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(Response Surface Methodology) TAg219LLKUN1INAA83LLL Box-Benkhen Design (BBD)
LANNIANENNLAN SR dI iR SBM sreizinanluntsnziaen wazAnudiudunntnana
Lﬂuﬁ@féﬁmﬁﬁﬁmﬁﬁm@ﬁi@mﬂ,ﬁwﬁﬁmum@ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁm%\mm (Total Viable Cell Count, TVC)
auduALLTn laalAn Effect contribution Winfl 56.27% 14.32% Waz 10.46% ANNANGL
fladusananntegninidenudnmmssiufivanzauseniafind TVC tasuuaiidelu SBM
1520100 300 NFU NUANANNERMINTaLAS SAIndautinga SBM winfu1.5:1 (Viw) azgeely
nanlunsAeiniL 15.45 d Tuansfinnududuniminanalifinasanisifiue
TVC @ﬂ'wﬁﬂmﬁﬁﬁmﬁi:ﬁummﬁﬂﬁu 95% TagiAn TVC fisduiniy 1.91 LogCFU/g
(24.30% 2839 TVC Eéwé’fu) warien TVC gagAWiniy 9.77 LogCFU/g wanaNT LN
ISR UL AT GEuTY SSF 1 SBM 1unay 3,000 n3u TuAnan9an sz GudL
28198 &ALy (p-value < 0.05) LATHANITIALULLLNNTIATIUNLALLLAIA8Y Logistic
LAZLLLANA8Y Gompertz AMuNTOREULLLINNTAsLAuIRIas E. faecium TN IAEN
wun SSF Iniluatingdt (An R? agfludng 0.956-0.995) nsAfapseiilsiiiudn sBM luian
mmgﬂ‘ﬁlﬁﬂizﬁw%mwﬁlm:ma‘a‘ﬁnuﬂﬁflﬂu'ﬁ”mqﬁuslum@l,wmgmimiui@ﬁﬂ E. faecium

WL SSF &
ANRNALY: Enterococcus faecium NINHANASE NIMINLLLLTN LULANAANNALIAAERT

ABSTRACT

The aims of this study were to optimize the growing condition of a probiotic strain
Enterococcus faecium A028 in soybean meal (SBM) by solid-state fermentation (SSF) and
to study the growth kinetics by the mathematical model. The important cultivation variables
were selected according to the Plackett-Burman design (PBD) and were further optimized
via response surface methodology. The statistical model was constructed by Box-Benkhen
Design (BBD). The results revealed that the water to SBM ratio, incubation time, and
molasses were the first-three important variables affected the increase of total viable cell
count (TVC) with the effect contribution of 56.27%, 14.32%, and 10.46%, respectively.
These three variables of optimization for growth were determined based on the increased
TVC in 300 g of SBM. The optimal condition was 1.5:1 (v/w) of water to SBM ratio and 15.45
h of incubation time while the effect of molasses was not significant at 95% of the confidence
interval. The TVC was increased significantly to 1.91 LogCFU/g (24.30% of initial TVC) and
the maximum of TVC was 9.77 LogCFU/g. In addition, it was found that cultivation of



NIANTIREINTANNILUAT ganananenAgnsiazimnalulad
U7 15 aUiuf 1 (un3AN - AQuian 2563)

150
bacteria in 3,000 g of SBM by SSF was not significantly different from the initial scale
(p-value < 0.05). Finally, the results of growth simulation were denoted that the Logistic
model and modified Gompertz model could well simulate the growth of E. faecium by SSF
(R*was in the range of 0.956-0.995). This research suggested that the SBM was an effective

low-cost material that could be used for culturing probiotic E. faecium by SSF process.

Keywords: Enterococcus faecium, soybean meal, solid-state fermentation, mathematical

