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Abstract
40, 45, and 50 °C hot-water solution for 2 min and naturally drying, green peppers were packed by 0.04 mm thick PE film fresh protection

[ Objective ] To determine the effects of heat shock treatment on quality and storage of green pepper. [ Method] After soaking in

package and stored at 25 °C. Indicators related to maturity and aging were measured every 3 days during the storage. [ Result] The results
showed that heat shock treatment at 45 °C could maintain the sensory properties and hardness of green pepper, and reduced the decrease in
moisture and the content of total soluble solids (TSS), chlorophyll, and vitamin C, and increased the activity of antioxidant enzymes, inclu-
ding catalase (CAT) and peroxidase (POD), and inhibited polyphenol oxidase (PPO) activity. [ Conclusion] The heat shock treatment at

45 °C can extend shelf life of green paper and optimize its fresh protection effect.
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Fig.2 Effect of heat shock treatment on weight loss changes in
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Fig.3 Effect of heat shock treatment on hardness changes in

green peppers
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Fig.4 Effect of heat shock treatment on TSS content changes in
green peppers
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Fig.5 Effect of heat shock treatment on chlorophyll content
changes in green peppers
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Fig. 6 Effect of heat shock treatment on vitamin C content

changes in green peppers
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