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GC/MS Analysis of Wine after Treated by Ultrasonic

ZHAO Yun, WANG Jis LIDan LI Feng XU Liqiang
(Food Science and Techniques College of Hebei Agriculture University, Baoding, Hebei 071001, China)

Abstract; Several dry red wines were treated with ultrasonicator of SK to test the influence of ultrasonic processes on dry
red wine, the aroma compound were analyzed by GC/MS, and sensory analysis was made. The results indicated when
the wine was treated by the ultrasonic for 18 min, the contents of the total esters increased from 19.61% to 31. 19 %, the
content of total alcohols Isoamyl alcohol decreased 70. 16% to 60.43%, Ultrasonic promote oxidation, reduction, esterifi-
cation in the process of the fresh dry red wine aging, advance wine aging, produce flavour and remove predpitate, devel-
op soft liquor style, a number of indicators scores of the sensory analysis increased.
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Effects of Chitosan Treatment on Postharvest Quality of Grape

ZHAO Yu mei
(China Agricultural University, Bijing 100083 China)

Abstract: The effects of chitosan treatment on postharvest quality of grape (cv. Wanhong ) were studies. Results showed
that weight loss of grape fruit was reduced by 3% chitosan treatment during 10 d storage at room temperature. The
weight loss in chitosan-treated fruit was 62.14% lower than that in control. In addition, chitosan treatment delayed the
decrease in firmness and inhibited the PPO and POD activities of grape fruit. The firmness in treated fruit was 2. 8-fold
that in control.
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