% 34 B 2 )
201842 A

00D & MACHINERY

Vol.34,No.2
Feb. 2018

DOI:10.13652/.issn. 1003 —5788.2018.02.029

R C Nl B & S8 € 5% 5 IR X 55 31 0 58 &n Jo B 2 i

Effect of poly (e-caprolactone) modified atmosphere packaging

film on postharvest quality of spinach
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Abstract; In order to investigate the fresh-keeping effect of PCL
modified atmosphere packaging film on spinach. The effects of un-
packed, LDPE film (control) and PCL film packaging treatments on
postharvest quality of spinach during storage at 4 ‘C were studied.
The results indicated that compared with the control group of un-
packed both of the packaging films could improve the postharvest
quality of the spinach, and PCL packaging treatment group could be
better in the development of initial atmosphere suitable for the
storage of spinach. Moreover, PCL film was better in delaying the in-
crease of weight loss ratio and inhibiting the degradation of chloro-
phyll and reduce its yellowing. In addition, it was found to be effec-
tive to inhibit the accumulation of malondialdehyde content and
retard the postharvest senescence. Furthermore, it also could help to
maintain the better sensory quality of spinach.
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Table 1  Criteria for sensory evaluation of spinach
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Figure 1 Effect of PCL film packaging on the sensory

quality score of spinach
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loss ratio of spinach
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