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The study was conducted to evaluate nutritive composition, functional constituents and to develop food
products, i.e., jam and chutney in combination with cultivated peach pulp in different proportions. The fruit
contain good amounts of phosphorous content (39.16 mg/100 g). The prepared products (jam and chutney)
were studied for quality evaluation during storage interval of 9 months. The results for jam in terms of
different blending proportions shows that the TSS (°B), pH, ascorbic acid (mg/100 g), reducing, total and
non-reducing sugars (%) increased with the addition of cultivated peach pulp with mean values ranged from
68.20°B-69.57°B, 2.95-3.24, 1.88-9.22, 21.79-24.70, 56.98-63.42 and 33.43-36.78, respectively while acidity
(%) decreased from 1.28-1.05. Similar trend was observed for wild peach based chutney. Storage had
significant effect on the mean values for jam and chutney. The TSS (°B), acidity, reducing and non reducing
sugars increased from 68.51-69.04, 0.94-1.17, 23.26-26.21 and 39.62-30.89 while pH, ascorbic acid (mg/
100 @), and total sugars (%) decreased from 3.16-3.04, 6.04-4.43 and 63.31-56.96, respectively for jam
during storage of 9 months. Similar observations were reported for chutney. The prepared products, viz.,
jam and chutney were subjected for sensory evaluation to a panel of members at different storage intervals
i.e. (fresh, 3, 6 and 9 months of storage period) and the products were found as acceptable in terms of
colour, taste, consistency/texture even up to storage interval of 9 months at ambient conditions.

Keywords: Wild peach, Nutritional composition, Products, Quality evaluation, Storage stability, Organoleptic
evaluation

INTRODUCTION

Himachal Prademsh is a State of horticulture of India.
Majority of the fruits are cultivated in the state. Besides,
major fruit crops, underutilized fruitsare also grownwildly
in the state. Underutilized fruits are the fruits which are
neither cultivated nor grown in an organized farming system
but they grow wildly. Wild peachisan underutilized fruit of
Himachal Pradesh but due to their smaller size, improper
shape, poor colour, the fruit could not fetch good market

value and gone as waste. The fruit is cheap but highly
nutritious and possesses great therapeutic value. The fruit
is eaten by children and local peoplein fresh aswell asin
dehydrated form. Prunus persica is commonly known as
aaru mostly found in Solan, Shimlaand Kangradistricts of
Himachal Pradesh. Thekernel isutilized in the form of oil.
The ail is used for the massage by the local people. The
fruit is yellowish orange in colour. The fruit ripensin the
month of June-July. Fruitsare usually dight bitter and acidic
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in taste. By keeping in view the significance of this fruit
attempts have been made to utilize the fruit into the
preparation of RT S beveragein different combinationswith
cultivated apricot.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Thewild peach fruit and cultivated peach fruit were procured
fromlocal market (Palampur) Kangradistrict of Himachal
Pradesh. The fruits were sorted, graded and washed under
running tap water to remove adhering dirt, etc. The wild
peach fruit wasanalyzed for their physico-chemical analysis.
The specific parameters viz fruit colour, flesh colour and
shape were assessed by visual appearance. Physical
methods, viz., length and breadth of the fruit were assessed
by using vernier caliper. The weight of the fruit was
assessed by electronic weighing balance. The TSS and pH
content was measured by hand refractometer and pH meter,
respectively. The moisture, protein, fat, ash and fibre and
sugarswere estimated by (AOAC, 1990). The carbohydrates
were determined as(NIN, 1983).

