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	ABSTRACT	
Resistant	starch	is	the	sum	of	starch	and	products	of	starch	hydrolysis	that	are	not	absorbed	in	small	intestine.	Resistant	starch	helps	
in	management	 of	 diabetes,	 cardiovascular	 diseases	 and	 plays	 important	 role	 in	weight	management	 and	 anti-in�lammatory	
processes.	Resistant	starch	(g/100	g)	content	of	Indian	foods	ranges	from	1.2	to	1.8	in	cereals,	2	to	3.4	in	legumes,	0.3	to	1.3	in	
vegetables.	This	indicates	that	Indian	diets	are	low	in	resistant	starch.	Thus,	attention	can	be	shifted	to	increasing	resistant	starch	
content	of	foods.	Therefore,	in	the	present	study	browntop	millet	was	subjected	to	physical	and	enzymatic	debranching	method	for	
increasing	resistant	starch	content.	The	resulting	resistant	starch	rich	browntop	millet	�lour	was	used	for	the	development	of	ready	
to	reconstitute	mix	along	with	other	ingredients.	It	was	found	that	proportion	of	ingredients	in	best	accepted	ready	to	reconstitute	
resistant	starch	rich	browntop	millet-based	health	mix	(RR-RS-BHM)	were	RS-BTMF:	60	per	cent,	roasted	bengal	gram	�lour:	15	per	
cent,	milk	powder:	12	per	cent,	soya	protein	isolate:	6	per	cent,	beet	root	powder:	2.4	per	cent,	gaur	gum	0.4	per	cent,	salt:1.8	per	cent,	
cumin:	0.6	per	cent	and	pepper:	0.6	per	cent.

+ÅÙ×ÏÒÄÓȡ	Browntop	millet,	Resistant	starch,	Debranching	enzyme,	Autoclave,	Ready-to-use,	Reconstitution

Introduction
From the dietary point of view consumption of high glycaemic 
foods is one of the major risk factors. Hence, focus has to be 
shifted to foods that are low in glycaemic index. Quality and 
quantity of starch are major attributes that dictate the glycaemic 
index and glycaemic load of foods. Starch is an important plant 
metabolite, that acts as the primary source of energy. Usually, 
starch is digested in the human gastrointestinal tract by 
amylases and is absorbed for metabolic uses. Before the early 
1980s, it was considered that the human intestine could fully 
break down starch. However, after Englyst's identi�ication of 
starch fraction that couldn't be broken down by human enzyme, 
focus has been shifted to the concept of starch bioavailability. 
The term "resistant starch" was coined to describe a portion of 
starch that cannot be completely broken down in a test tube [1]. 
The starch fraction that is resistant to enzyme hydrolysis after 
180 minutes of ingestion is called as resistant starch. Resistant 
starch is the sum of starch and products of starch hydrolysis that 
are not absorbed in the small intestine [2]. Resistant starch 
helps in the management of diabetes, cardiovascular diseases 
and plays an important role in weight management and anti-
in�lammatory processes.
The resistant starch (g/100 g) content of Indian foods ranges 
from 1.2 to 1.8 in cereals, 2 to 3.4 in legumes, 0.3 to 1.3 in 

vegetables. This indicates that Indian diets are low in resistant 
starch. Thus, attention can be shifted to increasing the resistant 
starch content of foods. The resistant starch content of foods can 
be increased by physical, enzymatic and chemical methods. 
Other novel techniques like the application of gamma 
irradiation, the complexion of amylose with lipids and genetic 
modi�ication of starches are emerging [3].
Thus, food ingredients rich in resistant starch can be used to 
develop convenience foods to cater for the health and 
convenience needs of consumers.
Therefore, in the present study, browntop millet was subjected 
to physical and enzymatic debranching methods to increase 
resistant starch content. The resulting resistant starch-rich 
browntop millet �lour was used for the development of a ready-
to-reconstitute mix along with other ingredients.

