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The Fresh-Keeping Effect of Cumin Preservative Applied to Fresh-Cut Netted Melon

MA Xiuyu, WANG Y ufeng, ZHOU Wei
( School of Packaging and Printing Engineering, Tianjin University of Science & Technology, Tianjin 300222 )

Abdgtract: PLA and garch were used asthe main raw material to producethe degradable tray. Cumin preservative was
coated to the tray surface and then fresh-cut netted melon was packaged with film while setting the tray not coated with
cumin as the control group. The relevant experimental indexes such as sensory evaluation, weight loss, firmness, soluble
solids, total acid and V¢ content were examined and evaluated. The results showed that the sensory evaluation of the tray
coated with cumin preservative was higher than that of the control group. The weight loss ratio of both groups increased
with the time while other indexes such as soluble solids, total acid and V¢ decreased, and firmnessincreased at first then
decreased. Theranges of changein control groups were greater than those of experimental groups. The shelf life of fresh-
cut netted melon in the coated tray was doubled compared with that of the uncoated control group, indicating the fresh-
keeping effect of cumin preservative on fresh-cut netted meons and other fresh fruit packaging.
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Tablel Sensory evaluation of netted melon
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Table2 Sensory evaluation of fresh-cut netted melon
storaged at room temperature
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Fig. 3 Changes of soluble solids during storage
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Fig. 4 Changes of total acid content during storage
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