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Study on Ratio of Salak Fruit and Strain of Yeast Suitable for Wine Production
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Abstract

This research aimed to determine the optimal formula for wine production from snake fruit (salak). Six wine
formulas that differed in ratio of salak fruit to water and strain of commercial yeast were studied. 100 g, 250 g, or
500 g of salak fruits were used in 1 | fermentation setups. Commercial Saccharomyces cerevisiae K1-V1116 and
Saccharomyces cerevisiae EC-1118 (1.0 g) were separately added to the fruit must. The results showed that
high fruit content facilitated the fermentation time of wine. The alcohol content in wine from 500 g of fruit rapidly
increased and reached the maximum value of 13.5% within 16 days. During the fermentation period, S. cerevisiae
K1-V1116 produced a higher amount of alcohol than did S. cerevisiae EC-1118. After 30 days of fermentation, wine
formulas 3, 4, 5, and 6 showed TSS values of 6.0-8.0 and pH of 3.62-3.80, whereas wine formulas 1 and 2 showed
a TSS value of about 13.0 and pH of 3.30. The sensory evaluation results showed that wine with low alcohol content
and high TSS value obtained low sensory scores (out of 9). The testers had the highest overall preference for wine
formula 2 (7.13+1.20). Wine production using procedure of No. 2 was also produced with yeast concentration
variation in the range of 0.1-1.0 g/I of fruit must. The result showed that wine using 0.5 g/l of yeast obtained

the highest overall preference score of 7.21+1.03.
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Table 1 Formulas of wine production differed in ratio of salak fruit to water and strain of commercial yeast.

Formula Ratio of salak fruit to water (g/l) Yeast strain
1 100g/11 EC-1118
2 100g/11 K1-V1116
3 250g/11 EC-1118
4 250g/11 K1-V1116
5 500g/11 EC-1118
6 500g/11 K1-V1116




158 NTANTINHATNIZAANLNAN 2564 : 39 (2) : 156 - 164

T o v o o o Aaal o &
mﬂum@@ﬂ‘mﬂ’]?‘wm@mmium@mmﬂ%@’mf&uN@LL@w@ﬂHmwﬂﬁ‘ﬁﬂ{]ﬂm}@m Nqﬂﬂ‘]ﬂ’qmﬂﬂ@\iﬂ?ﬂqmﬂQLﬂﬂ

q

o

L?umummmvm ImmmwmLmummﬂuﬂ?mm 0.1-1.0 nfusiaans Nn1sudnidussaziagn 1 Lmﬂummmwm
maM?mmu@@n@ﬁm ﬁ’]ﬂ?‘ﬂ"]ﬂd‘ll@\?LL‘ll\Wlﬂ“’@’]ﬂuﬁvLﬂ uazANLaT n < 2 Ju mlalaenisanmena mm:mm
@mumm (20 ‘ﬂ\‘iﬁ’]Lﬁ@LsﬁE@ Wuseazinan 1 1heau n@ummmmuﬁmmwmxﬁﬂi”mmummmmuﬂm AU
30 AU fneRD 9-point hedonic scale L‘W'E]‘]Ji‘ymuiyﬁ‘]_lﬂ']’?wﬁi@‘]_lﬂ"]uﬂ@u 4175 @ uazanuteulnasn lnafiianng
Lﬁ]?ﬂﬁJﬁlQ’ﬂﬂ’?\Wﬂﬁ%ﬁ@’ﬂULﬁuLﬁ]HQﬂUWﬂ@’]']N’]LLﬂQ

