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SUPPORTING INFORMATION

The alk(en)ylresorcinols were specified for both the peel and the mesocarp of ‘Nam Dokmai #4’ and
‘Chok Anan’ mango fruits as a function of the harvest time, the maturity stage at harvest, and the postharvest
quality and ripeness during cold fruit storage, respectively. Tables 6 and 7 of the main document show the
average values of the total alk(en)ylresorcinol contents and the homologue profiles, respectively, which were
observed throughout storage for each cultivar. In addition, the present supporting information includes two
supplemental tables with the total alk(en)ylresorcinol contents and the homologue profiles of each variant on
individual storage days.
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Table S1. Total alk(en)ylresorcinol contents in both the peel (Carp) and the mesocarp (Carm) of ‘Nam
Dokmai #4° mango fruits (variants N1A-N5C; cf. Figure 1A of the main document) on the days (D) 1,
10£1, and 18+1 of fruit storage (14 °C), respectively (n = 33 samples), including the percentages of
individual homologues (1, 3-5, 8; cf. Table 1 and Figure 2C/D of the main document).
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Table S2. Total alk(en)ylresorcinol contents in both the peel (Carp) and the mesocarp (Carm) of ‘Chok
Anan’ mango fruits (variants CIA-C5C; cf. Figure 1B of the main document) on the days (D) 1, 9, 18+1,
and 27 of fruit storage (14 °C), respectively (n = 48 samples), including the percentages of individual
homologues (1-8; cf. Table 1 and Figure 2A/B of the main document).
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Table S1. Total Alk(en)ylresorcinol Contents® in both the Peel (Car,p) and the Mesocarp (Carm) of ‘Nam
Dokmai #4° Mango Fruits (Variants N1A-N5C; cf. Figure 1A of the Main Document) on the Days (D) 1,
10+1, and 18+1 of Fruit Storage (14 °C), Respectively (n = 33 Samples), Including the Percentages of
Individual Homologues (1, 3-5, 8; cf. Table 1 and Figure 2C/D of the Main Document).

Fruit D RPIks 3 TSSITA% Cag, CAR.m Homologue percentages of the total alk(en)ylresorcinol content [%]
variant [1 [1 [mg hg1] [mg hg] Peel Mesocarp
Ciso Ci71 Ci72 Cirs Cig1 Ci7a Cir2
4 5 3 1 8 5 3
N1A 1 11.0 9 9.0 =+040bc 10 +0.1¢k 75 55.2 318 2.2 33 67.1 32.9
10£1 10.4 11 57 =+02M 1.7 +0.12 9.0 58.4 29.9 1.0 1.8 65.2 34.8
18+1 7.6 30 54 £04hm 0.4 +0.03m 75 57.7 31.0 14 2.4 62.5 375
N1B 1 11.1 9 84 £03c¢ 08 +0.029" 74 56.1 313 2.5 2.7 650 350
1041 10.6 12 59 +0.3¢ 09 +0.1¢ 7.8 59.9 323 tr tr 66.2 338
18+1 75 63 70 £0.1¢ 0.7 +0.01+ 7.5 56.1 313 24 2.7 681 319
N2A 1 10.5 16 8.6 x0.7be 0.9 =*0.1¢k 7.2 56.8 30.0 2.3 3.7 67.0 33.0
10+1 10.6 11 57 +02M 09 +0.1ex 94 50.3 26.2 2.7 11.4 656 344
18+1 6.7 48 6.4 +05% 16 +0.12c 8.6 55.7 28.9 3.8 3.1 66.6 334
N2B 1 10.3 20 114 +032 0.8 +0.05M0 8.1 55.1 29.3 32 44 69.3 307
1041 9.6 14 36 +01m 15 +0.1ad 9.2 56.7 28.2 2.6 34 66.3 337
18+1 7.3 55 6.6 +04f 05 +0.02mo 8.3 54.9 309 25 34 738  26.2
N3A 1 10.9 11 76 +049d9 08 x0.1fm 7.6 56.7 29.5 2.5 3.7 66.3 33.7
10+1 10.4 21 6.4 *03% 06 +0.021° 7.1 56.7 29.3 31 3.8 69.8  30.2
1841 6.1 55 6.3 *02% 12 £0.1¢9 7.9 57.7 28.6 tr 5.8 641 359
N3B 1 10.9 11 49 0300 11 +0.01¢h 8.0 58.2 317 11 1.0 65.0 350
1041 9.6 25 57 +02M 06 +0.1k° 8.0 56.7 29.8 2.8 2.8 808  19.2
18+1 55 102 39 £03mp 12 £0.1bf 8.2 56.2 30.6 2.0 3.1 62.9 37.1
N3C 1 10.5 15 66 +0.1f 10 +0.1¢ 8.3 55.2 295 24 4.5 668  33.2
10+1 9.4 44 72 102¢eh 06 +0.1i° 7.3 56.1 30.6 2.3 3.6 702 298
18+1 49 127 46 0.1k 0.7 +0.02 9.0 59.0 320 tr tr 653 347
N4B 1 10.7 14 3.3 +0.040p 0.7 x0.1ho 7.8 60.3 313 tr 0.6 62.7 37.3
10+1 9.5 34 104 05 04 £0.1° 7.0 56.2 30.8 2.4 3.6 71.0 29.0
18+1 35 335 9.8 +04ac 0.8 +0.03¢n 6.8 57.2 31.0 2.7 2.3 66.4  33.6
N4C 1 10.5 15 60 059 0.6 +0.021° 7.5 55.1 295 1.0 6.9 695 305
10+1 9.0 16 70 £0.1¢h 09 +0.1e 8.1 55.2 30.6 34 2.7 673 327
1841 4.1 204 78 +029d 0.7 +0.04h0 7.6 56.9 30.1 29 2.6 715 285
N5B 1 10.3 17 54 +0.1hn 13 +0.1be 8.5 53.0 21.7 2.3 8.5 632  36.8
1041 7.0 47 48 +041i° 04 +0.02m 8.0 55.3 289 5.8 2.0 651 349
1841 37 282 28 +0.02° 0.7 +0.1i° 10.7 61.6 21.7 tr tr 685 315
N5C 1 8.1 19 6.5 *0.03H 16 +02@ 71 56.1 29.7 2.4 4.6 67.4 32.6
10+1 6.4 53 52 0.1 11 £0.03¢ 8.9 53.1 26.4 34 8.1 66.6 334
1841 34 380 43 +0.01% 0.5 +0.002" 7.6 56.8 28.7 4.6 2.3 657 343
Column mean 8.4 64 6.4 0.9 8.0 56.4 29.8 22 35 672 328
Column SD 2.0 0.4 0.8 2.1 15 13 25 3.6 3.6
Column Min 34 9 2.8 04 6.8 50.3 26.2 tr tr 62.5 19.2
Column Max 111 380 114 1.7 10.7 61.6 32.3 5.8 114 80.8 375