Materials	and	methods
Development of resistant starch-rich browntop millet �lour: 
native browntop millet �lour was
autoclaved then subjected to enzymatic debranching. After 
enzymatic debranching, it was 
stored at 4℃ for 24 hours, dried and �inally milled to �lour.
Development of ready-to-reconstitute resistant starch-rich 
browntop millet-based health mix
was carried out in the following steps:
�y Standardization of reconstitution ratio: resistant starch-rich 

browntop millet �lour (RS-BTMF) was in reconstituted @ 
5,10, 15, 20 grams in 100 ml of hot water. The best accepted 
reconstitution ratio was (based on sensory scores) used in 
the next stages of development of ready-to-reconstitute 
resistant starch-rich health browntop millet-based health 
mix.
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�y Standardization of roasting time: RS-BTMF was roasted at 
40±5℃ for 0, 2, 4, 6, 8 minutes.

�y Standardization of roasted Bengal gram proportion: RS-
BTMF was replaced with roasted bengal gram @ 0, 6, 9, 
12,15, 18 per cent.

�y Standardization of milk powder proportion: RS-BTMF was 
replaced with milk powder @ 0, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18 per cent.

�y Standardization of soya protein isolate proportion: RS-
BTMF was replaced with soya protein isolate @ 0, 1.2, 2.4, 
3.6, 4.8, 6, and 7.2 per cent

�y Standardization of beet root powder proportion: RS-BTMF 
was replaced with beet root powder @ 0, 1.2, 2.4, 3.6 and 4.8 
per cent.

�y Standardization of gum powder proportion: RS-BTMF was 
replaced with gum powder @ 0, 0.12, 0.24, 0.36, 0.48 per 
cent.

�y Standardization of salt proportion: RS-BTMF was replaced 
with salt @ 0, 0.6, 1.2, 1.8, 2.4 per cent.

�y Standardization of cumin powder proportion: RS-BTMF was 
replaced with cumin powder @ 0, 0.15, 0.30, 0.45, 0.60, 0.75 
per cent.

�y Standardization of pepper powder proportion: RS-BTMF 
was replaced with gum powder @ @ 0, 0.15, 0.30, 0.45, 0.6, 
0.75 per cent.

�y Standardizat ion  of  spice  combinat ions:  for  the 
standardisation of spices (salt, cumin, pepper) the impact of 
each spice on sensory parameters was evaluated 
individually, then individually standardized spice 
proportion was used in combination to select the best 
combination of spices.

In each step of standardization of ready-to-reconstitute 
resistant starch-rich browntop millet-
based health mix a reconstitution ratio of 10:100 (mix: hot 
water) was used. Reconstituted drink 
was evaluated by 15 semi-trained panellists using the 9-point 
hedonic scale (appendix XVII) [4].

Results
Sensory scores for optimization of the reconstitution ratio of 
resistant starch-rich browntop millet �lour for the development 
of ready-to-reconstitute resistant starch-rich browntop millet-
based health mix are presented in Table 1. 
The sensory scores of all treatments for colour ranged from 5.72 
to 5.81, appearance ranged from 5.63 to 5.90, �lavor ranged from 
5.54 to 6.09, taste ranged from 5.80 to 5.81, after taste ranged 
from 5.80 to 5.81, consistency ranged from 5.45 to 7.09 and 
overall acceptability ranged from 5.63 to 7.00. It was found that 
there was a signi�icant difference among the treatments only 
with respect to �lavour (p≤0.05), consistency (p≤0.01) and 

overall acceptability (p≤0.01). Further, it was evident that T  i.e., 2

10 g of resistant starch-rich browntop millet �lour (RS-BTMF) 
reconstituted in 100 ml of water, had signi�icantly higher scores 
for �lavour (6.09), consistency (7.09), and overall acceptability 
(7.00). Though T (5 grams of resistant starch-rich browntop 1 

millet �lour in 100 ml of water) and T (15 grams of RS-BTMF in 3 

100 ml of water) were on par to T  (10 grams of RS rich 2

browntop millet �lour in 100 ml of water) with respect to �lavor, 
they had lower scores for consistency and overall acceptability. 
Thus, T (10 grams of RS RS-rich browntop millet �lour in 100 ml 2

