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Effect of Different washing Sanitizers on Quality and Physiological Changes of Fresh-Cut Snap bean

WANG Hui, ZHANG Xiu-ling
(Food College of Northeast Agricultual University, Harbin Heilongjiang 150030 China)

Abstract; The effects of different w ashing sanitizers on the quality and the nature of physiology and biochemistry of snap
bean were studied at the temperature of 10 °C. The results showed that NaClO could preserve chlorophyll better than the
others, and the snap beans which was treated with NaClO had lower respiratory intensity and MDA content, however
the sample that was treat by H202 had less total count of bacteria than the others.
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