model

UNUN

lutlaqiiufinnsdszynildqaunadisiuledin (Probiotic) lunaimnziaedng
DENIUNTNAY Lﬁmmn&gauﬁﬂrﬁqn@hqmmﬂ@@mﬁﬂ LATHANANTTR IUN1949LETUN"3
wsnyiuTauesdnd desinunannatazmruAnqdusdnalsaluszuLNILAUIU 094 RS
LL@:ﬂ”\‘iﬁwLﬁmﬂixaw%mwiumiﬂ@ﬂmm@ﬁﬂﬁﬁmimmm@m%mmmﬂé’ﬁu (Gibson,
2004; Wirunpan et al., 2016) &aiflimziagsaailanmnmauazamieldlumags laqaunsd
TsluleRnfinesldlunsinnsiaesdadivareaiia 19y Lactobacillus lactis Lactobacillus
plantarum Bifidobacterium longum Bacillus subtilis W< Enterococcus faecium (Stiles and
Holzapfel, 1997; Wirunpan et al., 2016; Faksakul et al., 2016) %I\‘l@’mmuﬁﬁvm@\‘] Fasakul
et al. (2016) 318997 E. faecium A028 iluuuafiGansauaniniidauanldainniaiu
a7u1sha fl@mm\lﬁmumﬁ‘ﬁuéﬂL%@f‘gauvﬁ‘ﬂr Staphylococcus aureus Escherichia coli
Aeromonas sp. Way Salmonella typhimurium Fafludenalanludnd wananigaiingy
gunsolunnsgeallsiiu nusendeting uasnuseannznsalunssnzagld Fedanan
Lﬂu@m@mu”ﬁﬁugmmmiﬂﬂui@ﬁﬂ (Faksakul et al.,2016)

ﬂ’]ﬁ‘L‘W’]ZL%HQ@EHVI?ET%QEIHWMQ/HLL‘U‘ULLﬁ\‘i (Solid-State Fermentation, SSF) Lilu
ﬂ?zmum@ﬁﬁwimum@mﬁ:Lgmﬁgﬁuﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁmqauLLﬁw%ﬁmm%uﬁw By TNAL T
Bifidobactacterium animalis Lactobacillus casei Lactobacilius brevis Was Aspergillus oryzae
Ts ﬁLme%@q (Gao et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2015) ﬂW?LWﬁngﬂ\‘]L%ﬂ
L. plantarum ludna186 LAZNNSIAN RIS L. bulgaricus 11319194614 (Zhao et al., 2017)
ilesannifidandne ladudan ﬁrﬁunurﬁﬁ Lazfnundaannnszuaunisvsnes (Pandey,
2003) LANANEAYNLENLNTO NN INAANTIAU89NITLNNT SSF ﬁngqndfmfqu:ﬁ”m
LULLWAY (Submerged Fermentation, SMF) (Couto and Sanroman, 2006) aANFne LAy
n9LUIUNIg SSF ﬂ”qvl,m”%ummﬁﬂuﬁwﬂ%’ium?mﬁmgmqauﬁﬂlﬁﬂmammmizﬁ”m‘
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Taefisnasudnnszuaunng SSF mmm”lﬂum@mﬁu'gmiﬂﬂui@ﬁm%mé‘umﬁmmm@@qm
RndmsnzIABLLIL SMF nszuaunng SSF {unsguaunnaflduaudngenitnazuauns
SMF liiffasindnrendaainnssuaunis uazdunszuaunisniniiadnafunisissyes
QAWYREN9BTTNTR (Shim et al., 2010) WanaNERENhIRgALWABR MU EATUAS
ARANUNTINNITINLRAT LT nnfawdes nndades $1dne wazdnalsn Wl dudngsu
Elumil,wwt,gmiﬂﬂui@ﬁﬂL‘ﬁ'@@mrﬁ’fuv;u‘l,umuwwﬁm%ﬂé’fm (Zhang et al., 2014; Chi
and Cho, 2016)

sAREETTRgUszasAiiteAnmmaniaziiunzanlunisinzidsaqaunie
Tulslulefin £, faecium A028 #asinsziinunis SSF laeldnindamaes (Soybean Meal, SBM)
%qﬁmmqﬂLﬂm"mqaﬂum:muﬂ’mwwLgm wazialszenmlduuudraamsadindnans
UM B ULy 18U LIAT 3 e B AN I AR AUNA AN GRS 189N TELIUN TN RN
Wi SSF

2809

1. nawieundnize

fdnede E. fascium A28 RERuenlEanmaiuanmnsredln (Faksakul et al.,

2016) Funms 1 Sadans Iulflugudidenudedl -80 asazaidaa avluesnaman
De Man Rogosa and Sharpe (MRS) 4116013 50 Naaang ﬁﬂVLﬂLWWZL'gﬂﬂuéﬂm%@ﬁfqmmﬁ
40 ernadas wiu 24 dalae enszduninasey antudnededldsun 30 fadans
asluawIMA MRS 1FunAs 270 Tadansanai inniaeslugntzmuiung1s 4ol
uazin i diTundndaluntmmeaaassield

