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Effect of ozone water combined with modified atmosphere packaging

on preservation of fresh-cut Hang cabbage
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Abstract: Fresh-cut hang cabbage cleaned by 1.8 mg/L ozone water
was selected as the experimental material, the effect of keeping fresh
on fresh-cut Hang cabbage was studied by different gas composition
modified atmosphere packages, such as CK for air, A for 5% O, +
5% CO2+90% Naw Bfor 5% Oy +10% CO,+85% Nz Cfor 10%
0:+5% CO;+85% Nz, D for 10% O +10% CO; +80% Nj. It
showed that the 5% O, +10% CO;+85% N, low oxygen and high
carbon dioxide packaging could effectively inhibit the growth of mi-
croorganisms, keep good sensory quality, and delayed the decreasing
of vitamin C, chlorophyll and soluble solids content, prevented the
cabbage excessive water loss, which effectively guaranteed the shelf
life of fresh-cut Hang cabbage to more than 15 d.
Keywords: Hang cabbage; fresh-cut; ozone water; modified atmos-
phere packaging; keeping fresh
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Table 1 Different modified atmosphere packaging
treatments
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Figure 1  Effect of different modified atmosphere packaging

on total viable count of hang cabbage
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Figure 2 Effect of different modified atmosphere packaging

on sensory quality of hang cabbage
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Figure 3 Effect of different modified atmosphere packaging

on Vitamin C content of hang cabbage
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Figure 4 Effect of different modified atmosphere packaging
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25 MMARKERNEM

1 P 5 A] L I B R A AE G BE AT SRR R
BTt e, Kb Ak ER LT B R NAE, EH
12 RHHEF] 1.25% 380 T S A A Bk B4
i AL B FE S 15 KA H BRI B0, oo B.D 4l 3R B A
XoF 28 L AR R W1 (B 21 T R E E 4 Bk H] 1.37%,
1.41 % A B 5% B0 A5 B S 109 8 28 A0SR L T B R A R VR
(9 COL 3 T 20 M6 A 35606 2l o DA 28 22 T f6F VI 11 32 K 43
AR B AR VR B O, B e JE COL P 3 i — e R I
e RO 4 R T 3 2 K G 3 R s DT S K B D) A 1 S

RS N

kel

—_ e = e
[T SR e ]
T

FKHE A
eight loss/%
o
oo

W
o 2
SN
—

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21
" (1]
Storage time/d

AS FARAARALESHRARRERG YW

Effect of different modified atmosphere packaging

o <
o

Figure 5

on weight loss of hang cabbage



Tz 5 IR 8%

2017 4% 6

2.6 MEAXRTREERNSENZM

HIIE] 6 R0, 45 25 m] 9 1 [ 4 8 1 B2 B S B O R R
¥4 A T RE S B D) A 1 ST D) o AR v A R A A IR
& BR o T IR o3 A NTT SRS 1 ) 5 1 [ 4 & 0
Th e o (EL 2 B T 96 P I F) SEE < 200 D O W% A 9 G B R
G LRI T AR o A% A0 B A D IR B AE 3,600 £2
A7 W (R AR PSS 3~6 K demiik 3.9, B IS 2 8T B
4453"’,\WXTJ3@2ETVH£I§% H5 B4 e %12 5 (P<<
0.05), %5 15 KA, X AT FREZE 2.6%, 1 B 4k & ik
300 - T RE R A R VI EE 11 C O, BB ) 20 Jf8 119 1 I 6 FH » 20> T
VEMERE IO AR L L b RIREE O, B IR EE CO, U U 2 g
AR SE % T T TR ) A R AR S I BE D) B R
2.,

iz
&

7]

Soluble solids content/%

CIR(3 eqEib]7

3 6 9 12 15 18 21

I 6% 1sf (1]

Storage time/d
A6 FRAAHACENHEOETERAN DS EH YR
Figure 6 Effect of different modified atmosphere packaging

on soluble solids content of hang cabbage
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