®Mean + standard error (mg hg”' of DW). Values with different superscript letters vertically (a—p) were significantly different due
to the harvest time (N1-N5), the category (A—C), and the storage time (1 — 18+1 days) (P < 0.05).

DW, dry weight; RPIks, postharvest ripeness index (values as reported by Kienzle et al., 2012);32 TSS/TA, sugar/acid ratio (values
as reported by Kienzle et al., 2012);32 tr, traces; SD, standard deviation; Min, minimum; Max, maximum.
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Table S2. Total Alk(en)ylresorcinol Contents® in both the Peel (Car,p) and the Mesocarp (Carm) of ‘Chok
Anan’ Mango Fruits (Variants C1A-C5C; cf. Figure 1B of the Main Document) on the Days (D) 1, 9, 18+1,
and 27 of Fruit Storage (14 °C), Respectively (n = 48 Samples), Including the Percentages of Individual
Homologues (1-8; cf. Table 1 and Figure 2A/B of the Main Document).

Frut D RPlks3 TSSITAS Cag, CARm Homologue percentages of the total alk(en)ylresorcinol content [%]

variant [1 [1 [mg hg? [mg hg?] Peel Mesocarp
Ciso Cis1 Cizo Ciza Cizz Cizs Cion Cigz Ciso Caza Cire
4 2 7 5 3 1 8 6 4 5 3