2. m’;‘ﬁmLﬁ@ﬂﬂ@%ﬂ'ﬁ'ﬁ%m%wam'@mﬁl,f-ﬁcyLﬁ‘uimm E. faecium 11 SBM

AN8INT<11N1T SSF

(] %
1

1 2 ng a a o al KR =) v o v o o

onendnaeqauyiatiad iy SBM Nikaindawdn vinnnsmaasdsnenisuisduiiade
anum 7 Tade 1aun 8msdiuaedatinsenindliuaed (X ) gumgil (X ) Anadindunintinana
(X) FNN0unNade (X)) AN UNTARANY (X) WAATNANFUALLUA (X) wazanlunng

dgl dl A =2 a a ' o ' a2 a .

WAL (X)) (19199 1) liNeAneanwasesuiaziladusanisiasodulnues £. faecium
11 SBM 181919 H1N1INAaB9LUL Plackett Burman Design (PBD) (Zhou et al., 2011)
FOM19197 2 ANTUAINITA LA NNNIALATIEFRNUIULTARNNTIANIUNA (Total Viable
Cell Count, TVC) MANTIU $N19NAREY 3 91 kazAwIiAMatAfaallsunsu Design
Expert Version 7.0 iiaAananiladanianinananisasyduinues E. faecium A028

wazsinllAnmsesuNINzaNTagLAazTlade sialll
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3. MIANENANE TN ANIUNTNNZIAE E. faecium W SBM AatRaiiin
ABUAUDY (Response Surface Methodology)
dnandide E. faecium A028 a3l SBM fisindauda Tnsutlstutladedi
dndawdnina (Effect Contribution) saniaaiyiinlnvesuuafiFaminiignaiuan 3 fade
(mnm@m@mm@mﬁl 2)1§Lm' @j“mm'qmmﬁﬂﬁi@mnﬁqm%m (X1) m’mﬁwﬁumﬂﬁﬂm@ (XS)
memmﬁﬁlﬁumﬂmmgm (X7) (m@fmﬁ 3) Taga UK UN1INARBILLL Box-Benkhen
Design (BBD) (Ferreira et al., 2007) FaPN3T 4 AT UBAe NIRRT LA TVC
TN 11 AILIAMNATATAEANIMARDS 3 1 LazaieANFNTUS T neTade
ﬁﬁﬂmﬁuma‘lﬂ?tymm E. faecium #ag@1n13 Second-order Polynomial Quadratic Equation
PN NN AN T N S AL AN INARBAINEIAEN £, faccium A028 Tugnag
ﬁmzﬁnmﬁ@mumu (Validation) NaN1TNAAAN

A15199 1 fadenldlunts@nEnandnasaniaasyaas £ faecium faanasuaunng SSF
11 SBM Ta81019UNUN1INARDALLIL PBD

Level of Experimental Values

Variables Units Symbol Code
Low (-1) High (+1)
Water to SBM ratio viw X7 0.1:1 1:1
Incubation Temperature °C X2 30 40
Molasses %W/ X, 0 5
Starter Yoviw X4 5 10
pH - X, 5 6
CaCo, %w/v X 0 0.05
Incubation Time h X 4 12

Dummy - X8, X, X, X -1 1
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lﬁl']‘i’]\ﬂ'ﬁ 2 WHWNINANRNLLY PBD

Run X1 X2 X X4 X X X7 XB Xg Xm X”
1 1:1 40 0 10 6 0.05 4 -1.00 -1.00 1.00 -1.00
2 0.1:1 40 5 5 6 0.05 12 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 1.00
3 11 30 5 10 5 0.05 12 1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00
4 0.1:1 40 0 10 6 0 12 1.00 1.00 -1.00 -1.00
5 0.1:1 30 5 5 6 0.05 4 1.00 1.00 1.00 -1.00
6 0.1:1 30 0 10 5 0.05 12 -1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
7 1:1 30 0 5 6 0 12 1.00 -1.00 1.00 1.00
8 1:1 40 0 5 5 0.05 12 1.00 1.00 -1.00 1.00
9 1:1 40 5 5 5 0 4 -1.00 1.00 1.00 -1.00
10 0.1:1 40 5 10 5 0 4 1.00 -1.00 1.00 1.00
11 1:1 30 5 10 6 0 4 -1.00 1.00 -1.00 1.00
12 0.1:1 30 0 5 5 0 4 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00 -1.00