of water) which had higher scores for three sensory parameters 
[i.e., �lavor (6.09), consistency (7.09) and overall acceptability 
(7.00) was selected as the best-accepted reconstitution ratio. 
Further, in the development of ready to -to-reconstitute 
resistant starch-rich browntop millet-based health mix, a 
reconstitution ratio of 10 grams of mix in 100 ml of water was 
used as a standard to clearly study the effect of other added 
ingredients on sensory attributes.
Sensory scores for optimization of roasting time of resistant 
starch-rich browntop millet �lour for the development of ready 
to reconstitute resistant starch-rich browntop millet-based 
health mix are presented in Table 2. For all treatments, the 
sensory scores of color ranged from 5.27 to 6.09, appearance 
ranged from 5.81 to 6.09, �lavour ranged from 5.09 to 6.72, taste 
ranged from 5.00 to 6.63, after taste ranged from 5.00 to 7.00, 
consistency ranged from 5.90 to 6.00, and overall acceptability 
ranged from 5.00 to 6.81. It was found that roasting times of 0, 2, 
4, 6, and 8 minutes had no signi�icant impact on appearance and 
consistency but had a signi�icant (p≤ 0.01) impact on color 
�lavor, taste, after taste and overall acceptability. With respect to 
�lavor, taste, after taste and overall acceptability, as the time 
increased from 0 to 4 minutes (T : no roasting to T : 4 minutes 1 3

roasting) the scores also increased signi�icantly (p≤0.01) from 
5.81 to 6.72 for �lavor, from 5.54 to 6.63 for taste, 5.27 to 7.00 for 
after taste and from 5.9 to 6.81 for overall acceptability. For 6 
minutes of roasting time (T ) though the sensory scores for 4

�lavor, taste and after taste were higher than T (no roasting), 1 

they were not signi�icant. For T  (8 minutes roasting), the 5

sensory scores for �lavour, taste, after taste, and consistency 
were signi�icantly lower than other treatments. With respect to 
colour, a signi�icantly higher score of 6.09 was seen in T  3

treatment (4 minutes roasting). Though T (8 minutes roasting) 5 

and T  (no roasting) were on par to T  (4 minutes roasting) with 1 3

respect to color, it was not considered as the best treatment as 
both the treatments (T  and T ) had signi�icantly lower scores 5 1

for �lavor, taste, after taste and overall acceptability than T . 3

 Hence, T  i.e., roasting time of 4 minutes with signi�icantly 3

(p≤0.01) higher scores for colour (6.09), �lavor (6.72), taste 
(6.63), aftertaste (7.00), overall acceptability (6.81 was selected 
as the best treatment.

4ÁÂÌÅ υȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔ УÌÏÕÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ 
ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØȢ
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Sensory scores for optimization of roasted Bengal gram �lour for 
the development of ready-to-reconstitute resistant starch-rich 
browntop millet-based health mix are presented in Table 3. 
The range of sensory scores for all the treatments was from 5.63 
to 6.90 for colour, from 5.81 to 7.00 for appearance, from 6.45 to 
6.72 for �lavor, from 6.36 to 7.09 for taste, from 5.81 to 6.90 for 
after taste, from 6.00 to 7.54 for consistency, from 6.54 to 7.54 
for overall acceptability. It was found that the addition of roasted 
Bengal gram �lour had signi�icantly (p≤0.01) in�luenced all the 
sensory parameters except �lavor. Among all the treatments, T  5

(2.5 g of roasted bengal gram �lour) had a signi�icantly higher 
score for taste (7.09), consistency (7.54) and overall 
acceptability (7.54). With respect to colour, appearance and 
after taste T  (2.5 g of roasted Bengal gram �lour) and T  (3 g of 5 6

roasted Bengal gram �lour) were on par to each other and also 
had signi�icantly higher scores (6.90, 6.72 and 6.90 for colour, 
appearance and after taste scores of T respectively, 6.81, 7.00 5 

and 6.90 for colour, appearance and after taste scores of T  6

respectively) than other treatments. Though T6

4ÁÂÌÅ φ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÏÁÓÔÉÎÇ ÔÉÍÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔ УÌÏÕÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ 
ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØȢ

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, S. Em: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant. T1: 5 grams of RS-BTMF in 100 ml 
water, T2: 10 grams of RS-BTMF in 100 ml water, T3: 15 grams of RS-BTMF in 100 ml water, T4: 20 of RS-BTMF in 100 ml water.