Total carbohydrates(%) = 100 — (moisture% + protein%
+ fat% + fibre% + ash%)

The acidity, sugars and minerals were estimated
(Ranganna, 2007). The ascorbic acid, B-carotene, VitaminA,
anthocyannin and pectin were assessed by the method
(Srivastavaand Kumar, 2003). Thetannins, simple and total
phenol swere estimated by the method (M ekker et al., 1993).
The NDF, ADF and hemicellul ose contents were estimated
by the method given by (Vansoest and Wine, 1967). The
available/digestible carbohydrates were determined by
subtracting NDF fromtotal carbohydrate. The unavailable/
indigestible carbohydrates were determined by subtracting
available carbohydrate from total carbohydrate. The total
energy was calculated by multiplying by the protein, fat
and total carbohydrate by 4.0, 9.0 and 4.0, respectively and
summing up the values. The available energy wascalculated
by multiplying by the per cent protein, fat and available
carbohydrate by 4.0, 9.0 and 4.0, respectively and summing
up the values. The values were reported as KCal/100 g on
dry matter basis.

Sample Preparation and Product
Formulation

The procured fruits (wild and cultivated peach) were washed
thoroughly under running tap water. The juice was obtained
by hot pulping method and stones were separated manually.
The boiled material was cooled to room temperature and

ground into adomestic grinder to obtain homogeneous pul p.
The pulp was sieved with the help of muslin cloth. 1.0 g
sodium benzoate was added to 1 litre of pulp and stored in
pre-sterilized glassbottlesfor preparation of jam and chutney.
The food products were prepared as per the FPO
specifications. The prepared productswere storedinair tight
plastic containers. The products were assessed for their
nutritional analysis as per the methods (Ranganna, 2007).
The 9 point Hedonic scale (Larmond, 1977) wasemployed for
the sensory evaluation of prepared products. The prepared
products were evaluated organoleptically for colour, taste,
flavour, texture/consistency and overall acceptability to a
panel of 10 judges by using 9 point Hedonic scale.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The specific parameters of wild peach fruit shows that the
fruit and flesh colour was observed as greenish yellow and
yellow with round shape. Thefruit had fuzzy skinwith dight
bitter and acidic in taste. The flesh firmness was soft and
pul py. The mean valuesfor length, breadth and weight were
recorded as3.13 (cm), 2.95 (cm) and 22.52 (g), respectively.
The specific gravity of the fruit was 1.02 g/ml. The mean
valuesfor TSS (°B), pH, acidity (%), total sugar, reducing
sugar and non-reducing sugarswere reported as 9.00, 3.54,
1.69,5.21, 2.31and 2.75, respectively. Thedataon proximate
composition reveal that moisture, fat, fibre, ash, protein and
total carbohydrate contents were reported as 68.05, 0.33,
1.16, 1.68, 2.08 and 26.74%, respectively. Thedietary fibre
constituent’s, viz., NDF, ADF and hemi-cellulose contents
were noted as 18.60, 12.86 and 5.73%. The results of the
present investigation are in agreement with (Parmar and
Kaushal, 1987). Theavailable, unavail able carbohydrate (%),
total energy and available energy (Kcal) were reported as
9.29, 18.60, 122.72 and 48.32, respectively. The mean values
of anti-nutrientsviz., tannins, simple and total phenolswere
reported as1.01, 10.12 and 11.13%, respectively.

Table 2 shows functional constituents vitamin C, and
pectin contents were noted as 2.53 mg/100 g and 0.77%,
respectively. The data on mineral content shows that the
fruit had highest content of phosphorus (39.16 mg/100 g)
while the mean values for calcium, magnesium, iron and
potassium 18.00, 0.35, 2.24 and 6.24 mg/100 g, respectively.

Quality Evaluation of Wild Peach Based
Products

Jam
Table 3 represent effect of blending and storage on
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Table 1: Specific Par ameter sof Wild Peach

Parameters

| Obser vations/Mean Values

Specific Parameters

Fruit colour Greenish yellow
Flesh colour Yellow

Shape Round
Appearance Fuzzy skin

Taste Slightly acidic and slightly bitter

Flesh firmness

Soft and pulpy

Physical Parameters

Length (cm) 313
Breadth (cm) 295
Weight (g) 252
Specific gravity (g/ml) 102
Nutritional Parameters
TSS(°B) 9
Ph 354
Acidity (% Citric acid) 1.69
Reducing sugars (%) 521
Total sugars (%) 231
Non- reducing sugars (%) 275
Pr oximate Composition
Moisture (%) 68.05
Fat (%) 0.33
Fibre (%) 116
Ash (%) 1.68
Protein (%) 208
Total carbohydrates (%) 26.74
Other Parameters
NDF (%) 186
ADF (%) 12.86
Hemicellulose (%) 5.73
Available Carbohydrates (%) 9.29
Unavailable Carbohydrates (%) 18.6
Total Energy (Kcal/100 g) 122.72
Available Energy (Kcal/100 g) 48.32
Anti-Nutritional Parameters
Tannins (%) 101
Simple Phenols (%) 10.12
Total Phenols (%) 1113