A19199 3 tladeldlunsAneaniwasanisiasyues E. faecium

Tunndauaes IagLuuNTMARILLL BBD

AN8IN1IVNNLLL SSF

Level of Experimental Values

Variables Symbol code
Low (-1)  Central (0) High (+1)
Water to SBM ratio X 0.5 1.25 2
Molasses X3 0 2.5 5
Incubation Time X 4 14 24
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4. NIANENANRAUNAANERTNNTIATTYURN E. faecium finnziaaaly SBM dae

LLLRNAAINNATUAAART

ﬁﬁﬂgmﬁiﬁmﬂm@mmm (Experimental Data) AN NN S AN AU
mﬂ'wauwamzﬁmeim?mmwaum?ﬁm”wﬁ%mimLéfu‘iﬁqﬁmmmu (Curve Fitting)
I@?;I‘]Jﬁ‘vilﬂlﬂﬁ]LLUU@W@@QW’NWN&MW@E}?WN Gompertz (Modified Gompertz Model) (dun1g
ﬁ (1)) memm'amqmm@mqm@mm (Maximum Biomass Productivity, r ) (Mu et al.,
2007) Wazszezinannga (Lag time, t) A LRI, Logistic (@umw{ (2) way (3)
Lﬁﬂmmﬁm’mm@?mﬁ’]waqmm (Maximum Specific Growth Rate, p ) (Zajsek and
Gorgek, 2010) TagldWaridu (Function) Solver Tulisinsn Microsoft Excel (Version 2016)
LazAUnIANdN sz AnannssnAula (Coefficient of Determination, R?) Fagunien (4)

LUURNABNNNATIAAIAATIAY Gompertz (Modified Gompertz Model)
(Mu et al., 2007) THE I ruayt 194 E. faecium FinnziAeauLy SSF i SBM
LAAIFIANNNIT] (1)

X=X, [Xmax exp [—exp [M] (t,—t) + 1]]

dla X

(1)

ANUIUAUNITE] fdalaaiusiu (LogCFU/G)

D D

ANUIURAUNTEIGI4A (LogCFU/Q)
ARTINITLATEY Lﬁuimﬂwaumﬂmm (CFU/g-h)

q

]

LA INNAN (h)

-
3 Db 3& 3 Db

¥
2LILIIANNIZLALI (h)

)

LLULRNABIN N ATUAANAR YD Loglstlc Vﬂ%’lumiﬁﬂmm U1 E. faecium
Az L@‘ENLL‘U‘U SSF 1 SBM memmma‘m (2) way (3)

% = HUmax (1 - X:;X) X )
X = Xoexp(Umax-t)

1‘[(Xm X)(l exp(imax 1)) (3)
de X o el

 Ae druuqduvisdndeTuaiEusiu (LogCFU/g)
g

34m (LogCFU/g)
@ BRIINITATYIUNITUVBIAUNTHEIGA (1/h)

a q

max

max

=]
A
=
X A8 SNUIUAAUYIE
=
u A
t Aa marluniamnsiass (h)
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ANTANUIIIAN R? (Borah et al., 2015) LAAIFIANNITN (4)

2 2
R2 — Zli\il(XeXp_XeXpmean) _(Xpre_Xexp,i)

" 2
Zi=1(xexpri _XeXPmean,i)

AMUIUAUTFEN LHANN19IMAREY (LogCFU/Q)

X g

P A 1 dl o a do‘d‘ 4

X AR ANRRYTBIANUINARUNTEN LAANN1TNAARY (LogCFU/Q)
exDmean 1 °

X AE ATUIUAAUVITENATUIIAINLULANA (LogCFU/g)

pre o

N Aa Anududeyariavug

AN5199 4 N1IVNULHUNARBILLIL BBD

Increased TVC*

Treatment X X X
! s / (LogCFU/g)
1 0.50 (-1) 0.00 (-1) 14.00 (0) 0.75
2 2.00 (+1) 0.00 (-1) 14.00 (0) 0.33
3 0.50 (-1) 5.00 (0) 14.00 (0) 0.66
4 2.00 (+1) 5.00 (0) 14.00 (0) 0.26
5 0.50 (-1) 2.50 (+1) 4.00 (-1) 0.45
6 2.00 (+1) 2.50 (+1) 4.00 (-1) 0.15
7 0.50 (-1) 2.50 (+1) 24.00 (+1) 0.54
8 2.00 (+1) 2.50 (+1) 24.00 (+1) 0.93
9 1.25(0) 0.00 (-1) 4.00 (-1) 0.22
10 1.25 (0) 5.00 (0) 4.00 (-1) 0.18
11 1.25(0) 0.00 (-1) 24.00 (+1) 0.18
12 1.25 (0) 5.00 (0) 24.00 (+1) 0.41

