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Effect of two compound coatings on storage quality of cantaloupe

ZHOU Yan,ZENG Yuan-yuan, WANG Xi-chang,XIE Jing,ZHOU Ran, YUAN Jian

(College of Food Science and Technology ,Shanghai Ocean University , Shanghai 201306 ,China)

Abstract: [Objective] This study investigated the effects of talginate compound coating and carboxym-
ethyl chitosan compound coating on preservation of cantaloupe. [Method] Cantaloupes were coated with
two antistaling agents based on carboxymethyl chitosan with cinnamaldehyde and sodium alginate with cin-
namaldehyde. Distilled water was used as CK and all 3 groups were stored at (19£2) °C. The effects of the
two compound preservative coatings were analyzed by measuring and comparing the weight loss rate, firm-
ness,ascorbic acid (Ve¢) content, peroxidase (POD) activity, sensory indicator and mold and yeast count.
[Result] After 35 d storage at room temperature,the weight loss rates of sodium alginate group and car-
boxymethyl chitosan group were 7. 26% and 10. 42% , their firmness values were 2. 82 and 2. 52 kg/cm’,
their Vc contents were 11. 82 and 14. 80 mg/hg, their POD activities were 2. 61 and 3. 44 U, their mould
and yeast counts were 3. 92 and 3. 83 log CFU/g,and their sensory evaluation scores were 5. 13 and 5. 74,
respectively. All indexes were significantly better than the control group (P<C0. 05). [Conclusion] Both
compound coatings could reduce weight loss, maintain high firmness and Vc content,improve POD activity,
keep good sensory evaluation,and inhibit pulp mold and yeast propagation. In addition, carboxymethylcellu-

lose chitosan coating was better.
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Table 1 Sensory evaluation of cantaloupe
I3E NN A GUS
Score Flavor Pell color Odor
9 FiF IR e Sweet, extremely crispy 23 (%, 5 35 (4, Green to yellow TR Extremely sweet
7 B AR ) M Yellow AR Sweet
Moderately sweet,extremely crispy
5 B FE L i Moderately sweet, crispy B {4 Dark yellow AR Slight sweet
. . TR AR B " - .
T e y sweet. < EL e . ~e11lis sme
3 FEME % L 3Kk Slight sweet, soft Dark yellow with brown spots A 1 Slight peculiar smell
1 TR ¥R 22 . 5 Not sweet, soft WA, &K% Dark yellow, mildew SR i Peculiar smell
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Fig.1 Effect of two compound coatings on

weight loss rate of cantaloupe
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Fig. 2 Effect of two compound coatings on

firmness of cantaloupe
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Fig. 3 Effect of two compound coatings on

Ve content of cantaloupe
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Fig. 4 Effect of two compound coatings on

POD activity of cantaloupe
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Fig. 5 Effect of two compound coating on mould and

yeast count of cantaloupe
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Fig. 6 Effect of two compound coatings on sensory

evaluation of cantaloupe
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