Table2: Functional Constituentsin Wild Peach
Functional Constituents
Vitamin C (mg/100 g) 2.33
Pectin (%) 0.77
Minerals
Calcium (mg/100 g) 18
Phosphorous (mg/100 g) 39.16
Magnesium 035
Iron (mg/100 g) 224
Potassium (mg/100 g) 6.24

nutritional parameters of wild peach jam blended with
cultivated peach in varying proportions. The TSS varied
significantly with the blending of cultivated peach pulp.
Sood (2006) reported similar trend in akha mango blended
jam. Katoch (2006) observed anincreasein TSSwith varying
proportions of apple and guava. Storage resulted in an
increase in TSS. The mean TSS values were ranged from
68.51 to 69.04 during 9 months of storage. Prasad and Mali
(2006) and Kannan and Thirumanan (2004) reported an
increasein TSSfrom (68.0 to 68.3°B) and (69.0to 71.5°B)
during storageinterval of 12 and 6 monthsinbael and jamun
jam, respectively. The pH content varied significantly and
increases with the increase level s of cultivated peach pulp.
Katoch (2006) observed similar trend when seabuckthorn
jam was blended with apple and guava pulp in proportion
of 50:25:25 and reported pH 3.0 for control seabuckthorn
jam and 3.2 for seabuckthorn: guava and pulp (50:25:25).
The mean values for storage varied non-significantly up to
3 months and after that the values varied significantly.
Kanana and Thirumanan (2004) observed decrease in pH
content from 3.25 to 3.18 after storage of 6 months. Data
pertaining to the mean values of acidity (% malic acid) for
with and without blending of cultivated peach and effect of
storage on acidity shows that the acidity content increases
with the increase of blending proportions cultivated peach
pulp. The mean valuesfor acidity increaseswith theincrease
of storage period and the per cent acidity ranged from 1.07
to 1.25. The increase in acidity might be due to inherited
acidity present inwild peach and cultivated peach pulp and
leading to the formation of organic acids by degradation of
ascorbic acid and utilization of sugarstoyield organic acids.
Prasad and Mali (2006) and Kumari (2007) aso reported
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Table 3; Effect of Blendingand Sorageon Nutritional
Parameter sof Wild Peach Based Jam

Table3 (Cont.)