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, SEm: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant. T1: No roasting, T2: 2 minutes 
roasting, T3: 4 minutes roasting, T4: 6 minutes roasting, T5: 8 minutes roasting

4ÁÂÌÅ χȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÏÁÓÔÅÄ ÂÅÎÇÁÌ ÇÒÁÍ УÌÏÕÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ 
ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØȢ

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, SEm: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, RS-BTMF: Resistant starch-rich browntop millet �lour, 
RBF: Roasted Bengal gram �lour, T1: No roasted bengal gram �lour, T2: 1 gram of roasted Bengal gram �lour, T3: 1.5 gram of roasted 
bengal gram �lour, T4: 2 grams of roasted bengal gram �lour, T5: 2.5 grams of roasted Bengal gram �lour, T6: 3 grams of roasted bengal 
gram �lour.

(3 g of roasted Bengal gram �lour) was on par to T  (2.5 g of 5

roasted bengal gram �lour) with respect to colour, appearance 
and aftertaste, it had signi�icantly lower scores for consistency 
and overall acceptability compared to T . Hence, T  (2.5 g of 5 5

roasted Bengal gram �lour) was found to be the best accepted 
formulation.
Table 4 depicts sensory scores for optimization of milk powder 
for the development of ready-to-reconstitute resistant starch 
rich browntop millet-based health mix. 
It is evident from the results that the addition of milk powder 
showed a signi�icant (p≤0.01) in�luence on taste, after taste, 
consistency, and overall acceptability. Sensory scores for colour 
ranged from 6.63 to 7.18, for appearance ranged from 6.63 to 
7.18, for �lavour ranged from 6.18 to 6.54, for taste ranged from 
6.54 to 7.63, for after taste ranged from 6.54 to 7.27, for 
consistency ranged from 6.18 to 7.81 and for overall 
acceptability ranged from 6.45 to 7.90. Scores for taste (7.63), 
after taste (7.27), consistency (7.81), and overall acceptability 
(7.90) increased signi�icantly (p≤0.01) in T  (2 g of milk powder. 4
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4ÁÂÌÅ ψȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÍÉÌË ÐÏ×ÄÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤÂÁÓÅÄ 
ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØȢ

With respect to taste and aftertaste, T  (2 g of milk powder), T  (2.5 g of milk powder) and T  (3 g of milk powder) were on par to each 4 5 6

other. Also, T (2.5 g of milk powder) and T  (3 g of milk powder) were on par to T  (without milk powder), T  (1g of milk powder), and 5 6 1 2

T  (1.5 g of milk powder) treatments which had lower sensory scores. Therefore, T  (2 g of milk powder) having the highest sensory 3 4

scores of 7.18, 7.18, 6.54, 7.63, 7.27, 7.81 and 7.90 for colour, appearance, �lavour, taste, aftertaste, consistency and overall acceptance 
respectively was selected as the best accepted treatment.

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, S Em: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, NS: Not signi�icant, RS-BTMF: Resistant starch-rich browntop millet �lour, RBF: 
Roasted Bengal gram �lour, MP: Milk powder, T1: No milk powder, T2: 1 gram of milk powder, T3: 1.5 gram of milk powder, T4: 2 grams 
of milk powder, T5: 2.5 grams of milk powder, T6: 3 grams of milk powder

Table 5 shows sensory scores for optimization of soya protein 
isolate for the development of ready-to-reconstitute resistant 
starch-rich browntop millet-based health mix. 
It was observed that sensory scores for colour ranged from 6.90 
to 7.18, for appearance ranged from 6.81 to 7.18, for �lavor 
ranged from 6.54 to 6.81, for taste ranged from 5.90 to 7.18, for 
after taste ranged from 6.45 to 7.27, for consistency ranged from 
6.27 to 7.81 and for overall acceptability ranged from 6.72 to 
7.54 with the addition of soya protein isolate. The addition of 
soya protein isolate signi�icantly (p≤0.01) in�luenced taste, after 
taste, consistency and overall acceptability. Signi�icant (p≤0.01) 
decrease was seen in taste, after taste, consistency and overall 
acceptability in T  (1.2 g of soya protein isolate), up to T  (1 g of 7 6

soya protein isolate) the decrease in these parameters was non-
signi�icant (i.e., T , T , T , T , T  and T  were on par to each other). 1 2 3 4 5 6

