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Abstract

This research aimed to utilize a solution of hydrochloric acid to extract pectin from
durian rind combined with coconut husk. This experimentation was carried out and analyzed
using the Minitab program with a focus upon three factors, pH, extraction time and temperature.
Fifteen extraction treatments were carried out within pH in a range of 2 -3, with an extraction
time range of 30— 240 minutes and a temperature range at 70 —90°C. The result showed that
treatment 12 (80°C, pH 2.0, 30 min) had the greatest pectin yield of 9.1%, whereas treatment
15 ((90°C, pH 2.5, 30 min) had the lowest pectin yield of 0.16%. In the degree of esterification
(%DE), treatment 2 (80°C, pH 3.0, 30 min) had the highest value of degree of esterification
(%DE) at 65.8. By analyzing the data using Minitab program using the Box—Benhken mode,
the main factor influencing the extraction of pectin was pH—temperature, with a correlation

coefficient of 1.59925.

Keywords: Durian rind, Coconut husk, Pectin, Minitab, Box—Benhken
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Az pH  efana (wif) aannd (°C)
1 20 135 90
2 30 30 80
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6 25 30 70
7 25 240 70
8 25 240 90
9 20 240 80
10 20 135 70
11 30 240 80
12 20 30 80
13 25 135 80
14 25 135 80
15 25 30 90
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Janau %yield %DE LASIE1984
Uﬁaﬂiﬂs 71.50 76.50 Christiaens et al., 2011
WAININT 24.96 54.00 Thirugnanasambandham et al., 2014

a9l 24.08 - Petkowicz et al., 2017

WY 14.47 - Sundarraj et al., 2017
VU 10.34 - Kurita et al., 2008
Auhiu 10.12 46.10 Pereire et al., 2016
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wRanniSewNaEw o S
L‘]Jé'ar;mw%n 9.10 65.80 NnIBU
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Inld - 56.60 Amorim et al., 2016
wzidame - 88.98 Grassino et al., 2016

GEY - 72.00 Hosseini et al., 2016

B - 69.03 Wenjun et al., 2017
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1519 5 %gﬂaﬁﬁ'ﬂumiaﬁﬂmnLﬂﬁ'annﬁ'wwauLﬂﬁanu:wi”nﬁma:@mﬁu
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