MR ERRH Modern Food Science and Technology 2014, Vol.30, No.11

AEEARENEEY] RS RN RIREH AR

BT, e, BIBHE, BRRS, FiEEE, B/R
1. HERFRERMFARLE, LTHRRREETAERE, LTHM 121013)
(2. kR X FERBFR, LTIME 110866)

WE: AR EE BRI 88 R SR 0%, P EF R4 AN 001%, 005%. 0.08%:i5H B ikt iZi82 min &
BT, R0l1lmmEEe PERSEOEBET 4 CAEY N, &2dMeh mR#AREMXNERENBFES 2REH, Bt
MRiparb s, BEBEAIERA MEF S ERG RITSA, £— A2 s T Aast g £, | =& (malondialdehyde, MDA) 4
2. 58 A4LEE (polyphenol oxidase, PPO) &R % B4k 0938 4n, L F 44 7T A48 (peroxidase, POD) &, & 4 Ck
B gl 8d 5, BEEEAIE S FR G IR, RRE. EF. TR B ke SR B A2 AR TR G0 KF, st E Ry 4
ORI AR, BA Y 3 AEHBE IR P, VA 0.08% 5 H B kA AR SE R RAF, k& 005%:i% B AL I, 0.01%:% H Bkt 32
WRIRSE X R RIEE.

XEIE: HWFER, KA, A REIFN; R

XERS: 1673-9078(2014)11-125-132 DOI:10.13982/j.mfst.1673-9078.2014.11.023

Effect of Lysozyme Coatings on the Storage and Preservation of Fresh-cut

“Hanfu” Apples

FENG Xu-giao', FAN Lin-lin', HAN Peng-xiang', ZHAO Hong-xia?, LI Meng-meng*, DUAN Xiao-ming!
(1.Food Science Research Institute of Bohai University, Food Safety Key Lab of Liaoning Province; Jinzhou 121013,
China) (2.College of Food Science, Shenyang Agriculture University, Shenyang 110866, China)

Abstract: To study the effect of lysozyme coatings on the quality of fresh-cut “Hanfu” apples, the fresh-cut apples were soaked in 0.01%,
0.05%, and 0.08% lysozy me solution for 2 min and drained. They were then packaged in a polyethy lene (PE) film with a thickness of 0.11 mm
and stored in arefrigerator at 4 “C. Physiochemical indicators relatedto maturity and aging were measured every two days during the storage
period. The results showed that in a-comparison with control, the lysozyme coating treatment more effectively maintained the quality of
fresh-cut apples, partially inhibited increases in relative conductivity, malondialdehyde (MDA) content, polyphenol oxidase (PPO) adtivity, and
total bacterial count, and significantly maintained the peroxidase activity. After cold storage at 4 C for 8 d, the quality of lysozy me-treated
fresh-cut apples was effectively maintained in terms of sensory evaluation, hardness, color, soluble solids, and ascorbic acid content. Of the three
concentrations of lysozyme coatings examined, the 0.08% lysozy me solution showed the best preservation, followed by the 0.05% lysozyme
solution, and the 0.01% ly sozyme solution did not show apparent effects on the preservation of freshness.
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Table 1 Standards for the sensory evaluation of fresh-cut apples
treated with various concentrations of lysozymes
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Table 2 Sensory evaluations of fresh-cut-apples treated with various concentrations of lysozymes
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Fig.2 Color of fresh-cut apples during storage
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Fig.4 Soluble solids in fresh-cut apples during storage
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Fig.5 Vc content of fresh-cut apples during storage
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Fig.6'Relative conductivity of fresh-cut apples during storage
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