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Table 1. Comparison on Quality of wheat between domestic and imported.

Moisture  Test Appearance property (%) Extraction Protein  Ash

Region  Varieties content weight Sound Damaged Other Foreign rate content content
(%) (g/f) kernel kernel grain material (%) (%) (%)

A Keumgangmil 124 792 932 5.6 0.1 12 77.6 156  1.69
B Keumgangmil 11.4 802 904 4.0 0.0 5.7 76.9 154 152
Joeunmil 11.5 768  85.8 6.1 7.4 0.7 73.9 165 128

C Saeolmil 13.7 801 924 6.3 1.0 0.3 67.7 111 1.56
D  Keumgangmil 13.3 798  88.6 112 0.1 0.1 78.0 140  1.33
Geurumil 13.1 774 89.1 10.6 0.1 0.2 68.9 135 138

Mean 12.6 789  89.9 7.3 1.5 1.4 73.8 144 146

U.S.A. DNS” 11.5 794 947 42 1.1 0.0 75.3 162 1.62
HRW? 11.2 790  97.1 3.5 0.4 0.1 76.3 150  1.58

sw? 9.4 816 944 5.1 0.5 0.0 752 1.7 136

AUS. ASW?Y 9.5 793 95.7 24 1.0 0.9 76.2 11.6 131
AH” 94 801  96.6 2.7 0.7 0.0 75.2 143  1.38

Mean 10.2 799 957 3.6 0.7 0.2 75.6 13.8 145

¥ 1) DNS : Dark Northern Spring, 2) HRW : Hard Red Winter, 3) SW : Soft White,
4) ASW : Australian Standard White, 5) AH : Australian Hard

Table 2. Comparison on Quality of flour between domestic and imported.

Wet Mixogram Amylogram

ut — —
gluten M}xmg Stability P.eak ‘Peak‘ Mmmm
content time time viscosity viscosity

Test ioh Protein Ash
Source Product weight & content content

ness .
(e " ) @ ™ @ @y @&y
Domestic A 538 923 132 0.71 36.3 29 1.8 582 107.0 74.1
B 471 93.0 11.3 043 333 3.0 1.6 565 954 46.9
C 395 932 92 063 215 35 40 591 1556 984
Mean 468 928 112 059 304 3.1 25 579 1193 73.1

Imported Hard flour 586 939 133 043 374 4.0 3.0 645 1406 106.5
Medium flour 542 945 103 041 276 3.5 27 6.04 1312 90.3

Soft flour 586  9s5.1 8.8 045 26.6 4.7 1.5 602 1116 80.8

Mean 571 945 108 043 305 4.1 24 6.17 1278 92.5
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