Therefore, T (1 g of soya protein isolate) having acceptable 6 

sensory scores for colour (7.09), appearance (6.18), �lavour 
(6.67), taste (7.18), after taste (7.00), consistency (7.54) and 
overall acceptability (7.54) was selected as the best accepted 
treatment.

Table 6 depicts sensory scores for optimization of beet root 
powder for the development of ready-to-reconstitute resistant 
starch rich browntop millet-based health mix. 
For all the treatments, the sensory scores ranged from 6.54 to 
7.63 for colour, 6.81 to 7.45 for appearance, 6.63 to 6.72 for 
�lavour, 6.81 to 7.00 for taste, 6.90 to 7.00 for after taste, 7.09 to 
7.54 for consistency and 6.18 to 7.45 for overall acceptability. 
Addition of beetroot powder signi�icantly in�luenced colour 
(p≤0.01), appearance (p≤0.05) and overall acceptability 
(p≤0.01). T  (0.4 g of beetroot powder) was found to have 3

signi�icantly higher scores for colour (7.63) and overall 
acceptability (7.45). Though appearance scores of T  (0.6 g of 4

beet root powder) and T  (0.8 g of beetroot powder) i.e., 7.09 and 5

7.00 respectively were on par to T  (0.4 g of beetroot powder) 3

appearance score (7.45), colour (7.00) and overall acceptability 
scores (7.00) of T  and T were signi�icantly (p≤0.01) lower than 4 5 

T  (0.4 g of beet root powder) colour (7.63) and acceptability 3

(7.45) score. Thus, T  (0.4 g of beetroot powder) was chosen as 3

the best treatment since it had signi�icantly higher sensory 
scores for colour, appearance and overall acceptability. 

4ÁÂÌÅ ωȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÏÙÁ ÐÒÏÔÅÉÎ ÉÓÏÌÁÔÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤ
ÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ϊȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÂÅÅÔ ÒÏÏÔ ÐÏ×ÄÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤ
ÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØȢ

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, SEm: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant, RS-BTMF: Resistant starch rich 
browntop millet �lour, RBF: Roasted bengal gram �lour, MP: Milk powder, SPI: Soya protein isolate. T1: No soya protein isolate, T2: 0.2 
grams of soya protein isolate, T3: 0.4 grams of soya protein isolate, T4: 0.6 grams of soya protein isolate, T5: 0.8 grams of soya protein 
isolate, T6: 1 gram of soya protein isolate, T7: 1.2 grams of soya protein isolate.

Table 7 presents sensory scores for optimization of gum for the 
development of ready-to-reconstitute resistant starch rich 
browntop millet-based health mix. 
 For all the treatments, the sensory score for colour ranged from 
7.00 to 8.36, appearance ranged from 6.45 to 8.26, �lavour 
ranged from 6.63 to 6.72, taste ranged from 6.81 to 7.00, after 
taste ranged from 6.90 to 7.00, consistency ranged from 6.18 to 
8.36, and overall acceptability ranged from 7.00 to 7.90. color, 
appearance, consistency and overall acceptability were 
signi�icantly (p≤0.01) in�luenced by the addition of gum. T  3

(0.04 g of gum) was found to have signi�icantly (p≤0.01) higher 
colour (8.36), appearance (8.26), consistency (8.36), and overall 
acceptability (7.90) scores than all other treatments. Therefore, 
T  (0.04 g of gum) was accepted as the best treatment.3

Sensory scores for optimization of salt for the development of 
ready-to-reconstitute resistant starch-rich browntop millet-
based health mix are presented in Table 8. 
Sensory scores for colour ranged from 8.08 to 8.75, appearance 
ranged from 8.07 to 8.36, �lavour ranged from 6.63 to 6.75, taste 
ranged from 6.18 to 8.09, after taste ranged from 7.00 to 7.01, 
consistency ranged from 8.00 to 8.18 and overall acceptability 
ranged from 7.00 to 8.18. The addition of salt signi�icantly 
(p≤0.01) in�luenced only taste and overall acceptability. T  (0.3 g 4

of salt) having signi�icantly higher scores for taste (8.09), overall 
acceptability (8.18) was observed as the best treatment.

