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Quality Evaluation on Three Different Aseptic Brick Packages

LIU Xiang—hong
(State Key Laboratory of Dairy Biotechnology; Shanghai Engineering Research Center of Dairy Biotechnology ;
Dairy Research Institute, Bright Dairy & Food Co. , Lid. , Shanghai 200436, China)

ABSTRACT: Objective To study the aseptic brick packaging quality from different packaging suppliers quantitatively. Meth-
ods Three different aseptic brick product samples (JIA, YI and BING) were collected. On the basis of AHP, an aseptic brick
packaging quality evaluation method was established. The packaging quality of samples was tested and the PDR was calculated
and analyzed. Results All of the three different products, the packaging appearance quality and quality stability of JIA were the
best and those of YI were the worst. Bulging was the main influencing factor in packaging appearance quality. At 95% confi-
dential level, the statistical accuracy of normal interval estimation of JIA is the highest and that of YI is the lowest. With the
same confidence interval length, the reliability of JIA is the highest and that of YI is the lowest. Conclusion Quality evalua-
tions on product packages can provide scientific basis for dominating product package and selecting package suppliers effectively
for food manufacturers.

KEY WORDS:: aseptic brick; packaging quality; normal distribution; interval estimation
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