*TVC is total viable cell count



MIATITAYNITUAT A1 INEAERTuazinATulag

156 e o o -
17 15 Ui 1 (Wns1AN - HQueu 2563)

NANISNARBILAZIANGTDL

1. m@maﬁmLﬁﬂﬂﬂ@ﬁﬂﬁﬁam%mmmﬂﬁmL'r?m‘tmsum E. faecium 1 SBM
ANEINTZUAUNNT SSF

N@ﬂﬁiﬁﬂﬂ’]ﬂ@ﬁlﬂ‘ﬁlﬁN@ﬁfﬂﬂ'ﬁ‘j‘ﬁ?‘mﬂmﬂ E. faecium TWAZIReULY SSF

11 SBM #28115919UHUNNSNAABILLIL PBD HANTINAASILAAIFIANIIR 2 Taswiidn
adunidanusnasoiiulaly sBM Tdynaniacfivanimeses waziinsaiofols
wANANeTUlULAAZAN19Y aAAREITILNNASE 189 Rodriguez de olmos 1utl 2015 FaAnm
E‘V]Qﬁw@ﬂﬂdﬁ@’ﬁ/ﬂluﬂﬁimﬂmgﬂ\iﬁi'ﬂﬂ’]?lﬂ?‘fyLﬁ‘].li[ﬂ‘ﬂﬂ\m‘]_lﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁlﬂimLL@ﬂaﬂ Lactobacillus
paracasei supsp. paracasei W8 B. longum ANENTTLAUNNIVNNLLY SSF sLuﬁﬁmﬁmﬁﬁ
AYNHAY 60 % WuTLLATGEEN sy BELle LasidunTadRRTAAYNTL 9.5 LAz 9.0
LogCFU/g mnuanaL (Rodriguez de Olmos et al., 2015) HeRansnndvanatestadusianis
WwrnyAulRaay £ faecium TaanngiiAsnziinnInanes (Regression Analysis) ([511?’1\117; 5)
wudniladeusazaingduasaniaasAulaNes E. faecium wansniu lnascazinatlunng
LR (X) ﬁ%m%waﬁi@mm?tyLﬁu‘ﬂmmumﬁﬁﬂ@qﬁqm #ailAn Effect contribution
WINAL 56.27 % F99A9N1AD ﬂ?mmﬁﬁﬁi@mﬂﬁqmﬁm (X) mefrmﬁmﬁumﬂﬁﬁm@ (X)
TpeIlAN Effect Contribution Windy 14.32 % Way 10.46 % ANNANAL (mmq‘ﬁ' 5)

A1919% 5 ansnavasiladeluniawnziaasuuy SSF sanisasyAuinues £, Faecium

Variable Coefficients Effect Plot Effect p-value Effect
Contribution (%)

Water:SBM 0.092 0.18 0.088 14.33
Incubation Temperature  0.062 0.12 0.205 6.48
Molasses -0.078 0.16 0.127 10.46
Starter -0.017 -0.03 0.704 0.47
pH -0.018 -0.04 0.677 0.57
CaCoO, 0.00003 0.01 0.908 0.043

Incubation Time -0.18 -0.36 0.011 56.27
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ANNNANNINAABIULAAS LT ITININ SBM arunsnldiduimgaulunisniziass
E. faecium #qein3zuqaunng SSF 14 Wiagann SBM dsenavusagdnsarmsnidsslaaisanis
Wwariulpresuuaiizy Tnaenzldsiudaiuesdlsznauuanly SBM wazdafitFun
nenaziluladugedssdaasunisasoauinuesuuanizels (Stefanello et al., 2016)
TIWUANGEY E. faccium Apauanisnlunisadraeulasillsfiag (Protease) (Faksakul et
al., 2016) as@nnsaeaalilsiulu SBM iiasinunasalusiuntelumaduaznisuaniaelosd
waldlunanssnsing o 2e9uuARIFe (Wang et al., 2014) AW SBM MNABAINNIZLIUNNT

