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Effect of Lemon Juice and Calcium Ascorbate Pretreatments on Storage Quality of Fresh
Pomegranate Seeds
SUN Wanqing',ZHU Muhua?, YAN Ruixiang! “*, CHEN Junran?

(1. College of Food Science and Engineering , Tianjin University of Science and Technology , Tianjin 300457,

China;?2. College of Light Industry Science and Engineering, Tianjin University of Science and Technology,

Tianjin 300457, China;3. Xinjiang Youchan Agricultural Technology Development Co., Ltd., Cele 848300,

Xinjiang, China)

Abstract: In this study, fresh pomegranate seeds were used as experiment materials to investigate the effect of
different pre-treatments on the seeds’ storage quality. Fresh pomegranate seeds were treated with lemon juice
spray or calcium ascorbate soaking before their appearance and nutritional quality were determined. The re-
sults showed that in lemon juice treatment groups, the weight loss rate, decay rate, and pH value of the group
sprayed with 20 g lemon juice were reduced by 1.58%,3.82%, and 0.09 respectively compared to the control
group when stored until the 15th day. The best effect of delaying browning was observed in the lemon juice
treatment group. As for the treatment with calcium ascorbate , the weight loss rate, decay rate, and pH value of
the group soaked in 4% calcium ascorbate decreased by 2.27%,8.78% , and 0.16 respectively compared to the
control group when stored until the 15th day. Compared with the control group, the shelf life of fresh pomegran-
ate seeds under lemon juice treatment and calcium ascorbate treatment was extended by 3 days. Among them,
the weight loss rate, decay rate, and pH value of the group soaked in were the lowest, while the hardness,
soluble solid content, and sensory score were the highest, making 4% calcium ascorbate soaking a more suit-
able pre-treatment method.

Key words: fresh pomegranate seed ; preservation ; storage quality ; calcium ascorbate ;lemon juice
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Table 1 Sensory evaluation standard of pomegranate seeds
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Fig.1 Effect of different pretreatments on weight loss rates of

pomegranate seeds
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Table 2 Sensory evaluation results
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15 g FPBE9T 30,0 260 220 17.0 150 12.0
20 g FPBEIE 300 28.0 260 20.0 18.0 15.0
2% PUAMLARES  30.0 27.0 21.0 19.0 17.0 11.0
3% PUIRIMAZES  30.0 260 23.0 18.0 15.0 13.0
4% PURIMARES  30.0 29.0 25.0 20.5 19.0 16.0
R X HR 2 30.0 21.0 140 9.0 4.0
10 g #7BET 300 260 200 150 142 120
15 g #7300 260 220 168 150 11.0
20 g TP 300 28.0 260 200 180 16.0
2% PUAMLERES 300 27.0 21.0 19.0 165 12.0
3% PUIRIMAZES  30.0 260 23.0 18.0 150 11.0
4% PRIMARES  30.0 28.0 25.0 20.5 19.0 17.0
sder X R4 40.0 33.0 240 135 43
10 g FPEE9T 40.0 340 27.0 234 164 15.8
15 g /78T 400 33.0 265 22.0 19.0 16.0
20 g Pl 400 340 29.0 247 210 16.6
2% PUIAMLIRES 400 33.0 27.6 21.0 64 150
3% PUIRIMARES  40.0 33.0 280 23.0 75 17.1
4% PIRIMARES  40.0 35.0 30.0 250 21.7 18.0
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