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, S. Em: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant, RS-BTMF: Resistant starch rich 
browntop millet �lour, RBF: Roasted bengal gram �lour T1: No soya protein isolate, MP: Milk powder, SPI: Soya protein isolate, BP: 
Beet root powder, T1: No beet root powder, T2: 0.2 grams of beet root powder, T3: 0.4 grams of beet root powder, T4: 0.6 grams of beet 
root powder, T5: 0.8 grams of beet root powder

Table 9 presents the sensory scores for optimization of cumin 
powder for the development of ready to reconstitute resistant 
starch-rich browntop millet-based health mix. 
Sensory scores for colour ranged from 7.91 to 8.36, for 
appearance ranged from 8.09 to 8.27, for �lavour ranged from 
6.45 to 7.50, for taste scores ranged from 6.63 to 8.33, for after 
taste ranged from 6.90 to 7.66, for consistency scores ranged 
from 7.75 to 7.90 and for overall acceptability ranged from 7.45 
to 8.50. The addition of the cumin powder showed a signi�icant 
(p≤0.01) impact on colour, �lavor, taste, after taste, and overall 
acceptability. The sensory scores increased up to T (0.1 g of 5 

cumin powder) and then decreased in T (0.125 g of cumin 6 

powder). T (0.1 g of cumin powder) had signi�icantly (p≤0.01 5 

highest sensory scores for taste (8.33), after taste (7.66) and 
overall acceptability (8.50) among all treatments. With respect 
to T  (0.1 g of cumin powder) had a signi�icantly higher score 5

than T  (0.125 g of cumin powder) and was on par to T (without 6 1 

cumin powder), T (0.025 g of cumin), T  (0.050 g of cumin 2 3

powder) and T  (0.075 g of cumin powder). Though T to T  were 4 1 4

on par to T  they have signi�icantly lower scores for taste, after 5

taste and overall acceptability. Therefore, T  (0.1 g of cumin 5

powder) with signi�icantly higher scores for taste, after taste 
and overall acceptability was considered as the best accepted 
formulation.

4ÁÂÌÅ ϋȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÇÕÍ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ 
ÍÉØȢ
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4ÁÂÌÅ όȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÓÁÌÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ 
ÍÉØȢ

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, SEm: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant, RS-BTMF: Resistant starch rich 
browntop millet �lour, RBF: Roasted bengal gram �lour, MP: Milk powder, SPI: Soya protein isolate, BP: Beet root powder, G: Gum, T1: 
No gum, T2: 0.02 grams of gum, T3: 0.04 grams of gum, T4: 0.06 grams of gum, T5: 0.08 grams of gum

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, SEm: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant, RS-BTMF: Resistant starch rich 
browntop millet �lour, RBF: Roasted bengal gram �lour, MP: Milk powder, SPI: Soya protein isolate, BP: Beet root powder, G: Gum, S: 
Salt, T1: No salt, T2: 0.1 grams of salt, T3: 0.2 grams of salt, T4: 0.3 grams of salt, T5: 0.04 grams of salt

4ÁÂÌÅ ύȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÕÍÉÎ ÐÏ×ÄÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤ
ÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØȢ

Note: C: Cumin powder, T1: No cumin powder, T2: 0.25 grams of cumin powder, T3: 0.050 grams of cumin powder, T4: 0.075 grams of 
cumin powder, T5: 0.1 grams of cumin powder, T6: 0.125 grams of cumin powder.

