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Study of Anti-light Packaging Film for Supermarket Vegetable

JIA Jin-xia, ZHANG Lei

(Tianjin University of Science & Technology, Tianjin 300222, China)

Abstract: The purpose of this research is to reduce the effect of UV on shelf life of packaged broccoli in super-
market. Selective anti-light packaging films were prepared using LDPE and UV absorber UV-531 by blending
method. which has UV-531 proportion of 0,0. 1,0. 3.and 0. 5 percent respectively. The prepared films and cur-
rent used LLDPE film in supermarket were used to pack broccoli and exposed under supermarket light for pres-
ervation research. The result showed that the transmittance of the LDPE film decreases with increase of UV ab-
sorber content. Under room temperature (29+1) °C. the preservation effect of the LDPE films with UV ab-
sorber for broccoli is better than LLDPE film. The proportion of 0. 3 percent has the best effect, which can pro-
tect chlorophyll and water better.
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Fig. 1 Change of VC and Chlorophyll content of

packaged fresh-cut broccoli
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SNTRBNE RN, RIMNERFT B BIRPOVE
SEMENDR, BT YREVEN =R VC 89
Bl. HAE—TERE LRBHEILEER CHTRY,
BROTETIFB="TC0MIR/ER, IR 38, BRIt
EICEHEA VC S ERRZ2 NENEB S, BT
KR, REBICE R FITEER TREUERIE, XSKT
HIRFEBS AT RRAHEANL, ENLETH, ]
NTMHEREBXR,. RBNKEBB KD BB —
WEARNDOER, AEBHEERFBRERKL DN
L BEALE BRZ A8 78 2% 14 ) LURV D R B K 0 BY BUR A0
SIPREE", BEFUNB=TENXERNE 2,
MEXATH AR, RBICE R T REXRPE 2T, X
BRANKI ARG BB =TCBRASLERX,
NFSAEIR B RITTREFRZEIER,
BYER, BHBMAERNEB=CHNRE @R
(me. SKE)BRANZI, FH T @XGUHE=
EHTRRSE, B0 T HUB=ENXE, ZUE
=EVB=TENERSHRZER. REZSNSKE
ERMBHENBEFH , BREREBENEEN
=7, B VCZERIRIR, B, BLBHARTIEL



{2 T2

56 &

PACKAGING ENGINEERING Vol. 32 No. 01 2011.1

BEMZENEERMN  BTH B =EERNBHR*

SO

2.2 BERBFERBEARNEH/=ZZNZIN

2.2.1  SAMRWGR X LDPE B % 56 2 1) 52 1)
A3 B/ LDPE &5 8RN BTy 4Py

RIMKBVBEI K, G ERIEING RBGTI(UV-531),
mIE(RENDE, BEAIDAIN 0.1%,0.3%,

0.5% ,H% P1,P2 Al P3 BRBE , HEAXIE 3,

100 100 100
I I | PO
80F po 80 80 ¥
i
L A3 L L
< 6OF /b « 60 < 60
; = SIS
40} 40l a0y s
20 20 20
0200 600 800 L0 00 600 800 200400 600800

Wk /nm

a
Bl 3 UV-531 i s Bout LDPE [ i 32 Ot A 14 52 i
Fig. 3 Light transmittance graphs of LDPE with

P /nm WK /nm
b c

different contents of UV-531

LDPE( PO)E 200~800 nm XBBVE YK Z M L,
EEIEXT 2 TRIE, WNIDEIN S RBGE
LDPE BEAXKINXHNRWIESNRE, ZHEXEZ
TPE, BEERIMNKIRIGIARIDE69IE 0, LDPE FiR
WERIMNEBRIIZ R,

BTFWREFHBORS, TIREREE A KIS,
M EH XN ERERNEEBAZEE, Bt AT
BENEARSEEE —EXRF, RENGSHEER
BEARXRSHEE TEEHAERKLNBNEE
(pm)BEHE T 2, AEIMX 280 nm F] 380 nm

®2 FAEHBEHAGEESELE

Tab.2 Transmittance rate of unit thickness of different film
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Fig. 4 Change of chlorophyll content of

packaged fresh-cut broccoli
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Fig. 5 Change of weight loss of packaged fresh-cut broccoli
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Tab.3 Sensory evolution of broccoli with different packaging film under supermarket light condition
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