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Effect of drying on chemical and sensory characteristics of noble
sugarcane tea
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ABSTRACT: The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of drying methods on chemical and sensory
characteristics of noble sugarcane tea. Pith and rind of sugarcane were investigated. Sun-drying method and tray-dry
oven (60 and 70°C) were used. Tray-dried rind tea at 70°C showed the lowest IC,  and the highest phenolic contents.
Dried pith tea at 70°C showed the highest content of reducing sugar, total acid content and total soluble solid. Drying
temperature at 70°C used less time and had better antioxidant activity. Furthermore, drying methods had affected on
colour acceptance of the tea, but had no effect on other organoleptic properties at p<0.05.

Keywords: antioxidant properties, phenolics, reducing sugar
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Table 1 Drying time (min) of sugarcane at each condition *

Sugarcane parts Sun drying Drying temperature

60C 70C
Pith 1780.00+34.64 146.00+30.78 106.00+24.24
Ring 142.00+34.64 66.00+10.39 60.00+£2.04

AValues are expressed as the mean + standard deviation.
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Table 2 |C50’ phenolic contents, reducing sugar, total acid, pH and total soluble solid of sugarcane tea "

Parts  Drying IC, Phenolic Reducing Total acid  pH Total soluble
temperature  (ug/ml) contents sugar (ug/ml) solid (°Brix)
Pith  Sundrying 67.63+0.02° 41.66+1.35' 57.82+3.13° 0.41+0.00° 5.58+0.01° 1.80+0.00°
60 61.56+0.02° 50.57+0.61° 60.57+1.03° 0.42+0.00° 5.13+0.01° 2.36+0.05°
70 50.46+0.02° 56.22+1.16° 87.34+2.14°  0.46+0.00° 4.88+0.01" 2.43+0.05°
Rind Sundrying 40.33+0.02° 48.21+0.33° 15.36+0.59° 0.23+0.00" 6.16+0.01° 0.56+0.05°
60 42.7040.02° 59.15+0.54° 11.564+0.79° 0.264+0.00° 5.90+0.00° 0.66+0.11%
70 38.46+0.02" 70.84+0.28° 27.73+0.69° 0.28+0.00° 5.71+0.01° 0.76+0.05°

AValues are expressed as the mean + standard deviation. Different letters in the same column indicate significant

differences (p<0.05).
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Table 3 Sensory characteristics of sugarcane tea *
Parts Drying temperature  Colour Flavour ™ Taste™ Overall acceptability ™
Pith 60 5.46+1.72% 4.87+1.84 3.80+1.37 4.80+1.52
70 5.73+1.94° 4.60+1.35 4.13+1.92 4.60+1.40
Sundry 4.20+1.85™ 4.27+1.71 3.80+1.65 4.40+1.24
Rind 60 4.53+2.06™° 4.33+1.34 4.13+1.64 4.53+1.55
70 4.13+1.88™ 4.60+1.76 4.60+1.99 4.73+1.48
Sundry 4.06+1.98° 5.20+2.00 4.66+1.87 4.93+1.83

AValues are expressed as the mean + standard deviation. Different letters in the same column indicate significant
differences (p<0.05). NS=non-significant differences. Sensory score was the average of 30 panel members
using 9 point hedonic scale as follows: 9—like extremely, 8—like very, 7—like moderately much, 6—like slightly,

5—neither like nor dislike, 4—dislike slightly, 3—dislike moderately, 2—dislike very much, and 1—dislike.
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