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Optimization of malolactic fermentation process condition of

northeast China V.amurensis wines

ik R

HAN Cheng-wu

ELL
GAO Peng-fei
CEEARM R 2 A A B 22 22 B, BBV A KT

TEH

DING Yu-ping
154007)

(College of Life Science, Jiamusi University, Jiamusi, Heilongjiang 154007, China)

WEAXELHHBORA L FRBR R AH L
FbabATiAe, BREAV. LN HBFERR LR AFH YR
1 T E 44 A7 46 pH 3.00, 8 % 20 'C, 44 % 4 mL/100 mL,
SHE 107 g/L, EREILHEMH T ARLT & BERAT
TR )5 pH AR AR TR A BEH &A% 0.1940.05,
BB (AFREA) M TRABRS & T HAK2.67L
0.10) g/L.MT LHNFRIBGMRAR . MTET K,
XBR:LWHRE; ERR LA B

Abstract: In order to improve the flavor of Vitis amurensis Rupr.
wines, adopted the single factor experiment and orthogonal experi-
ment method, aimed to optimize the process condition of the malic
acid-lactic acid fermentation. The optimal fermentation conditions
were as followed: initial pH 3.00, fermentation temperature 20 °C,
inoculation of Lactobacillus 4 mL/100 ml and sugar content above
10.7 g/L. Under the optimum conditions, malic acid was converted
into lactic acid by malic acid-lactic acid fermentation. pH value was
increased 0.1940.05, total acidity(in terms of malic acid) decreased
(2.6740.10) g/L, which weaken the tartness of original wine.
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Table 1 1,(3") orthogonal experiment designs table
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Figure 1 Effects of different inoculations about MLF
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Figure 2 Effect of different initial pH about MLF
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Figure 3 Effects of different fermentation

temperatures on the MLF
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Figure 4 Effects of different sugar content on the MLF
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W R 2 AT R 22 R A 45, S MLF
FNEFRMF & B>C>A>D;B, .C, Ay Dy A E M
K, B H AN B, Co Ay Dy, BIH)HE pH 3.00, fi BE
20 °C g 8 M0 M ML 20.7 g/ L S 1Ly A 0 1 S0 R R — .
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Table 2 Results of MLF conditions by orthogonal

experiment

B A B C D pH ApH
1 1 1 1 1 3.04 0.12
2 1 2 2 2 3.20 0.20
3 1 3 3 3 3.20 0.15
4 2 1 2 3 3.08 0.16
5 2 2 3 1 3.18 0.18
6 2 3 1 2 3.21 0.16
7 3 1 3 2 3.05 0.14
8 3 2 1 3 3.19 0.19
9 3 3 2 1 3.23 0.18

""" T, 0470 0420 0480 0480

T, 0.500 0.580 0.540 0.500
T, 0.510 0.490 0.470 0.510
T 0.157 0.140 0.160 0.160
Ty 0.167 0.193 0.180 0.167
X3 0.170 0.163 0.157 0.170
R 0.013 0.053 0.023 0.010
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Table 3 Results of comparison experiments
R ass w¥ith pH WEE/C HERE/ % FREE /(g LD PHumax B/ (g« L7D)
OCR R 3.00 20 0 3.9 3.01 11.93
2(B,C,A1Dy) 3.00 20 4 10.9 3.19 9.26
y(B;C, A3Ds3) 3.00 20 8 20.9 3.15 9.92

B 5 afrbiX ik E AT A

Paper chromatography picture of omparative

Figure 5
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