.0065 0.0201 0.0282 

 120 days 32.93 33.21 32.55 32.71 0.0053 0.0164 0.0229 

 150 days 33.18 33.59 32.61 32.76 0.0045 0.0138 0.0194 

 180 days 33.40 33.79 32.74 32.90 0.0057 0.0176 0.0247 

Calcium (mg/100 g) 

 30 days 77.28 77.20 77.39 77.35 0.0082 0.0252 0.0353 

 60 days 77.18 77.09 77.34 77.29 0.0020 0.0063 0.0088 

 90 days 77.06 76.95 77.27 77.20 0.0033 0.0101 0.0141 

 120 days 76.90 76.67 77.21 77.07 0.0029 0.0088 0.0123 

 150 days 76.70 76.51 77.12 76.97 0.0020 0.0063 0.0088 

 180 days 76.58 76.37 77.01 76.83 0.0024 0.0075 0.0106 

Iron (mg/100 g) 

 30 days 1.20 1.19 1.22 1.22 0.0004 0.0014 0.0019 

 60 days 1.17 1.16 1.21 1.20 0.0005 0.0015 0.0021 

 90 days 1.15 1.13 1.21 1.20 0.0012 0.0038 0.0053 

 120 days 1.12 1.10 1.20 1.18 0.0016 0.0050 0.0071 

 150 days 1.08 1.05 1.19 1.17 0.0018 0.0057 0.0079 

 180 days 1.06 1.02 1.18 1.16 0.0013 0.0039 0.0055 

 

4. Sensory evaluation of fresh concentrated fig pulp 

The freshly prepared concentrated fig pulp had sensory score 

for colour, flavour, texture, taste and overall acceptability as 

8.62, 8.15, 8.12, 8.45 and 8.33, respectively. 

 

5. Sensory evaluation of concentrated fig pulp during 

storage 

A. Colour 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the colour of concentrated 

fig pulp was found to be statistically significant upto 180 days 

of storage (Table 4). The highest sensory score for colour was  

observed in CP1S2 from 8.57 to 8.13 followed by CP2S2 

from 8.49 to 8.02 during 180 days of storage. The lowest 

sensory score for colour was observed in CP2S1 from 8.30 to 

7.75 followed by CP1S1 from 8.43 to 7.88 during 180 days of 

storage. The data indicates that the scores for colour 

decreased continuously during 180 days storage. This might 

be due to non-enzymatic reaction of organic acids with sugars 

or oxidation of phenols, which leads to formation of brown 

pigments. Similar results were also observed by Gawade 

(2002) [6], Palve (2002) [21] and Naikwadi (2005) [19] on dried 

figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp and Kotlawar (2008) 

[13] on fig leather. 

 

B. Flavour 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the flavour of concentrated 

fig pulp was found to be statistically significant upto 180 days 

of storage (Table 4). The highest sensory score for flavour 

was observed in CP1S2 from 8.10 to 7.42 followed by CP2S2 

from 8.03 to 7.31 during 180 days of storage. The lowest 
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sensory score for flavour was observed in CP2S1 from 7.75 to 

6.90 followed by CP1S1 from 7.90 to 7.12 during 180 days of 

storage. With the increase in storage period there was 

decrease in the scores for flavour which might be due to loss 

of flavouring compounds at a higher rate at higher storage 

temperature. Similar results were also observed by Gawade 

(2002) [6], Palve (2002) [21] and Naikwadi (2005) [19] on dried 

figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp and Kotlawar (2008) 
[13] on fig leather. 

 

C. Texture 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the texture of concentrated 

fig pulp was found to be statistically significant upto 180 days 

of storage (Table 4). The highest sensory score for texture 

was observed in CP1S2 from 8.05 to 7.53 followed by CP2S2 

from 7.99 to 7.45 during 180 days of storage. The lowest 

sensory score for texture was observed in CP2S1 from 7.70 to 

6.98 followed by CP1S1 from 7.90 to 7.14 during 180 days of 

storage. Similar results were also observed by Gawade (2002) 
[6], Palve (2002) [21] and Naikwadi (2005) [19] on dried figs, 

Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp and Kotlawar (2008) [13]on 

fig leather. 

