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The Root Distribution of Cherries Introduced to Guizhou

SHI Hong-qin' ,ZOU Chen' ,CHEN Rong-hua’
(1. Biology Department, Zunyi Normal College, Zunyi, Guizhou 563002; 2. Fruit and Vegetable Station, Zunyi Agriculture Bureau, Zunyi,

Guizhou 563002)

Abstract: With ‘Pitch-black’, ¢ Hongdeng’, ‘Dazi” , ¢ Zhifuhong’ , ‘ Longguan’ cherry as the materials, the distribution of

their tree roots were observed with Oskamp method. The results showed that cherry tree distributed in the area of 300 cm

distance from the main trunk and the depth of 90 cm. The distribute rate of the roots(the diameter<{2 mm) was about
33.54% ,the 2 mm=<Cthe diameter<C10 mm was about 59. 92% and the diameter=>10 c¢m was about 6. 54% ,the 40 cm

lateral distance from main trunk was the dense regions of the cherry tree roots,outside of this range,the amounts of the

tree root reduced with the increase of the depth and the lateral distance from the main trunk.
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Fig.1 The standard curve of rutin
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Fig. 2 The effect of ethanol concentration on

extraction yield of total flavonoids
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Fig. 3 The effect of extraction temperature on

extraction yield of total flavonoids

2.1.3 EAEREXARICERS AR S ERARMGEm 1
R BRIBOR BE Sy 40°C , 75 B TR g 200 W, Z BEAR R
SECR 0% BB E K 1 ¢ 15 B4R, A R il
MARIEE A IR R m LA 4, @& 4 AT,
LRI E]7E 20~50 min, RILEB AR S REIERE |
T H, R o T o ) Py S22 3 T 1 23R 52 B 380 ¥ T e i)
e, RV T 50 min 1E A RBUK B AERE] 4R
USR] R PELE 40~60 min A Ay e 07 18 P AL 25

2.1.4 WORHEX AR AR S HEERGEmE £l
FE PRI ] 2 30 min, RS FTNF Sy 200 W, Z BEAFR
By 7070, BRHRAF IR Ay 50 min {9 44T AN R VRORE L X
RIS AR B EEARAZ 0w LE 5. hE 5 A%, b
BEWBCRHL RGN, R b H B R BB S R Z W R, 4
WORHEIES] 20 mlL/ g IS EERH 3B B K, BEE O

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

wF @ ¥ 201204 :11~14

- IR -

6.0
5.5

5.0

IR/ %

4.5
4.0

3.5

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
[5F18)/min
B4 BERENSERSENZRE
Fig. 4 The effect of extraction time on extraction yield of
total flavonoids

6.0

5.5
5.0 //\\

45

TR/ %

4.0

IIS 2IO 2I5 3IO 3I5
Wkt /mL-g!
El5 @R SERESENRNE

Fig. 5 The effect of ratio of liquid-solid ratio extraction
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Table 1 The factors and levels of response surface methodology
K% /7K ¥ The factors and levels —1 0 1
fif /] Time/min 40 50 60
Wikl Liquid-solid ratio/mL « g—1 15 20 25
Z. WYk B Ethanol concentration/ % 60 70 80
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Table 2 The experiments design and results of

response surface methodology

BT Fif A A BORHE C ZERRE B AR
Experiment Time Liquid-solid ratio Ethanol concentration —Extraction
numbers /min /mL e g1 /% ratio/ %
1 1 1 0 4. 9136
2 —1 0 1 5. 0605
3 —1 —1 0 4. 3141
4 0 0 0 5. 6808
5 0 1 —1 5. 0472
6 1 0 1 5. 4274
7 —1 1 0 5.0338
8 0 1 1 5. 3472
9 0 0 0 5. 6729
10 1 0 —1 4. 4859
11 0 0 0 5. 7226
12 0 0 0 5. 7871
13 0 —1 —1 4.5109
14 0 —1 1 5. 5531
15 —1 0 —1 4. 4678
16 0 0 0 5. 6173
17 1 —1 0 4. 7007

AT CEEEFR SR 8 (O) 2 B3 BC #2000 Ay . 2%
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WTFAEH/N g 3. 991 X107, i BH AR B A 24, Bz P Wi iz
i T35 AL SR BUR L4 A AR S B 3R I T2 /] AT,

3 TR e Rz T [B] VAR B A 2 S A
Table 3 Variance analysis of quadratic

response surface regression mode

FEKBE SEHEM AHRE ¥y F{H P-value
Source Sum of squares  df Mean square F value Prob>F
Model 4.018892143 9 0.446543571  46.19744281 <C0.0001
A-F1E] 0.053040245 1  0.053040245 5.487311523  0.0517

Bk}t 0.199396125 1 0.199396125  20. 62865008 0. 0027

C-ZEERBA B 1.03420962 1 1.03420962  106. 9947992  <C0. 0001
AB 0. 06421156 1 0.06421156 6. 643046861 0. 0366
AC 0. 03041536 1 0.03041536  3.146639979  0.1194
BC 0. 13771521 1 0.13771521  14. 24741267 0. 0069
A? 1.540622994 1 1.540622994  159. 3861097 <C0.0001
B 0.517839929 1  0.517839929 53.57345176  0.0002
2 0. 22437648 1 0.22437648  23.21300825  0.0019

Residual 0.067661862 7 0. 00966598

Lack of fit 0. 05169685 3 0.017232283  4.317512153 0. 0958

Pure error 0.015965012 4 0.003991253

Cor total 4.086554005 16
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Fig. 8 Response surface method of A and C
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Optimization of Total Flavonoids Extraction from Sambucus mandchurica Kitag by
Response Surface Method

ZHANG Shuang, LIU Shu-ying, YU Li-li,ZHONG Wen-jing, LIU Hong-zhang
(College of Life Science,Jilin Agricultural University,Changchun,Jilin 134001)

Abstract; Through four factors that is ethanol concentration,extraction time,liquid-solid ratio and extraction temperature

for the single factor experiments,on the basis of selecting thethanol concentration, extraction time, liquid-solid ratio for

the optimization of total flavonoids extraction from Sambucus mandchurica Kitag,the three factors for extraction yield of

the total flavonoids by RSM were studied. The results showed that best condition to ultra the total flavonoids from

Sambucus mandchurica Kitag were ethanol concentration 76.03% , ultrasound time 48. 86 min and liquid solid ratio

19. 53 mlL/g,the extraction yield of the total flavonoids was 5. 79692 mg/g.

Key words: Sambucus mandchurica Kitag;ultrasonic extraction;total flavonoids;response surface methodology
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