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Optimization of the Process of Quinoa—Fermented Yogurt Based on Response Surface Methodology
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Abstract: With the main materials of quinoa and fresh milk and the evaluation indicator of sensory score, the
production process of quinoa—fermented yogurt was optimized by single factor test and response surface method-
ology. The yielded optimal process was as follows: quinoa added at 12.5% , white sugar at 7.5% , fermentation for
7 h at 42 °C, and inoculum of fermentation bacteria at 0.2%. With such a process, the resultant yogurt had a u-

nique grain flavor and rich nutrients, with sensory score of 90.7.
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Table 1 Factors and levels of response surface test

EEX

KT A HiH B FAWPHE C K D KT
I % % ) /h R L%
-1 10 5 6 0.15
0 12 7 7 0.20
14 9 8 0.25

1.6 Rl HR
1.6.1 L L BAR I E VAN

M 16 D7 & i Lol A VAL /N, #RYE RHB
104—20204 A T LI B PF S 4MU ) BRI (23 iR
A HBUIRAS 3 AN TEE MY, PF 3 T
B WEARIEL R 2.

®2 RELRBBRNEETERE

Table 2 Sensory evaluation criteria of quinoa fermented yogurt
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Fig.1 The effect of quinoa addition on the sensory quality of

quinoa yogurt
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Fig.2 The effect of added amount of white sugar on the sensory

quality of quinoa yogurt
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Fig.3 The effect of fermentation time on the sensory quality of
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Table 3 Design and results of response surface test
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Fig.5 Response surface plot and contour plot of the effect of the interaction between the addition of quinoa and the addition of white

sugar on the sensory score
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