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Comparison of Protein Extraction Methods for Angelica dahurica Seeds

WU Ping, GUO Jun-xia, LI Qing-miao et al (Sichuan Academy of Traditional Chinese Medicine Sciences, Chengdu, Sichuan 610041)
Abstract [ Objective] To establish a suitable protein extraction protocol for total proteins extraction from Angelica dahurica seeds. [ Method ]
We compared the total protein yield and SDS-PAGE electrophoretic band number and strength, lectrophoresis resolution by five different
methods. [ Result] Method a had higher protein content, less impurity and clearer electrophoresis band. Method b had clearer electrophoresis
band, higher resolution, but lower protein content. Methods ¢ and d had more impurity, lower purity and resolution. Method e had higher protein
purity, but more lack of protein bands. [ Conclusion] Method a has the best extraction effects of protein from A. dahurica seeds, which has high-
er protein extraction efficiency, less impurity, clearer band, higher resolution, more band number. Thus, method a is superior to other four

methods.
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Table 1 Comparison of electrophoresis band number and molecular weight of different extraction methods

Rt &2 3Tt Molecular weight //kDa
Band name 77 a Method a J51% b Method b 775 ¢ Method ¢ 771 d Method d J71% e Method e
R, — 80.353 86.208 — —
R, 75.960 70.445 71.544 — —
R, 58.736 — 59.889 — 63.112
R, 54.732 54.245 — — —
R, 47.309 — — — —
R¢ 42.669 42.141 — — —
R, 40.709 — — 40.881 —
Ry 39.226 — — — _
R, 34.739 35.585 — 35.852 —
R, 30.926 33.024 — — —
R, 28.085 29.896 28. 605 29.769 —
R, 25.800 26.603 24.688 — 25.553
R 24.142 25.214 — 24.983 —
R, 22.814 24.187 22.379 — 22.990
R 20.929 22.138 — — 20.658
&7 %k Band number 14 11 6 4 4
Regression Method: Point to Point Regression Method: Point to Point Regression Method: Point to Point
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Fig. 3 The molecular weight of different bands
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Tablel The comparison between total phenol content of extracts and different parts of walnut green husk

FETR AT
S BB RMHABL e ROTEBEE B R AR PP AT
(=i Total Total Reaction Absorb;ce Total phenol Total phenol The proportion of
Samples weight volume volume A content in content per gram total phenol of each
mg mL mL 700 the reaction // mg mg/g fraction in total
extract // %
Ext. 20 100 0.1 0.196 0.001 096 54.815 5.48
Fr.1 20 100 0.1 0.095 0.000 391 19.597 1.96
Fr.2 20 100 0.1 0.274 0.001 642 82.014 8.20
Fr.3 20 100 0.1 0.297 0.001 801 90.034 9.00
Fr.4 20 100 0.1 0.249 0.001 466 73.297 7.33
Fr.5 20 100 0.1 0.196 0.001 096 54.816 5.48
Fr.6 20 100 0.1 0.105 0.000 461 23.084 2.31
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