100:00 | 60.51 | 58.6 | 55.98 | 52.83 | 56.98

Blends Stor age (Months) 7525 |6144]605|57.71(5516 | 58.71
Par ameter s
WA : CA|Fresh| 3 6 9 Mean Totai(;)t;gars 50:50 |6343]61.5|6051|57.71| 60.78
100:00 | 68.03| 68 [68.27]| 6847 | 68.2 2575 | 6528]626| 615 | 5861 | 61.99
7525 |[68.07 | 68.1|6843|68.67 | 68.32 00:100 | 659 | 64.7| 626 | 60.51 | 63.42
TSS(°B) 50:50 | 68.33| 68.3 [ 6857 ] 68.87 | 68.52 Mean |63.31| 61.6 | 59.66 | 56.96
2575 | 688 | 68.869.03| 69.33| 68.98 100:00 | 38.22| 35.7|31.84| 27.97 | 3343
00:100 | 69.33 | 69.4 | 69.66| 69.86 | 69.57 7525 [3875| 3683551 (29.87| 3529
Nor- .
Mean | 6351|635 |e87969.04 on-reducingl™ e, oy | 4040 | 374 | 3537| 315 | 3618
sugars (%)
100:00 3 29| 293 | 291 | 295 2575 |[4011| 37.6|3593| 3254 | 36.55
7525 | 308 | 302 298 | 294 | 301 00:100 | 4051 | 385(|3557|3257 | 36.78
pH 5050 | 317 | 313| 307 | 304 | 31 Mean |39.62| 37.2|34.84] 30.89
2575 | 326 (324|319 | 315 | 321 Non-
CD 733 | pH | Acidity Ascorbic| Reducing | Total Reducing
00100 | 33 | 325|321 318 | 324 (P<0.05) Acid | Sugars |Sugars|'g o
Mean | 316 | 312| 307 | 3.04 Between
Blends | 004 [005] 001 | o1 167 | 024 | 156
100:00 | 121 | 125|129 | 136 | 1.28 )
7525 | 113 | 119 124 | 129 | 122 Between
ST Storage | 0.04 [0.05| 001 01 149 | o2 14
Acidity % [y o0 1107 | 113 121 | 126 | 117 ®
Malic acid)
2575 (101 |105( 112 | 118 | 109 Between
Blends x
00100 | 0o | 1 | w81 117 | 15 Storage 009 |00t 003 | 022 3% | 048 | 313
(AXB)
Mean | 107 | 112 119 | 125
similar trend in ber jam and whey based mango jam
10000 | 232 | 2 [ 173] 145 | 188 .
respectively.
. 7525 | 345|316 261 | 1.77 | 275 s . . . .
Ascorbic A significant increase in ascorbic acid content was
acid (mg/100 | 5050 | 597 [ 55| 485 | 42 | 513 reported in terms of blending proportions. The mean values
9) w75 | 83 | 7811 718 | 653 | 745 foralltheblendsvarleds.gnlflcantlyar?d rar_199dfrom1.88
to 9.92 mg/100 g. The highest ascorbic acid content was
00:100 | 10.17 [ 9.75] 875 | 821 | 9.22 reported in pure cultivated peach jam. Irrespective of the
Mean | 604 | 5651 5.02 | 443 blending proportions, the mean storage values decreased
significantly from 6.04 to 4.43 mg/100 g with theincrease of
100:00 | 20.26 | 21.1 [ 2245] 23.38 | 21.79 . . .
storage period. Loss of ascorbic acid may be due to the
7525 | 2071|217 [ 22.85| 23.67 | 22.23 oxidation of ascorbic acid inthe stored product. Sood (2006)
Reduci . o . .
educ1r;g 5050 | 213 | 221 [ 2325 2418 | 2260 report_edanmcregsemwtamchonterjt,Wlththemcrease
sugars (%) blending proportions of akha:mango jam. However, the
2575 22441 23 | 2368 24.35) 2337 results with respect to effect of storage on ascorbic acid
00100 | 2326 | 242 25.17] 2621 | 247 content are in conformation with those of reported by
Kananaand Thirumaran (2004) injamunjam. Themeanvaues
Mean |21.56 | 224|2348| 24.36 for reducing, total and non-reducing sugars content with
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respect to blending proportions and storage intervals are
presented in Table 3. The data exhibit that reducing sugars
increased with theincreased levels of cultivated peach pulp.
The mean values up to the blending proportions of 25:75
varied non-significantly. Irrespective of the blending
proportions, the values during storage followed an
increasing trend in all the blending proportions. The
increase in the reducing sugars might be due to the
hydrolysis of non-reducing sugars. Kanan and Thirumaran
(2004) reported an increase in reducing sugars during 90
daysof storageinterval injamun jam. Thetotal sugar content
increased with the addition of cultivated peach pulp. The
mean values varied significantly when all the blends were
compared with each other. However, adecreasein total sugar
content was observed in all the blends during storage
interval of 9 months. The mean values varied significantly
from 63.31t0 56.96% from 0 to 9 months of storage period.
Kanan and Thirumaran (2004) and Kumari (2007) reported a
decrease in total sugars in jamun and whey based mango
jam. These findings give credence to the present results.
The mean values for non-reducing sugars with and without
blending of cultivated peach jamranged from 33.43t0 36.78%.
A significant difference in the mean values was observed
with the addition of 25, 75 and 100% of cultivated peach
pulp. However, the mean values during storage significantly
decreased from 39.62 to 30.89% with the enhancement of
storageinterval. Thisdecrease in non-reducing sugars might
be due to the hydrolysis of non-reducing sugarsto reducing
sugars during storage. Prasad and Mali (2006) found
reduction in non-reducing sugars from 47.75to 3.63 in ber
jamduring 12 months of storage.

