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Table 3 Similarity of four kinds of processed Rhizoma Atractylodis

Macrocephalae
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S1 0.963 0.971 0.994 0.989
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S3 0.998 0.991 0.991 0.98
S4 0.987 0.988 0.999 0.979
S5 0.996 0.994 0.994 0.998
S6 0.993 0.993 0.992 0.995
S7 0.983 0.934 0.997 0.971
S8 0.949 0.985 0.996 0.961
S9 0.993 0.992 0.978 0.966
S10 0.991 0.956 0.947 0.988
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Chromatography Fingerprint Analysis and Quality Evaluation of Root of Tripterygium wilfordii

SHAO Li', XIE Peishan* (1. Chinese Medicine College, Macao University of Science and Technology, Macao;
2. Macao Institute for Application of Medicine and Health, Macao)

Abstract: Objective To evaluate the quality of commercial and cultivated samples of the root of Tripterygium wilfordii
(Leigongteng, LGT) by chromatographic fingerprinting. Methods HPLC conditions were as follow: Agilent 1200 high
performance liquid chromatography, Symmetry C3(250 mm x 4.6 mm, 5 pum) column mobile phase consisting of
acetonitrile—0.1 % phosphoric acid by gradient elution, column temperature at 20 C, flow rate being 1.0 mL /min,
wavelength at 210 nm. The similarity and PCA analysis were carried out based on the HPLC fingerprint common pattern
of LGT. Results The raw material of LGT cultivated in GAP base had stable components distribution, but the ingredients
of slices for the decoction varied greatly as compared with the common pattern, some of the slices were inferior.

Conclusion The HPLC fingerprint of LGT be used to effectively assess the quality of commercial raw materials, and

the fingerprint showed that the quality of slices for decoction needs to be improved.

Keywords: Tripterygium wilfordii; HPLC; Chromatography fingerprint; Quality analysis
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Figure 1 The common pattern of the HPLC fingerprint of Triptery—

gium wilfordii Hook. f. root woods

P AR Sy, MO LR TR M R R, OF
BRI LR R, 25K 2 s, @
SR . R A R A7 (C)FREUR SE 4, KB IETR
B0 (A) B 2 (CASJRAS A 0843 1 3 22 TR
f); QZIRCEEILE: R 28 vl S5 P (350
F1(B) Ko (CORUF bR L, {0 B X AL 5L $E BUAR %
St4; QUL RS W EEANIR] il i TR A i R
B, HHET SARREG], Bl FRS PS8
2, 1:1, 7:3, 5:5M3:7, 85RB2MROEY
FHEE 1 LIRS RIERIL, £ o & A A X B
HATHEA 20 Mg, Wk 1, @R OFRS i
LRV, ArUEREHIR ARG EAE, A 30 4
] IFe], BUMmR RS, W3R 2.

5007

— f f
Hpx | |
1 | |
4007 A | B | C
i | i
< 3007 : :
iid | [P
= 2001 | |
. ] | |
b | |
100] | |
g ! !
’ 20 30 40 50 60
(R /min
50 | !
1+ ZFBRLTR |
] | |
4004 A | B [ C
2 ] | | o=
£ 300 ' :
= ] I |
R l a
X 200] | |
] I |
| | |
100] | | .
] S [ I g '
7 AL~ M ;
Y 10 20 30 40 50 60

PREISHE] / min
2 HEMZERZERINEREBIEE
Figure 2 The HPLC chromatogram of samples extracted with

methanol and ethyl acetate
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Figure 3  The purification experiment results by adsorption column
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Figure 4 HPLC chromatograms of water extraction method
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Figure 5 The comparisons of HPLC fingerprint for LGT raw herbs(left) and decoction slices(right)
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Figure 6  Similarity of LGT samples(left) and Principal component analysis projection map(right)
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