a 901 o aI/ A =X o a dl 1 o 1% [ % a
pamtudawmaeslulswugnavnssuaadudngauniawlaiiunlseyndldiduing i
dy a al a % dl 1 a a
TunramnziasaiuanBaldslulefndaanszuaunis SSF Hasananunsndaainnisiasey
al a P~ 1 a al
A0usANEe LA iduatnen wazisagn
¥ 1 v 1
yananiiianansananinazesdTuiaunsanIndamana LIV EFURTRRE
W1ziaee ANdNduIeInIntinmng waziBuiniuaaidunAfueuiun wudntladafanany
WAAANENA LN NUINFABNTIANAN TVC 2990 LIAREE (Positive Effect) Taiilatladefanang
QI d%’ ] a £ % a a = a a d%/ v ndl % 4‘—9‘11 [
WnTuardaasulfiuan Badnnasiiulaninausae Tuaneitfiunundde Aoy
NIAANY WAZTZEZAN JUNITINZIAEY LAAENENAlUNI19aL (Negative effect) Aanisiasey
w84 E. faecium A028 (AN91497 5)

Tuil 2003 Gervais and Molin 12 WINANTULANNAIATYFANTZLIUNS
INZIRENAAUYITHRLL SSF Liasantvinuiidudainazataa1sausly SBM il
Tslulafinansnsngaiinaisensuazissnslu SBM anldlunisairesdlsznavaeaad
Tdnem iwainiBunninTunseuaunig SSF qauvsdasinisas AU Inliunau (Gervais
and Molin, 2003) 48AAAAIALNIUARERTINUINUFHIUUIABNINDUNADILAAIBNTNG
lunnauanmanisiasey E. faecium A028 WaNansananswaresniaiunIntinaly SBM

1 a % ¥ 7 o v a a a a v é’ [ £ Y @ |
wudnsEnnanieanudindu 5% vinliuuansaasoiulalagaauantiaauansliiiugn
nnwenadenanasanisasyiuinresqaurisdllslulefinluy SBM (Rigo et al.,, 2010)
WANANTNATIDENINTZ LA TN TN LA AL TN ARNININADT WAZEANITNAAD
fanuanszaznanlunismnziaaeiiansna lunsaumenisasoyiulniiasainluszminenig

nilj a A = v a 4? dll dﬁl a dl a dq(
NZLAENBUATN TR INNA5 19N TALARRNTUNT LHBNZLALIT WA U BN IARAARN T AT
azfiuganisiaalAulnresnuanEals (Heimer et al., 2015) 12821981 1UN N ZLAENT
Ql 49{ = o 9 a . 1 [~ ¥ o 1 [~3 dll =)
WWNTWAWNIEN9e30ya84 E. faecium A028 anasatnamiulddn adnglafinnuilaianson
ansnaresguu)inldluniamiziaes Bniundade anudunansie (pH JuazlEnnn
wAa@aNANTUaLILA luszALRiNNNmAaes wudtladasinanalansnasanisiasayiule

waslislulamniias TaadAn Contribution Effect infil 6.48 0.47 0.57 WAz 0.04 % ATNATAL
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2. AnarnENaNETImINTaN U SINNIALY E. faecium 11 SBM #aeianuiia
MAUAUBN (Response Surface Methodology)

AN ANENENTIInsanlun N siAsLuAT Fellslulednly SBM
LEAIAIANTIIN 5 WAL 6 LATANANTLEIEMINGAN TVC T (Increased TVC) fuilaag
AAnELAAS AN (5) HANNINARRINLANTTIaF T HAR NN SAEN E. faecium ating
NladAtyn19ats Tnauuuanas (Model) A1 P-value Loz R? Wiy 0.0012 way 0.9457
ANNANAL BazRAANENAUl AUl LUANa89 (Lack of Fit) winfu 0.2287 waneqn Model
HHpumLNzaa NN AN T eAN TVC Tiasduannuidasiu 95 % aendlafinny
w9 Pnnunseanndinaed Las sevinan lun sz ines NandnasanisiastyreduuaiGe
ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁ’]ﬁmw}maﬁﬁ OL WAL 0.05 (P-value WinAyu 0.0229 waz 0.0007 ANNATAL)
‘lumm:ﬁ'mrmL%’m%’ummmﬂﬁﬂm@im’ﬁ%‘w%‘waﬁi@mm?m&lmjwﬁﬁmﬁﬁa{;mmﬁﬁ‘lm’w
FinnImaaes (P-value 1L 1.000) (mm\‘]‘ﬁ' 6)