 

D. Taste  

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the taste of concentrated fig 

pulp was found to be statistically significant upto 180 days of 

storage (Table 4). The highest sensory score for taste was 

observed in CP1S2 from 8.40 to 7.90 followed by CP2S2 

from 8.34 to 7.80 during 180 days of storage. The lowest 

sensory score for taste was observed in CP2S1 from 8.11 to 

7.24 followed by CP1S1 from 8.30 to 7.58 during 180 days of 

storage. From the data it was observed that the taste scores 

were decreased gradually during 180 days of storage. The 

gradual loss in taste scores might be due to changes in the 

volatile compounds of the products. Similar results were also 

observed by Gawade (2002) [6], Palve (2002) [21] and 

Naikwadi (2005) on dried figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig 

pulp and Kotlawar (2008) [13] on fig leather. 

 

E. Overall acceptability 

The treatment combination of packaging materials and 

storage conditions indicated that the overall acceptability of 

concentrated fig pulp was found to be statistically significant 

upto 180 days of storage (Table 4). The highest sensory score 

for overall acceptability was observed in CP1S2 from 8.28 to 

7.75 followed by CP2S2 from 8.21 to 7.65 during 180 days of 

storage. The lowest sensory score for overall acceptability 

was observed in CP2S1 from 7.97 to 7.22 followed by CP1S1 

from 8.13 to 7.43 during 180 days of storage. The data on 

changes in overall acceptability score revealed that all the 

treatment had decreasing trends during 180 days which might 

be due to oxidation, storage time, temperature, light exposure, 

packaging materials sorption or chemical composition and 

changes in volatile compounds. Similar results were also 

observed by Gawade (2002) [6], Palve (2002) and Naikwadi 

(2005) on dried figs, Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp and 

Kotlawar (2008) [13] on fig leather. 

 

6. Microbial (Yeast and Mould Count) quality 

The data on yeast and mould count of concentrated fig pulp 

revealed that there was no detection (ND) of microbes (yeast 

and mould) in cold storage and under ambient condition upto 

60 days (Table 5). At 120 days, there was microbial detection 

in CP1S1 and CP2S1 but it was negligible and within 

acceptable level (less than 2.00 colony forming unit per g.) 

and also it was safe for consumption. The treatment CP1S2 

and CP2S2 did not show any microbial growth. At 180 days, 

there was microbial detection in all treatments but it was 

negligible and within acceptable level (less than 2.00 colony 

forming unit per g.) and also it was safe for consumption. The 

microbial growth was within acceptable limits in concentrated 

pulp which might be due to low moisture, preservative, 

packaging material and storage conditions. Similar 

 
Table 4: Effect of packaging materials and storage conditions on sensory parameters of   concentrated fig pulp during storage 

 

Particulars 
Storage period 

(days) 
CP1S1 CP2S1 CP1S2 CP2S2 SE. m (+) CD @ 5 % CD @ 1 % 

Colour 

 30 days 8.43 8.30 8.57 8.49 0.0029 0.0088 0.0123 

 60 days 8.34 8.21 8.50 8.43 0.0102 0.0314 0.0441 

 90 days 8.22 8.10 8.40 8.35 0.0041 0.0126 0.0176 

 120 days 8.15 8.00 8.28 8.21 0.0037 0.0113 0.0159 

 150 days 8.03 7.90 8.28 8.10 0.0024 0.0075 0.0106 

 180 days 7.88 7.75 8.13 8.02 0.0016 0.005 0.0071 

Flavour 

 30 days 7.90 7.75 8.10 8.03 0.0163 0.0503 0.0705 

 60 days 7.75 7.60 7.91 7.86 0.0184 0.0566 0.0794 

 90 days 7.64 7.50 7.83 7.78 0.0122 0.0377 0.0529 

 120 days 7.48 7.35 7.70 7.64 0.0143 0.0440 0.0617 

 150 days 7.28 7.10 7.58 7.49 0.0151 0.0465 0.0653 

 180 days 7.12 6.90 7.42 7.31 0.0204 0.0629 0.0882 

Texture 

 30 days 7.90 7.70 8.05 7.99 0.0286 0.0881 0.1234 

 60 days 7.78 7.60 7.97 7.90 0.0114 0.0352 0.0494 

 90 days 7.64 7.45 7.90 7.88 0.0163 0.0503 0.0705 

 120 days 7.50 7.30 7.78 7.74 0.0024 0.0075 0.0106 

 150 days 7.34 7.12 7.65 7.60 0.0082 0.0252 0.0353 

 180 days 7.14 6.98 7.53 7.45 0.0122 0.0377 0.0529 

Taste 

 30 days 8.30 8.11 8.40 8.34 0.0286 0.0881 0.1234 

 60 days 8.20 7.95 8.35 8.27 0.0367 0.1132 0.1587 
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 90 days 8.06 7.81 8.26 8.17 0.0163 0.0503 0.0705 