NANNFANBILAZAANTOL

anMsnENSaduTeaasas AT Tin e T s IR TN s aNd MU InTaas Saw 6 4n3
AaTiandldly Table 1 wudn luusazgnsdipueanagaduansneiy (Figure 1) @.mﬁ’lﬁﬁmmmuﬁ@mum:
asfiFunnueanegediintuetinamaiylutsssesusnaaani s LLa:ﬂ?‘mmLLmﬂﬂa@@‘uéﬁmmﬂﬂqxqmdqzg.mﬁ
ndauieaasten  anatiesnamBunantieaasiliTiuaseFunnmnsemiades  anmIATLiaNe1g
Tuiesas wudmm“ﬂmuiﬂvﬁ”fmLL@'mmLmﬁmﬁuﬁLéﬂéwuf;wifaﬂwﬂ?mmmﬁm" (Saleh et al., 2018) wnldiilegas
Bunouunn ﬂuﬂ?mmmimmimﬂmmmmmimuﬂﬂ%‘mmimmLmu‘llmmvmﬂﬂmﬂummmmmamuwiﬂau I
i uneanesadldn Fanmmeaesiildaanadeaiunisudnlaiingzdes (Snesos Fanadsimiy uarlania
aafilsys, 2548) walnifudzsnnanuniion (Swasns Fanaiddimal wazgiufion dowma, 2559) fiuandlmiiudy
nan |l desdauiitenalideangeazldiunmuene sesiaundimswsinidensdaui enaliidaansd
At (Funosaeanslsiunnnda) LLﬁiLﬁ@Lﬂ?ﬂuLﬁﬂmﬁmm%ﬁﬂuzgmiﬁﬂvmﬂmmﬁmmmﬁu WUqY Sa5nnAn
EC-1118 @vmaml,@@ﬂfaafaﬂ"lﬁﬁﬂdq K1-VI116 grmwiunBannaesuaanegesiinanumasainnisusinidlusyeioan
30 Ju wuan mmw 1 LLZ\]“’ZWI':]“V] 2 ‘luﬂ?mmva@ﬂfaa@@mmmmfamv 9.5 UAT 9.4 MNAAL ‘Lummvmmmawmmw
3, 4, 5 uaz 6 ’Luﬂ%mmm@ﬂ@a@m\ﬂn@mmﬂum@ﬂm 13.3, 135, 133 uAz 13.5 ANEFL Wafarsanain
iyﬂmmmmuﬂwmﬁqmw 5 uaY 6 ‘luﬂ?mmu@@ﬂ@aa@w@;mmm@mv 13.3 war 13.5 naaldiannismeiniies
16 91 Immaww:qmﬁ 5 T Bunnueanegedanifisduetnasanisluszaznanmevsingaaudy weilenaiisanann
sl EC-1118 Aasn1saandiauiiaadniiaaluniaainy (Aceituno et al., 2012) ?‘Nm@mmlﬁmﬂﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬂmﬂ@a&l
LAZEAINIVENTISAININANGN K1-V1116

—e—Formula 1 —e—Formula 2 —e—Formula 3 —a— Formula 4 —a—Formula 5 —s—Formula 6
15 -

12

Alcohol (%)

O I I I I I I I

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30
Time (Day)

Figure 1 Variation of alcohol content observed during wine fermentation using formulas differed in ratio of salak fruit

to water and strain of commercial yeast.
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Figure 2 Variation of total soluble solid observed during wine fermentation using formulas differed in ratio of

salak fruit to water and strain of commercial yeast.
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Figure 3 Variation of pH of wine production using formulas differed in ratio of salak fruit to water and strain of

commercial yeast.
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Table 2 Sensory evaluation of wine produced by formulas differed in ratio of salak fruit to water and strain of

commercial yeast.

Formula Odor liking Flavor liking Color liking Overall liking
1 6.33+1.42° 6.80+1.97° 6.83+1.12° 6.63+1.77°
2 6.40+1.52° 6.47+1.55° 6.57+1.01° 7.13+1.20°
3 5.43+1.72° 3.60+1.71% 5.47+1.33° 4.23+1.63°
4 5.60+1.83¢ 4.23+1.91° 5.43+1.28" 4.63+1.65"
5 5.77+2.33° 2.90+1.63° 5.63+1.40° 3.83+1.66°
6 5.60+1.94¢ 2.90+1.92° 5.67+1.37° 3.87+1.89"

Means in the same column followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0.05) by Post Hoc Test.
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Figure 4 Effect of inoculum size on alcohol content of salak wine production using formula 2.
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Figure 5 Effect of inoculum size on total soluble solid content of wine production using formula 2.
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Figure 6 Effect of inoculum size on pH variation of wine production using formula 2.
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Table 3 Sensory evaluation of wine produced by different inoculum size.

Inoculum size (g/l) Odor liking Flavor liking Color liking Overall liking
0.1 6.59+1.78% 7.24%1.53° 7.03+1.32 6.86+1.38
0.25 6.38+1.63° 6.79+1.26™ 7.17+1.28 6.83+1.14
0.5 7.28+1.28° 7.00+1.22%° 7.41+1.02 7.21+£1.03
1.0 7.28+1.83° 6.41+1.91° 7.14+1.28 6.59+1.65

Means in the same column followed by different letters are significantly different (P<0.05) by Post Hoc Test.
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