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Abstract

Quiality of muskmelon changed soon after harvest at room temperature. Thoses
changes resulted in serious problems for the transportation and marketing of
muskmelon. Response surface methodology was used for the experimental design
with 5 temperatures, 0, 3, 10, 17, and 20°C, as well as 5 storage periods, 0, 5, 15, 25,
and 30 days, to estimate the optimum temperature for the storage of ‘red sweet’
muskmelon. The changes of color of skin, color of flesh, hardness of flesh,
springiness of flesh, cohesiveness of flesh, adhesiveness of flesh, chewiness of flesh,
gumminess of flesh, and rottenness during storage were served as quality index for the
evaluation of muskmelon quality. R squares of the response surface equations were
highly acceptable. It showed that 4 to 5°C resulted in a better storage quality right
after harvest which could keep the harvest quality of color till 10 to 15 days and
texture till 25 days of ‘red sweet” muskmelon.
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Table 1 Coded and response value of response surface design

Coded value Response value
X1 ' X2 Tine |
Point Temperature (°C)
(Time) (Temperature) (day)

T | -1 | 5 | 3
! | 1 | 5 | 17
R 1 | -1 | %5 | 3
o4 1 | 1 | %5 | 17
N 0 | 0 R | 10
6 0 | 0 |15 | 10
T 0 | 0 |15 | 10
R S Ve 0 I ) | 10
9 | -Laaz | 0 | 0 | 10
U 0 | 1. 4142 |15 | 20
T 0 | -1.4142 o 0
It 0 | 0 |15 | 10
Rt 0 | 0 R 10
T 0 | 0 |15 | 10

Ao T HRT RRERAF ¥ G AR 2 P b

Table 2 part of regression coefficients of response surface equation for ‘red sweet’” muskmelon

bll b12

I | ]
w4 L& | 7027 | 0d2 | L3 | -0.014 | -0.016 | -0.05T | 0.979
%4 a@ | -2004 | 0157 | 0.569 | 0.005 | -0.005 | -0.010 |  0.917
w4 b | 17920 | 0498 | 1.264 | -0.006 | -0.011 | -0.053 |  0.991
¢ L@ | 60.865 | 0.257 | 1.532 | 0.0002 | -0.008 | -0.079 | 0.877
¢ a @ | 16291 | -0.297 | -0.026 | 0.007 | -0.006 | 0.009 |  0.829
¢ b | 20884 | 0078 | 0.401 | -0.002 | -0.006 | -0.014 |  0.728
g 0.978 | -0.009 | -0.022 | 0.0003 | -0.001 | 0.001 | 0.958
Rf AR | 0,212 | -0.0005 | -0.0106 | -0.00002 | -0.0001 | 0.0006 |  0.996
% poegdr | 168.359 | -2.908 | -19.082 | -0.043 | 0.115 | 0.720 |  0.998
s# % | 192585 | -2.942 | -21.862 | -0.063 | 0.135 | 0.830 |  0.999
% pARFR | -1336.702 | 22.776 | 135.914 | 0.172 | -0.386 | -5.478 |  0.992
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Fig.1. Influence of storage temperature and time on the Hunter L
value of ‘red sweet

muskmelon Skin (Contoure plot)
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Fig.2. Influence of storage temperature and time on the Hunter a
value of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon Skin (Contoure plot)
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Fig. 3. Influence of storage temperature and time on the Hunter b
value of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon Skin (Contoure plot)
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Fig.4. Influence of storage temperature and time on the Hunter L
value of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.5. Influence of storage temperature and time on the Hunter a
value of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.6. Influence of storage temperature and time on the Hunter b
value of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.7. Influence of storage temperature and time on the springiness
of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.8. Influence of storage temperature and time on the cohesiveness
of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.9. Influence of storage temperature and time on the chewiness of

‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.10. Influence of storage temperature and time on the
adhesiveness of ‘red sweet’



muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.11. Influence of storage temperature and time on the gumminess
of ‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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Fig.12. Influence of storage temperature and time on the hardness of
‘red sweet’

muskmelon flesh (Contoure plot)
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