Organoleptic Evaluation of Jam

Data with respect to effect of blending and storage on
organoleptic scores of wild peach jam blended with
cultivated peach aregivenin (Table4). The scoresfor colour
varied non-significantly when all the blendswere compared
with each other. The mean colour scores ranged from 8.00
to 8.15 for all the blends. However, storage had non-
significant effect on colour. The taste scores were noted
highest and lowest for jam prepared from pure cultivated
peach pulp (7.92) and wild peach pulp (6.80). On awhole,
the blending of cultivated peach produced a significant
effect and resulted in better acceptability of the product up
to the blending of 50:50 to 00:100 proportionsof wild peach:
cultivated peach pulp. The taste scores decreases, with the
increase of storage interval. The mean sensory scores for
flavour varied significantly when pure/wild peach based

jamwas compared with their counterparts. Theflavour score
for freshly prepared wild peach based jam was 6.90 which
gradually increased to 7.60, 7.90, 8.10 and 8.30 with the
addition of 25, 50, 75 and 100% of cultivated peach pulp.
However, the mean scores for different storage interval
decreased significantly with the increase of storage period.
The scores with respect to consistency exhibit that there
was a marginal difference in consistency of jam prepared
from different levels of cultivated peach pulp. However,
storage had a non-significant effect on consistency up to 6
months of storage interval but thereafter, the scores varied
significantly. In terms of overall acceptability a significant
difference in scores was observed when pure wild peach
jam (7.50) was compared with equal proportions of pure
wild peach : cultivated peach (7.86) and further for 25:75
and 00:100 (8.02 and 8.08). With storage, the overall
acceptability of the product decreases. The results are in
conformationwith (Prasad and Mdi, 2006; and Shivani, 2011)
for ber and nectarinejam.