 120 days 7.90 7.69 8.16 8.06 0.0204 0.0629 0.0882 

 150 days 7.75 7.40 8.02 7.93 0.0184 0.0566 0.0794 

 180 days 7.58 7.24 7.90 7.80 0.0122 0.0377 0.0529 

Overall acceptability 

 30 days 8.13 7.97 8.28 8.21 0.0143 0.0440 0.0617 

 60 days 8.02 7.84 8.18 8.12 0.0163 0.0503 0.0705 

 90 days 7.89 7.72 8.10 8.05 0.0082 0.0252 0.0353 

 120 days 7.76 7.59 7.98 7.91 0.0204 0.0629 0.0882 

 150 days 7.60 7.38 7.88 7.78 0.0082 0.0252 0.0353 

 180 days 7.43 7.22 7.75 7.65 0.0143 0.0440 0.0617 

 

results were reported by Khandekar (2004) [10] on fig pulp, 

Chandewar (2004) [5] and Naikwadi (2005) [19] on dried figs 

and Kohinkar (2009) on fig and guava mixed fruit toffee.  

7. Economics of concentrated pulp preparation and 

storage 

The economics of preparation and storage of concentrated fig 

pulp is given in Table 6. The cost of production for the best 

treatment combination i.e., CP1S2 was found to be Rs. 

158.64/kg 

 
Table 5: Effect of packaging materials and storage conditions on the microbial quality (Yeast and Mould Count) of concentrated fig pulp 

 

Treatments 
0 days 60 days 

 

120 days 
180 days 

10-6 cfu/g. 10-6 cfu/g. 10-6 cfu/g. 10-6 cfu/g. 

CP1S1 ND ND 0.3 1.00 

CP2S1 ND ND 1.00 1.70 

CP1S2 ND ND ND 0.3 

CP2S2 ND ND ND 0.3 

 

Conclusion 

The concentrated fig pulp packed in glass bottles stored under 

cold storage (5 + 20C) for 180 days was found to be best in 

respect of chemical, sensory and microbial parameters. The 

cost of production and storage of 1 kg concentrated fig pulp is 

Rs 158.64. 

 

Table 6. Economics of the cost of production and storage of concentrated fig pulp 

 

S. No Particulars 
Rate 

(Rs.) 

CP1S1 CP2S1 CP1S2 CP2S2 

Qty. 
Cost 

(Rs.) 
Qty. 

Cost 

(Rs.) 
Qty. 

Cost 

(Rs.) 
Qty. 

Cost 

(Rs.) 

A. Fixed cost          

1. Interest @12 per cent on fixed assets. ------- ------ 0.015 ------- 0.015 ------- 0.015 ------- 0.015 

2. 
Depreciation @10 per cent on fixed 

assets. 
-------- ------- 0.013 ------- 0.013 ------- 0.013 ------- 0.013 

 Total fixed cost (Rs.) ------ ------- 0.028 ------- 0.028 ------- 0.028 ------- 0.028 

B. Variable cost          

1. Fig fruits 40/kg. 
1730 

g 
69.20 

1730 

g 
69.20 

1730 

g 
69.20 

1730 

g 
69.20 

2. 
Recovery of concentrated pulp (@ 58 

%) 
 

1000 

g 
------ 

1000 

g 
------- 

1000 

g 
------- 

1000 

g 
-------- 

3. Preservative (Sodium Benzoate) 1000/kg 61 g 61 61 g 61 61 g 61 61 g 61 

4. Packaging 

Rs. 12/ glass 

jar. 

Rs 1.60/ 

Standee pouch 

1 12 1 1.60 1 12 1 1.60 

5. Storage (Cold storage) Rs. 2/kg ------- -------- ------- -------- 
1000 

g 
2 

1000 

g 
2 

7. Overhead charges (@ 10 %) -------- ------ 14.22 ------ 13.18 ------ 14.42 ------- 13.38 

 Total variable cost (Rs.)  ------- 156.42 ------- 144.98 ------- 158.62 ------- 147.18 

C. Total cost (Rs.) (A+B) (Rs.)   156.44  145  158.64  147.20 

D. Total expenditure (Rs.)  1 kg 156.44 1 kg 145 1 kg 158.64 1 kg 147.20 

E. 

Selling Price 

(Taking into consideration profit @ 

20 %) 

 1 kg 187.72 1 kg 174 1 kg 190.36 1 kg 176.64 
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