4ÁÂÌÅ υτȢ /ÐÔÉÍÉÚÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÐÅÐÐÅÒ ÐÏ×ÄÅÒ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤ
ÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØ

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, SEm: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant, RS-BTMF: Resistant starch rich 
browntop millet �lour, RBF: Roasted bengal gram �lour, MP: Milk powder, SPI: Soya protein isolate, BP: Beet root powder, G: Gum, S: 
Salt, C: Cumin powder, P: Pepper powder. T1: No pepper, T2: 0.25 grams of pepper powder, T3: 0.050 grams of pepper powder, T4: 
0.075 grams of pepper powder, T5: 0.1 grams of pepper powder, T6: 0.125 grams of pepper powder.
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4ÁÂÌÅ υυȢ 3ÅÎÓÏÒÙ ÓÃÏÒÅÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÁÄÙ ÔÏ ÒÅÃÏÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÅ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÔ ÓÔÁÒÃÈ ÒÉÃÈ ÂÒÏ×ÎÔÏÐ ÍÉÌÌÅÔȤÂÁÓÅÄ ÈÅÁÌÔÈ ÍÉØ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
ÓÐÉÃÅÓȢ 

Note: Values are expressed as mean ± Standard deviation of �ifteen replications, Values have different superscripts in a column are 
signi�icantly different, values having same superscript in a column are not signi�icantly different, CD: Critical Difference, SEm: 
Standard Error of Means, ** signi�icant at 1% level, * signi�icant at 5% level, NS: Not signi�icant.

Table 10 shows the sensory scores for optimization of pepper 
powder for the development of ready-to-reconstitute resistant 
starch-rich browntop millet-based health mix.
Sensory scores of all the treatments for colour ranged from 8.09 
to 8.54, for appearance ranged from 8.00 to 8.27, for �lavour 
ranged from 7.41 to 7.81, for taste ranged from 6.81 to 8.08, for 
after taste ranged from 6.54 to 8.00, for consistency ranged from 
7.45 to 7.72 and for overall acceptability ranged from 7.27 to 
8.58. Different proportions of pepper powder had a signi�icant 
(p≤0.01) in�luence on taste, after taste, and overall acceptability. 
Taste and overall acceptability increased from T  (without 1

pepper powder) to T (0.1 g of pepper powder), with a 5 

signi�icant increase in T (0.1 g of pepper), where the scores for 5 

taste and overall acceptability were 8.08 and 8.58 respectively. 
After-taste was signi�icantly higher in T (0.075 g of pepper 4 

powder) and T  (0.1 g of pepper powder), with scores of 7.45 5

and 8.00 respectively. The acceptability index also increased 
from T (without pepper powder) to T  (0.1 g of pepper powder) 1 5

treatments (i.e., from 82.2 to 88.71) and then decreased in T  6

(82.2). Hence, T  with the highest signi�icantly higher sensory 5

scores was selected as the best accepted treatment.

Table 11 presents sensory scores of ready-to-reconstitute 
resistant starch-rich browntop millet-based health mix with 
combination of spices. 
The range of sensory scores for colour was from 7.75 to 8.39, for 
appearance was from 8.00 to 8.27, for �lavour was from 6.60 to 
8.75, for taste was from 6.72 to 9.00, for after taste from 6.90 to 
8.41, for consistency from 7.45 to 7.90 and for overall 
acceptability from 6.57 to 8.41. Addition of combination of 
spices in ready-to-reconstitute resistant starch browntop 
millet-based health mix signi�icantly (p≤0.01) in�luenced 
colour, �lavour, taste, after taste and overall acceptability. It is 
evident that the sensory scores for �lavour, taste, after taste and 
overall acceptability of the treatments T to T  were signi�icantly 2 7

higher than T  (control), however T  scored signi�icantly higher 1 8

than T to T with respect to �lavour, taste, after taste and overall 2 6 

acceptability. With respect to colour though T (salt), T2 3 

(salt+pepper), T  (salt+cumin) and T  (pepper) were on par to 4 5

T , they reported signi�icantly lower scores for other parameters 8

(�lavor, taste, after taste and overall acceptability). Therefore, T  7

(salt+pepper+cumin) with found to have signi�icantly higher 

scores for colour (8.39), �lavour (8.75), taste (9.00), after taste 
(8.41) and overall acceptability (8.41). The acceptability index 
( 9 2 . 5 7  % )  w a s  a l s o  f o u n d  t o  b e  h i g h e s t  i n  T  8

(salt+pepper+cumin). Therefore, T (combination of salt, 8

pepper and cumin) was selected as the best-accepted 
combination.

