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Abstract: Ultrasound-assisted extraction (UAE) of water soluble dietary fiber from Bayberry Pomace was studied. The
effects of three factors on the yield of water soluble dietary fiber polysaccharides were investigated. Response surface
methodology (RSM) was applied to optimize the process of extraction. Box-Benhnken experimental design was used
for experimental design and data analysis was conducted to obtain the optimum extraction conditions. Results: The
obtained optimum conditions were ultrasonic time 20.5 min, ultrasonic temperature 71°C and ultrasonic power 60 W.
Under the optimized conditions, the extraction yield of water soluble dietary fiber was up to 8.4%, in close agreement
with values predicted by the mathematical model. Ultrasound-assisted extraction is a best method for extraction of wa-
ter soluble dietary fiber from Bayberry Pomace.
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Figure 1. Effects of ultrasonic time on theyield of Bayberry Po-
mace SDF
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Figure 2. Effects of ultrasonic temperature power on theyield of
Bayberry Pomace SDF
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Figure 3. Effects of ultrasonic power on theyield of Bayberry Po-
mace SDF
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Table 1. Parameter levels and coded values used in the experimen-

tal design
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Table 2. Experimental design and response value
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Figure 4. Contour plots showing the predicted values of yield of
Bayberry Pomace SDF: effect of ultrasonic time and ultrasonic
temperature (a), ultrasonic time and ultrasonic power (b), ultra-
sonic temper ature and ultrasonic power (c), on yield of Bayberry
Pomace SDF. Other variablesare held at constant level
B 4. BERZEERMRERTHERNENFSEE: (2 EENE
MBEEE; (b) BAMEMBANE; (o BEREIEEE

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub

O <hpviE

Figure 5. Response surface plots showing the predicted values of
yield of Bayberry Pomace SDF: effect of ultrasonic time and ul-
trasonic temperature (a), ultrasonic time and ultrasonic power (b),
ultrasonic temperature and ultrasonic power (c), on yield of Bay-
berry Pomace SDF. Other variablesare held at constant level
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Table5. The solubility of soluble dietary fiber
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