Chutney

Datain Table 5 represent effect of blending and storage on
the nutritional parameters of chutney prepared from wild
peach blended with cultivated peach. Theinitial mean TSS
for wild peach chutney was 68.25°B which significantly
increased with the increase blending proportions of
cultivated peach 68.48°B (75:25), 68.65°B (50:50), 68.79°B
(25:75) and 69.00°B (00:100). Whereasthe mean valuesfor
storage varied non-significantly till 3 month and after that a
significant increase in TSS was observed. Mishra (2008)
reported anincreasein TSSfrom 60.17 to 63.20°B during 6
month of storage in papaya chutney. Awasthi (2007)
observed an increase in TSS in kachnar chutney blended
with raw mango. The dataon pH content reveal that asthe
blending proportion of cultivated peach pulp increased the
pH content increases significantly and the values decreases
with the increase of storage period. Nigam (2002) and
Awasthi (2007) reported similar observations in kachnar
chutney and amla chutney. The data on per cent acidity (as
malic acid) shows that as the concentration of cultivated
peach pulp increases, the values for acidity decreases.
Irrespective of the blends, storage had a significant effect
on acidity. The per cent acidity increased from 1.67 to 2.07
fromtheinitial day of storage. Theresultsarein confirmation
withthose of reported by Ld et al. (1989) and Sharma (2011).
Further perusal of data reveal that as the concentration of
cultivated peach pulp increased, the ascorbic acid content
increases significantly. The highest ascorbic acid content
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Table4: Effect of Blending and Sor age on Organoleptic Table4 (Cont.)
Scor es(9 Point Hedonic Scale) of Wild Peach Based Jam cD ) Owerall
(P<0.05) Colour | Taste| Flavour | Consistency Acceptability
Blends Stor age (Months)
Parameters o ealmenl 3 1 6 1 9 v B?;r:‘é":‘(az) 034 | 037| 038 021 019
W00) 818[8| 8|8 Sti‘igze('é) 03 |03 ox 0.19 017
75:25 8 8 8 8 8.02
Colour 505 | 82 [ 82| 8 | 82 | 815 Ele;‘r:vg::‘(
067 | 075 | 076 044 0.38
2575 82 8 8 82 8.15 Storage
(AXB)
00:100 8 8 8 7 8.02
Mean 8 8 s | 788 was recorded in pure cultivated peach based chutney (8.85
mg/100 g) as compared to chutney containing varying
10000 | 7.2 [ 7 [ 66 | 64 | 68 proportions of wild peach to cultivated peach pulp. With
7525 | 75 | 71| 69 | 65 7 storage, the ascorbic acid contentin all the blendsdecreased
Taste 5050 s | 761 71 | 68 | 73 Wi th thei ncregse of storage [ ntgrval .M |§qra(2008) repor.ted
an increase in ascorbic acid content with blending
275 | 79| 8 [ 75| 71 | 762 proportions of papaya:aloe and decrease in ascorbic acid
0010 | 84 | 82| 77| 74 | 792 content during storage. The reason for loss of ascorbic
acid during storage is attributable to its slow oxidation due
Mean | 78 [758[ 716 684 to the presence of some dissolved oxygen anditsinteraction
10000 | 69 | 67| 63 | 61 | 65 with other organic constituents of chutney formulations
25 | 76 | 72| 68 | 66 | 705 which oxidizesit to dehydro ascorbic acid (Awasthi, 2007).
The mean valuesfor reducing sugarsincreased significantly
Flavour 050 [ 79 | 75 72 | 67 [ 732 as the concentration of wild peach:cultivated peach
x75 | 81 | 78| 7.7 7 | 765 increased. Irrespective of blending proportion, storage
_ produced a significant increasing trend with values ranged
©Vloj83) 8| 2] 78 from 37.03 to 39.49%. Theresultsarein confirmation with
Mean | 7.76 | 744| 714 | 672 those reported by Nigam (2002) and Awasthi (2007). The
10000 | 88 88| 87| a5 | 87 mean value for total sugar content of wild peach based
chutney was 53.10 which varied non-significantly to 54.04
7525 | 86 [ 86| 87 | 84 | 862 (75:25) and after that the values varied significantly 55.23,
Consistency | 5050 | 86 | 86| 85 | 85 | 857 56.04 and 58.25 for 50, 25 and 100% of cultivated peach
=7 | 87 | 87| 87 | 85 | 865 pulp. However, with storage the values for total sugar
content showsanon-significant decreasein differencetill 3
00100 | 86 | 86| 86 | 85 | 86 month of storage and after that the values varied
Mean | 866 | 866 864 | 848 significantly as55.11 and 53.25 for 6 and 9 months of storage,
respectively. Maillard reaction and other chemical reactions
10000 | 772 ) 762 74 | 725 [ 15 of sugar with acids during the storage might be the reason
7525 | 792)| 78| 76 | 7.37 | 767 for decrease in total sugar content. The results are in
Overall i agreement with those reported by Nigam (2002), Awasthi
Acceptability 00 [8I7) 8 | AT 7| T8 (2007) and Mishra (2008). The addition of cultivated peach
2575 | 822 1817 797 | 7.7 | 802 pulp in wild peach chutney resulted in an increase of non-
00100 | 832 1825l 78 | 777 | 808 reducing sugar content from 15.80 to 16.72. Storage had a
significant effect on non-reducing sugar content. The
Mean | 807 [797] 773 | 758 decrease in non-reducing sugar content in chutney may be
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. N Table5 (Cont.