Discussion
In the �irst step of the development of ready-to-reconstitute 
resistant starch-rich browntop millet-based health mix (RR-RS-
BHM), acceptance of a reconstitution ratio of 10 g of resistant 
starch-rich browntop millet �lour in 100 ml of water can be 
related to the good water absorption capacity of RS-BTMF. The 
present study reconstitution ratio was similar to the 
reconstitution ratio of millet-based instant soup mix [5]. 
The enhanced sensory qualities of RS-BTMF after roasting (2 
minutes) may be the result of a kilning procedure similar to that 
used to preparing of malted �lours [6]. In parallel to this, it was 
reported that roasted bajra �lour had higher scores (overall 
acceptability of 6.58) compared to un-roasted bajra �lour 
(overall acceptability of 5.58) [7]. 
Higher sensory scores with the addition of roasted bengal gram 
�lour (15%) during the standardization of RR-RS-BHM can be 
related to the facts that roasted bengal gram have higher L * (88-
83), lower a* (0.41- 2.25) and good water absorption capacity 
(3.62 g/g) [8]. In a previous study it was reported that the 
incorporation of chickpea �lour enhanced overall acceptability 
to 8 from 7.12 of rice-based noodles [9]. 
Addition of milk powder (12%) resulted in increased sensory 
acceptance, this can be related to the fact that milk powder has 
high lactose which is sweeter (40-55%), have good �lowability 
indicated by a lower Hauser ratio (1.1 to 1.2) and carr index (15 
to 25) [10]. 
The addition of soya protein isolate revealed that it was 
accepted up to 6 per cent. Lower sensory scores beyond 6 per 
cent level of soya protein isolate might be due to the bitter 
peptides that are formed by proteases during soya protein 
isolate preparation [11]. Similarly, a reduction in sensory scores 
was reported beyond 5 per cent level of incorporation of soya 
protein isolate during custard preparation [12]. 
In the present study higher colour score (7.63) with the addition 
of beet root powder (2.4%) could be due to betalains which acts 
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as natural colouring agents. Similarly, it was found that the 
incorporation of beet root powder at 1 per cent level improved 
colour score from 4.37 to 5.80 [13]. 
The enhanced sensory score for consistency (8.36) with the 
addition of gum in RR-RS- RRHM can be related to the facts that 
gaur gum is a hydrocolloid that hydrate easily, possess higher 
viscosity and produces good mouth feel [14]. The results of the 
present study are in accordance with results reported [15] 
where addition of gaur gum improved consistency of Kinnow 
juice. The presence of gum at 0.24 per cent in the present study  
was in accordance with food safety and Standards Authority of 
India (fssai) limits that guar gum should not exceed 0.5 per cent 
in the �inal product [16]. It was reported that levels up to 2.5 
g/day did not have any toxic effects [17]. Therefore, it can be 
con�irmed that RR-RS-RHM is safe to consume with respect to 
gum. 
RR-RS-BHM sensory acceptance improved with addition of salt, 
pepper and cumin in the ratio 1.8 per cent, 0.6 per cent and 0.6 
per cent respectively. This can be associated to the presence of 
active compounds cuminol, pinene and myrcene [18]. It was 
demonstrated that cumin and pepper at 0.5 per cent and 0.25 
per cent respectively resulted in cheese and panner with good 
sensory scores [19]. Therefore, it is conclusive that RR-RS-BHM 
had best combination of ingredients in appropriate proportions 
that makes RR-RS-BHM nutritious and safe product.

Conclusion
Therefore, from the present, it can be concluded that modi�ied 
browntop millet along with other ingredients can be used 
effectively to develop a convenient health mix with higher 
sensory acceptance.

Future	Scope	of	Study
ready to reconstitute health mix standardized in the present can 
be experimented as a supplemental formula at household, 
community and clinical level.
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