ClA 1 110 13 745 £03™ 55 +01/ 103 08 05 555 288 28 08 05 92 619 289
9 107 14 996 +162 64 +01m 109 09 06 550 281 30 10 06 93 624 284
18:1 81 48 778 £0039m 7.2 +04% 100 09 04 556 287 28 09 06 79 608 313
21 53 153 1096 062 128 +092 104 09 05 547 290 30 09 06 86 6L4 300
ciB 1 112 1 747 +£16% 76 03¢ 116 09 07 543 282 27 10 05 84 629 287
9 108 14 692 +28% 76 +05¢ 97 09 04 561 288 25 10 05 85 617 208
1851 79 75 466 17V 74 £06¢ 97 09 03 565 203 26 05 02 75 624 301
21 55 138 685 074 86 +003% 104 10 05 557 287 27 06 04 83 635 282
CA 1 111 13 671 +£23m™ 55 002/ 109 10 04 534 298 32 07 06 100 591 309
9 104 14 842 06" 22 +02¢ 114 10 05 542 285 29 09 06 120 594 286
18:1 84 36 624 +26ps 24 $003v 130 10 06 518 292 33 06 04 122 599 279
27 51 151 834 £18¢ 24 +0lv 118 09 05 534 290 30 09 06 135 584 281
c8 1 110 14 734 460 78 +01e 115 10 05 544 282 29 08 06 110 602 288
9 93 20 477 £13w 31 +02% 125 09 04 533 288 29 06 07 1L1 579 309
18t1 66 56 576 £107 40 +003°v 131 11 03 522 290 31 07 04 146 564 289
21 50 147 670 £17™ 44 09 128 10 05 520 293 30 08 05 109 601 290
c2c 1 107 18 613 23 78 +05¢ 126 10 06 533 280 34 09 03 101 6l4 285
9 85 44 449 £17v 30 +£01m 122 11 02 535 287 30 06 06 117 586 297
1881 7.7 83 653 £12m 27 01 117 11 05 536 287 32 07 05 1.7 600 283
21 47 186 660 +0.8™ 70 +01fm 131 09 04 540 275 29 08 05 152 582 267
C3A 1 107 2 841 £29¢ 90 +05¢¢ 99 12 04 548 293 29 10 06 99 603 297
9 105 27 788 0691 76 *05¢ 109 09 04 539 297 29 07 06 95 605 300
18t1 63 62 705 36 61 01/ 114 09 07 546 285 28 06 05 91 619 200
21 43 259 836 +05¢s 57 04 99 09 05 551 295 27 09 06 90 60.7 303
c3 1 108 18 743 £19m 57 02/ 99 08 05 557 288 28 10 06 104 605 291
9 101 2 665 +08™ 91 +10¢ 109 09 05 545 290 28 08 05 89 614 296
1881 74 6l 1052 £13® 66 +06%" 100 09 05 545 298 28 09 06 92 599 309
21 47 199 668 +30™ 65 +003™ 108 09 04 541 300 27 07 04 103 597 300
c3c 1 107 2 884 08¢ 89 +04ch 104 11 06 549 287 27 10 06 100 602 298
9 89 32 69.9 0.1 91 +06¢ 104 09 06 552 288 24 13 03 92 615 203
18t1 55 127 526 +11sv 50 +01k 112 11 03 543 292 29 05 05 83 609 308
27 43 257 538 +1lsv 55 01k 99 10 03 562 291 26 05 04 92 6L5 202
C48 1 105 20 880 +28% 98 +05b 108 09 07 540 292 29 09 06 97 605 297
9 97 701 £07% 117 +06% 106 10 04 554 287 28 07 04 81 625 203
18t1 68 77 80.4 +14% 77 £01¢ 100 10 04 542 205 30 14 06 89 6L5 296
21 47 23 796 £199k 47 x01m 109 09 05 536 298 29 08 06 93 611 297
ca 1 101 3 69.3 14k 98 +03b¢ 109 09 03 544 292 30 09 05 96 613 201
9 82 43 720 £17® 111 022 112 10 04 542 288 29 08 06 77 629 204
1881 51 161 880 £29¢ 78 01+ 101 09 07 553 285 28 12 06 94 6L4 293
21 48 220 96.4 +0.9% 37 0204 109 09 05 546 288 28 08 06 114 598 288
cs8 1 108 17 506 +14% 72 +01% 108 11 03 547 289 31 07 04 82 629 289
9 105 18 745 12w 59 01/ 113 10 06 544 282 30 10 05 105 606 289
18:1 63 78 787 £17¢0 33 £01ev 104 09 05 546 292 29 09 06 91 622 287
21 47 197 922 +12c¢ 90 *09¢ 98 09 05 565 280 28 09 06 92 623 285
csC 1 102 2 584 194 57 07/ 104 09 03 553 292 27 07 05 91 621 288
9 96 31 462 £16Y 105 +04%¢ 120 10 05 535 278 28 16 06 102 592 306
18t1 57 101 633 1205 52 £004% 111 10 04 545 287 28 11 04 82 630 288
21 46 201 912 +16cf 09 +04b¢ 109 09 06 539 293 30 09 06 97 605 298
Coumnmean 80 79 72.9 6.7 110 10 05 544 289 29 09 05 99 608 293
Column SD 15.4 26 09 01 01 10 05 02 02 01 17 15 09
Column Min 43 1 449 22 97 08 02 518 275 24 05 02 75 564 267
ColumnMax 112 250 1096 128 131 12 07 565 300 34 16 07 152 635 313

®Mean =+ standard error (mg hg™' of DW). Values with different superscript letters vertically (a—v) were significantly different due
to the harvest time (C1-C5), the category (A—C), and the storage time (1-27 days) (P < 0.05).

DW, dry weight; RPIgs, postharvest ripeness index (values as reported by Kienzle et al., 2011);*' TSS/TA, sugar/acid ratio (values
as reported by Kienzle et al., 201 1);31 SD, standard deviation; Min, minimum; Max, maximum.



