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sensory quality of Ipomoea aquatica
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total viable count of Ipomoea aquatica
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Fig.4  Effect of different cleaning methods on

chlorophyll content of Ipomoea aquatica
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Effects of different raising cleaning methods on preservation of Ipomoea aquatica
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ABSTRACT The quality changes during storage of Ipomoea aquatica was studied after different cleaning methods
('sodium hypochlorite solution; with active chlorine 100 mg/L; ozone water; with active oxygen concentration of 1.8
mg/L; ultrasonic cleaning: with frequencies of 40 kHz and power of 0.33 W/em®). It was shown that these three
washing method were all preferable to maintain the sensory quality of Ipomoea aquatica, as well as to maintain the to-
tal number of colonies at a low level. Additionally, these agents could delay the reduction of chlorophyll and Ve con-
tents. It was found that ozone treatment was the best method, as it could effectively extend the shelf life of Ipomoea
aquatica for 3 d compared with the controlled groups.

Key words Ipomoea aquatica; cleaning; storage; keeping fresh; shelf life
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