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Effect of electrolyzed ozone water on the quality of fresh-cut lotus root
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Abstract: In order to improve the commodity value of fresh-cut
lotus root and prolong the shelf life, this study analyzed the
effects of electrolyzed ozone water on the total colony count,
weight loss rate, total acid content, soluble solids content, hard-
ness and color of fresh-cut lotus root during cold storage. The re-
sults showed that the increase of total colony count and weight
loss rate was inhibited by ozone water treatment, which was only
37.84% and 52.54 % of control group, respectively, after 12 days
of cold storage. The decline of total acid content in ozone group
was also inhibited but its initial content was much less than that

in control group. likely due to the oxidative damage of organic

EE&TR:ERARRAIES T LW H (45 :31972106) ; o g 5|
St B K JE & W (45 2018CT5010) 5 1 M 48 2L
BHITREFR W H (485 :17B016,17C0059,18C0233)

EZB R A JHAE 0 KU BT R 218 A0+ B 98 2k

BIEEE XK AR (1962—) B K VDB TR F #3211,

: lylel9@163.com

%5 B #7 :2020-04-20

E-mail

acids by ozone. During the storage process, the soluble solids
content was increased firstly and then decreased, while the hard-
ness was decreased gradually, but both the decline rates were ef-
fectively slowed down by ozone water treatment. In addition, be-
ing treated with ozone water, the initial color of lotus root could
be improved but the browning of lotus root could not be
effectively alleviated. This provided a technical reference for the
preservation, quality improvement and industrialization of fresh-
cut lotus root.
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ty; total colony count
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Figure 1 Change in total colony count of fresh-cut lotus

root during cold storage
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Figure 2 Changes in weight loss rate of fresh-cut lotus

root during cold storage
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Figure 3 Changes in total acid content of fresh-cut lotus

root during storage
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Changes in soluble solids content of fresh-cut
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lotus root during storage
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Figure 5 Changes in hardness of fresh-cut lotus-root

during cold storage
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Table 1 Change in color difference of fresh-cut lotus root during cold storage
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