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Effect of different packaging materials and modified

atmosphere on preservation of mint
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Abstract; In this research, high quality mints were used in the or-
thogonal test of different packaging materials, modified atmosphere
and volume ratio. The mints of these groups were stored at low tem-
perature (4 ‘C) for 12 h. The variation of the sensory quality and the
physical and chemical indexes of mints were studied during the
storage period. The results showed that the loss rate and V¢ content
of mints were inhibited significantly in group of packing with HDPE,
MAP of 6% O, : 9% CO, : 85% N; and having the volume ratio of
15 g. Mints in this group also maintained the higher sensory quality.,
chlorophyll content and POD enzyme activity. The shelf life was pro-
longed to 14 days.

modified atmosphere packaging
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Tablel Orthogonal experimental design
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N4 3:6:91 HDPE (1 54%) 25
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N9 9:12:79 LDPH (7 £4%) 25
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Figure 1 Effect of different treatments on weight

loss of mint

2.2 BEEH

P T 2 A7 O 3 A 4% Ak B A0 A 9 e SRR TR 3 S
TR A N2 R N4 R R R SRR ZE SR 10 R ERE
WU 2 47 AR TR He236 B R L R (E . JF A N9 7
%12 RESEE P RA 2 4 AR FHA AR . N1 R Rk g
BRGNS 8 RPN 7 40 K ZE 12 d 5 R LEE M
Jio HI LA 2 e 2 B AR (25 @) B R AR b
EURZRm, 5 NLIRE IS EA U] 825 (P<0.05),
ZERE]L15 g WM AE O, 0 CO, @ NARFRLL R 6 19 1 85 3F
BT R LS B AT 4%, oA A MRE 1 B R 5 R
A 25 b A Y A R AR R R
23 MHEEE=E

MR —FOR R E 1Y AR AR RN L R R A G

101
o
¥
% 77
= 9
g 5y
Dz 4r
# 3 3l
g 2 —=—NI—4—N2—<—N3
¥ 2r e N4——N5—+—N6
I —%—N7 —e—N8§ —=—N9
0 L L L L L |
2 4 6 8 10 12 14
I} i)
Time/d

B2 RBEEESEREETFNG Y0
Figure 2 Effect of different treatments on sensory

evaluation of mint
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content of mint
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