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METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION
Fermentation plays an important role in the diet of people around the world. Milk kefir, a
type of fermented milk has gained popularity due to its nutritional value. Traditionally,
cow’s milk is the most common substrate used for kefir fermentation. However, nondairy milk kefir has increased in demand due to some reason such[3],[6],[7],[9]
as scarcity of animal
milk production in some country, dietary constraints, and health risk.
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Almond was blended with water
with ratio 1: 4.315
for total solid standardization

OBJECTIVE

oven-dried at <40˚C
until constant weight

To evaluate and compare the nutrient composition and the antimicrobial activity of kefir
produced from cow’s and almond milk mixtures with different ratios.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Some kefir
samples was
modified prior
experiment

The moisture content, total dietary fibre and fat content were significantly
different from each other (p<0.05), while the other proximate composition did not.
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Ash is the total mineral content,
this suggest that the CMK contained the
[7]
highest amount of total mineral content.
The moisture content highly
depending on the water added in the
blending nuts. The AMK contained the
highest moisture content. As kefir has high
moisture content, they should be stored at
[3],[7]
4 ˚C and be consumed within a week.
The fat content is highly depending on
the fat content of the milk substrate used.
The highest fat content in the AMK may be
due to the high monounsaturated fat
[2]
content in almond milk.
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The other tests in step 5 were using fresh kefir samples

100% Almond
milk kefir (AMK)

[7]

The presence of fibre in kefir may be
attributed from the polysaccharide matrix
called kefiran that surrounded the kefir
[5],[8]
grains.
MMK showed the lowest amount of
total available carbohydrate may be due to
the mixture of milks was a more promising
matrices to deliver probiotics, resulting in a
more active microorganisms that
[3],[6]
hydrolyzed more sugar.
MMK had the highest protein content,
which may be due to the blending of
different mixed matrices could increase the
[2],[3],[6]
protein content of the kefir.

No significant difference was observed between the diameter of zone of
inhibition of the tested kefir samples for Escherichia coli and
Staphylococcus aureus (p > 0.05) while significant difference was
observed for Salmonella typhi (p <0.05).
The antimicrobial activity of kefir is mainly contributed by the microbes in kefir
grains that produce peptides, hydrogen peroxide, carbon dioxide, diacetyl,
ethanol, organic acids such as acetic acid and lactic acid, as well as other
biologically active components. These compounds interact with each other to
[4]
enhance or antagonize their antimicrobial effects .

ANTIMICROBIAL ACTIVITY
DETERMINATION

[1]

(Agar well diffusion test by
Azizkhani et al., 2021)

CONCLUSION
The fermentation process
using kefir
improves the nutrient profile of the cow’s milk
(compared to nutrition labelling of cow's milk).
The protein content increase from 3.40 % to
5.80 %.
The fat content decrease from 3.80 % to 2.15 %.

The mixture of the cow’s milk and almond
milk (MMK) may be a better substrate for kefir
fermentation as it produced better overall
nutrient profile and higher antimicrobial
activity compared to AMK and CMK.
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