gﬂﬁ' 1(A) uamaiNURaraLALas (Response Surface) TeavaNas (Interaction
Effect) sxmdnalBunanisanindamasuaraudutusesnIniea e Nz Ay
14 dalug m@mimmmLL@md’]ﬂ?mmﬁf]ﬁi@mﬂﬁqmﬁmm’wmﬁf@mﬂﬁmmmLLmﬁF}ﬂ
unnndrp N LduTeanininaa gﬂ‘ﬁl 1(B) LAABETENAIN TN BN an N wAes
LazszeznalunsInEAEsTiaudu et 2.5% Teiladeniagasailo
asnaranisiasyaesilslulesin Lngﬂ*ﬁl 1(C) LAANBTENA LB LT uean nTiANg
Lazsreznanlunamnzae WudwzﬂmmlumiLW’]:Lgmmmmi@mm?mlﬁu‘ﬂmmﬂﬂfh
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A15199 6 N133LATIZIANNILLILUTIU (Analysis of Variance, ANOVA) U84HANIINAABS

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-value P-value
Model 0.5875 9 0.0653 13.5369 0.0012
X 0.0406 1 0.0406 8.4221 0.0229
X, 0.0000 1 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000
X, 0.1596 1 0.1596 33.0999 0.0007
XX, 0.0182 1 0.0182 3.7794 0.0930
XX, 0.0081 1 0.0081 1.6798 0.2361
XX 0.0110 1 0.0110 2.2863 0.1743
Xf 0.2345 1 0.2345 48.6318 0.0002
X; 0.0091 1 0.0091 1.8880 0.2118
X72 0.0960 1 0.0960 19.9090 0.0029
Residual 0.0338 7 0.0048
Lack of Fit 0.0211 3 0.0070 2.2161 0.2287
Pure Error 0.0127 4 0.0032
Correlation total 0.6200 16
R? = 0.9457

Increased TVC (LogCFU/g) = 0.606+1.317X +0.058X — 0.419Xf-1 .510)<72 (5)
e X Aa ﬂ?ﬁmmﬁ’]ﬁi@mrﬁqmﬁm (% v/w)

X Aa mqquLﬁ’ImﬁTuﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂm@(%)

X Aa  raznanlunITwIZIasN (h)
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Increased Total Viable Cell Count LogCFUIg

5N 1 (A) anEnadanreslininiisanindamaeLaznIniiaig (B) svaziaailunig
X Y o 2 v o Y
WANZLAENLAZLTUNUTENFARNINGUAEY LAY (C) AMNITNTRIBININEIANALAL

728121981 LN ZIARI

aNn@unIsT (5) WU anERmEnzanlunnnfinen TVC 1eslislulednde
Bunnuindenindamans WAAL1.5:1 viw 1282981 lUNIINNZIAEewnL 15.45 Fala
Tagaziln TVC WWiadwiindy 1.91 LogCFU/g (Predicted Result) A1Na1u43Uqaum3e
Gud Wetnannsfinanaunmaaeamsiaes £ faecium #agnisusinuuy SSF 1y SBM
AENIUFDLNANIINAREN (Validation) Wuqn #A1 TVC FaTuwiniy 9.77 LogCFU/g
(Experimented Result) aalaiLanAnaannaanImaaedildanaunisi (5) aznaldadnAty
NAFRATI s AUANLITOLTL 95% uandliifiuinaunne (5) Atlsz@ninnlunsedunednana
gaatladefidnmlFadnamanzanisduanuidaiu 95%
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A (B)

LogCFU/g

s | // o Sy, g y / o SBMyug
// o SBMygpg // ° FMzomg
71/ 76 —— Loigisic model SBMgg, 11/ 7 Gompertz mods! SBM
1, — — Logist model SBMy g ¢, — —  Gompertzmodel $8M5 00 g
o ! o1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Time (h) Time (h)

519 2 (A) nMaRBuRLUNIETIALTRYe E. faecium AD28 faeiiui Logistic

way (B) wuuvuilszgnsiaes Gompertz lunMsiwiziaesss ABNABLAY LAl A

3. MSWNTIAEN E. faecium WUD SSF MUsfUaengauna uaznsdeutyy
PRGN

w@m@ﬁﬂmma‘waLgmqam’?‘ﬁ E. faecium A028 Muszfuaensaumdld

SBM 41431 3,000 Nia (SBM, .o . . .