Table5: Effect of Blendingand Sorageon Nutritional ( )
Parameter sof Wild Peach Based Chutney 100:00 | 55.16 | 54.4|52.14| 5069 | 53.1
Blends Storage (Months) 7525 | 55.98|55.2|5357| 5145 | 54.04
Par ameters Total sugars
WA : CA|Fresh| 3 6 9 Mean (%)g 5050 |56.89]56.1|5515|52.83| 55.23
100:00 | 68.06 | 68.1 | 68.33| 68.57 | 68.25 2575 |57.71]| 569 |55.98| 5357 | 56.04
7525 | 682 | 68.3|68.63| 68.77 | 68.48 00:100 | 58.7 | 57.9|58.71| 57.71 | 58.25
TSS(°B) 5050 | 68.3 | 68.5|68.76] 69.06 | 68.65 Mean |56.89| 56.1|55.11| 53.25
2575 | 685 | 6856887 69.26 | 68.79 100:00 | 18.78 | 17.7|14.25]) 1242 | 158
00:100 | 688 | 685]68.16| 6956 | 69 7525 | 18921168 158 | 1214 | 1591
Non-reducing i
Mean | 68.37| 684 ]68.75| 69.05 sugars (%) 5050 |19.67| 16.9|1569| 1256 | 16.21
100:00 | 282 | 28 | 276 | 272 | 278 2575 |1882] 169]1568| 1299 16.1
7525 | 287 | 285)| 28 | 276 | 282 00:100 1922 175|17.43| 1276 | 16.72
pH 5050 | 309 | 304| 296 | 283 | 298 Mean |19.08| 17.2|15.77| 1257
2575 | 317 | 315|306 | 299 | 309 Nor-
CD 33 | pH | Acidity Ascorbic| Reducing | Total Reducing
00:100 | 326 | 325] 318 | 31 | 319 (P<0.05) Acid | Sugars [Sugars Sugars
Mean | 304 | 302 295 | 288 Between
Blends | 007 [001] 003 | o1 075 18 | ow
100:00 | 191 | 1.7 | 209 | 222 | 198 (A)
7525 | 182 | 1.78| 203 | 213 | 194 Between
ity (0 Storage | 0.06 [0.01| 002 01 067 164 19
Acidity 06 e ey | 175 | 186 | 197 | 202 | 10 ®
malic acid)
2575 167 | 19| 187 | 197 | 187 Between
Blendsx) 415 |015| 006 | 023 15 | 368 | 226
00:100 | 119 | 196| 182 | 198 | 174 Storage | ' ' ' ' ) ’
(AXB)
Mean 167 | 1.85] 196 | 207
10000 | 219 | 215 187 | 159 | 195 dueto hi ghgr rate of conversi pn of the non-reducing sugar
to the reducing sugar (Awasthi, 2007; and Prabha, 2008).
7525 | 242 | 224|201 | 177 | 211
ic aci Organoleptic Evaluation of Chutne
Asco/ri';ac'd 5050 | 551 | 513| 457 | 438 | 489 ganotep . Y
(mg/1009) Data pertaining to sensory scores of wild peach based
575 | 802 1761 7451 606 | 728 chutney as affected by blending with cultivated peach and
00:100 | 1003 (944|836 | 76 | 885 storage are presented in Table 6. The colour scores for
Mean | 563 | 531 285 | 228 chutney |n.the ratio of 100:00 and 75:25 proportions of V\{I Id
peach:cultivated peach pulp was recorded as 8.00 which
100:00 [ 3537 | 35.7]37.13| 38.65| 36.72 decreased to 7.80 (50:50), 7.60 (25:75) and further to 7.70
7525 | 36.06 | 375|37.89| 3866 | 37.53 (00:100). With storage, the mean colour scores followed
Reducin decreasing trend from 7.82 to 7.54 from the beginning of
9 1 5050 |37.12 | 38:3 [ 38,65 3047 | 3838 " m e bEnnng
sugars (%) storage interval. The sensory scores with respect to taste
2575 | 3789 39.1(39.47| 39.89 | 39.08 and flavour of chutney prepared by using pure wild peach
00:100 | 38711 395140311 2076 | 30.83 pulp and with addition of 25% of cultivated peach pulp
" 03| 38 | 3860 2049 resulted in an increase in non-significant effect and
can : : : thereafter the scores for taste and flavour increased
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Table6: Effect of Blending and Stor age on Or ganoleptic
