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Optimization of fermentation agent for dry mustard
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Abstract: The fermentation characteristics of Lactic acid bacteria
strains like Leuconostoc mesenteroides, Lactobacillus plantarum
and Pediococcus pentosaceus were researched respectively. Ac-
cording to the growth situation, acid-producing ability, salt re-
sistance, temperature tolerance and adaptability to different pH
value of strains, the Leuconostoc mesenteroides, Lactobacillus
plantarum and Pediococcus pentosaceus were all could be used as
mustard > s fermentation strains. In the mixed strains
proportioning optimization experiment, the ferment effect of
Leuconostoc mesenteroides * Lactobacillus plantarum * Pedio-
coccus pentosaceus = 2+ 3 * 2 which was the best, the total acid
content of the fermented product was 1.07% , the amino acid ni-
trogen content was 0. 16% ., the volatile ester content was
2.48 g/kg, the sensory score was 91.0, the quality was high, and
it was the best starter for the inoculation and fermentation of dry
mustard.
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7 B B BR B ( Leuconostoc mesenteroides ) CICC-
21861, 11 4 3L #F B ( Lactobacillus plantarum ) ATCC-
8014, ¥ BRI (Pediococcus pentosaceus) CICC-22737 .
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Table 1 Construction of dominant bacteria
WIS LM #ERE LP R PP A&
1 3.0 0.0 0.0
2 0.0 3.0 0.0
3 0.0 0.0 3.0
4 1.5 1.5 0.0
5 1.5 0.0 1.5
6 0.0 1.5 1.5
7 1.0 1.0 1.0

R2 REEKRILLAKL

Table 2 Optimization of fermentation strains
K¥E  LM:LP:PP| ik¥% LM:LP:PP
1 1:1:1 6 2:3:%2
2 1:2:2 7 3:1:2
3 1:3:+3 8 3:2+%3
4 2:1+3 9 3:3:1

5 2:2+1
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Figure 5 The salt tolerance of each strain
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Figure 9 The effects of different strains on the content

of amino acid nitrogen
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Figure 10 The effects of different strains on the content

of volatile ester content
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5 R RE it TS )s¥ix
1 19.5 20.5 17.7 17.8 75.5+0.44
2 20.8 21.5 18.3 18.2 78.3+£1.5"
3 19.7 20.2 16.7 16.7 73.240.8¢
4 21.2 21.2 19.5 19.0 80.8+0.6"
5 20.0 19.7 18.5 18.7 76.8+1.5¢
6 19.8 20.3 19.0 19.7 78.8+£0.9"
7 21.8 21.8 21.3 21.0 86.010.7¢

Bk AEE  19.8 18.7 16.2 13.8 68.5+0.7°

T FRARFER S B EP<0.05),
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Figure 11  The effects of different ratio of mlxcd strain
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Table 5 The effects of different ratio of mixed strain
on the sensory score
Ry @5 T S, A AU By
1 21.8 21.8 21.3 21.0 86.0+0.7¢
2 22.0 19.7 20.5 20.7 82.841.24
3 20.8 20.8 22.2 21.7 85.5+0.4¢
4 22.2 20.7 21.8 21.3 86.0+0.4¢
5 20.7 20.0 20.8 20.3 81.8+0.24
6 22.3 22.7 22.8 23.2 91.040.8*
7 21.0 20.7 20.8 20.7 83.2+0.64
8 21.2 22.5 22.8 21.8 88.3+1.0°
9 20.8 20.7 21.5 20.5 83.5+1.2¢
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