A1 TVC winfiu 9.66 LogCFU/g Talnameiunisinnsiaealussau Fu sy (SBM__) T9RAN

| ¢}
TVC Wil 9.77 LogCFU/g Waslian nnai@auuuy (Simulation) N191a3tya84 E. faecium

) LAANAILN 2 wuduuANERAMNsnIasTYELTa LA

A028 ARElLLLSNABININATIAAIAATLUL Logistic aZlUL Gompertz WUIWLLANA8S
MaasLULgaINsaRsuLULNsastyaadilslulafinldetnamunnzas (U9 2(A) waz 2(B))
Tl R? 11nndn 0.95 (19799 6) uananilillafansunAtaaunardanfNITIaayUas
a A ° Lo ~ LAl X A al o a o
WUATNFUANNLULAA84 Logistic (ANT147 7) wudiewnsiaeanuaiize luse i Busu uay
FUALUENEIUNA AZHAT WD 0.295 1/h WAz 0.234 1/h ANansL luansedian r - aalsann
max o ' max
WULANARY Gompertz LaNNZLa8aluIs AUBNAULASISALEN89WNA DANUNAY 0.948
LogCFU/g h waz 0.726 LogCFU/g h mua1ay waasliiiudniuanizaiidnainisiasny
Wawnziaeelusyiuren s 1 nanaan el auA LU A BN a8nalsARINAN TN ZIAE
TuszAuBusunazszaurenaauIalifan TVC Tnameaii waza1ulaaidaganunsawmun
X A A o v 1 Y v X a A o
nszLRUATNZReaLUAR FawLY SSF Iaglildnninmna wazldnani@a e 1% viw Wiy
flLaNUAdeeas Sirayapomn et al. (2017) T ldnnmNa 5%wiv LazNaLTe 5%viw walAAY TVC
1 v v
In&LAeNiY (119199 8) AnaAdatinud SBM arunsaldidudngavlunismnziesuuaiise
TslulednlalndipesiudngAvaiingu o ATunismiziaewuANGawLY SSF fqe SBM
TunsAneasainnsati llwmunnisuanidsiulefnduiusimine lu@anndasT e
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a ' ' a . Ry ° a 's
FAN1919N 7 ANARUNAANGATNITLATEULDN E. faecium A028 V]1®@'1ﬂLL‘].I‘].I“’Q”IZQ@\‘W]’N@E‘LM?]FT']@W?

Logistic model Gompertz model
Parameters
SBM SBM SBM SBM
300g 3,000g 300g 3,0009
X (LogCFU/qg) 6.671 6.075 6.661 6.078
X (LogCFU/g) 9.714 9.744 9.730 9.777
umax(wh) 0.295 0.234 NC NC
rmaX(LogCFU/g h) NC NC 0.948 0.726
t (h) NC NC 0.000 0.000
R 0.994 0.962 0.995 0.956

NC =Not calculated

A15199 8 NaLFauaun N ziasuuANBaldslulafnuwuy SSF

Raw materials Microorganisms TVC* (LogCFU/g) References
Oats L. plantarum 9.45 (Zhang et al., 2015)
Bifidobacterium animalis 8.50
Soy L. paracasei supsp. paracasei 9.50 (Rodriguez de Olmos et
B. longum 9.00 al., 2015)
Wheat Lactobacillus reuteri 9.00 (Ayyash et al., 2019)
L. plantarum 8.50
Soybean meal E. faecium (SBMBOOQ) 9.82 (Sirayaporn et al., 2017)
E. faecium (SBM&OOOQ) 9.77
Soybean meal E. faecium (SBMmg) 9.77 This study
E. faecium (SBM ) 9.66 This study

3,000g

*TVC is total viable cell count
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NAABNLLIL BBD WUd1d@nmslmanzanaa nsldiunmiisdanindomans windu 1.5:1 viw
WAZLNNZIAENWNU 15.45 T2 lud TneuuARFadA1 TVC iinTwwinf 1.91 LogCFU/g (24.30%
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