Scor es (9 Point Hedonic Scale) of Wild Peach Based CD | caiour | Tastel Aravour | consistenc Owerall
Chutney (P<0.05) Y| Acceptability
Blends Stor age (Months) Between | o33 | 03| 034 035 017
Par ameters Blends (A)
WA : CA|Fresh| 3 6 9 | Mean
Between
10000 | 8 8 s | 78 | 795 Sorage (8) 029 | 029 | 031 0.32 015
7525 | 8 | 8 | 78| 78| 79 Between
Colour 5050 | 7.8 | 78| 7.7 | 76 | 772 Blendsx | 65 | 066 | 069 071 035
Storage
575 | 76 | 74| 75 | 72 | 742 (AXB)
00100 7.7 | 7.6 75 ) 73 | 752 sgnificantly from6.77t0 7.77 and 6.82 to 7.82. However, the
Mean | 782 | 7.76| 7.7 | 754 mean taste and flavour scoresfor fresh to 9 monthsof storage
1000 | 71 1691 67 | 62 | 677 decreased. The least scores for Faste and fIavogr of \{wld
peach based chutney may be attributed due to slight bitter
7525 | 74 | 69| 69 | 66 | 695 taste of wild peach pulp and the reason for obtaining
Taste 5050 | 76 | 74| 71| 68 | 722 maximum scores for cultivated peach based chutney is due
_ to known taste and flavour of cultivated peach. The
2575 8 |78 4 1L ) rSr consistency scores varied non-significantly when wild
00100 | 82 | 8 | 76 | 7.3 | 7.77 peach based chutney and other blends were compared with
Mean | 766 | 74 | 714 | 684 each other. However, the consistency scoresdecrgased after
3 monthsof storage. Intermsof overall acceptability scores,
100:00 | 72 | 7 [ 68| 63 ] 682 the chutney prepared from pure cultivated peach pulp had
7525 | 73| 7 | 69 | 64 | 69 good acceptability scores8.12. The chutney prepared from
Flavour =050 | 78 | 75 | 73 - 74 W|Iq peach pulp scored §s7.62 but asthe concgntratlons of
cultivated peach pulp increases, the scores increased to
2575 [ 81 | 77| 75 | 72 | 762 7.75, 7.85 and 8.00 for 75:25, 50:50 and 25:75 proportions of
010 | 83| 8 | 76| 74 | 782 wild peach:cultivated peach pulp, respectively. With storage,
themean valuesdecreased after 3, 6 and 9 months of storage
Mean | 774 | 744] 7.22 | 686 interval. Similar findings have been reported by Kaur (2005)
100000 | 82 | 82| 8 | 78 | 805 and Awasthi (2007).
75:25 83 182 81 7.7 8.07 CONCLUSION
Consistency | 5050 | 82 | 83| 8 | 78 | 807 The study revealed that wild peach was having slightly
275 | 83 | 82| 8 | 7.8 | 807 bitter taste but it is agood source of nutrients and attempts
010 | 83 | 82| s 27 | 805 were made to develop food productg (jam and chgtney).
The prepared food products were subjected to quality and
Mean | 826 | 822|802 | 7.76 sensory evaluation during storage interval of 9 months.
100000 | 762 | 7521 737 | 707 | 74 Results showed that the products were acceptable up to 9
months of storage period.
7525 | 775 | 752 742 | 712 | 746
Acgvépf;il:my 5050 | 785 (775|752 | 7.3 | 76 REFERENCES
2575 g | 7771 76 | 722 | 767 ¢ AOAC (1990), Approved Methods of Association of
Official Analytical Chemists, 11" Edition, p. 240,
00:100 | 812 | 795 767 | 742 | 7.79 Washington DC, USA.
Mean | 787 | 77| 752] 7.5 e Awasthi M (2007), “Nutritional and Product
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