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Determination of sodium taurocholate in snake bile by HPLC—CAD’
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(1. Anhui University of Chinese Medicine,, Hefei 230031, China;
2. Anhui Institute for Food and Drug Control, Hefei 230051, China )

Abstract Objective: To establish an HPLC-CAD method for determination of Sodium taurocholate in snake
bile, and to compare the sensitivity of three different detectors of ultraviolet detector (UV ), evaporative light
scattering detector ( ELSD ) and charged aerosol detector ( CAD ). Methods: ZORBAX SB C,4 chromatographic
column (4.6 mm x 250 mm, 5 pwm ) was used; mobile phase was acetonitrile : 0.1% trifluoroacetic acid ( 30:70 )
at a flow rate of 1.0 mL * min™'; the column temperature was 35 °C ; the detector was CAD ( the spray temperature
was 35 °C ), at gas pressure of 4.206 x 10° Pa. Results: The snake bile showed good linear rang with 0.174 2-3.484 pg
(r=0.999 5) ; the average recovery was 99.0%; RSD was 0.76% ( n=6 ) ; and the negative control had no
interference. The measured contents of sodium taurocholate were 5.69-28.85 mg * g”' for Elapidaerang , 23.37-
29.65 mg * g for Colubridaeas, and 6.54-24.00 mg * ¢' for Viperidaeas. Conclusion: The method can be used
for the quality control of snake bile.
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Fig. 1 HPLC-CAD Chromatograms of reference solution ( A1 ), sample solution ( B1 ) and negative solution( C1), HPLC-UV Chromatograms
of reference solution ( A2 ), sample solution ( B2 ) and negative solution( C2), HPLC-ELSD Chromatograms of reference solution ( A3 ), sample

solution ( B3 ) and negative solution ( C3)
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Tab.1 Determination results of LOD and LOQ
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Tab.2 Results of recovery
ORE it B AL (added  WfEHE (detected e T RSD/
(sample amount ) /mg  ( content of sample ) /mg amount ) /mg amount ) /mg (recovery ) /% (‘average recovery ) /% %

49.63 1.160 1 1.168 5 23112 98.5 99.0 0.76
51.22 1.197 2 1.168 5 2.361 1 99.6
48.95 1.1442 1.168 5 2.2902 98.1
47.98 1.1215 1.168 5 22812 99.3
51.32 1.199 6 1.168 5 2.369 3 100.1
48.01 1.1222 1.168 5 2276 4 98.8

®3 HREEBNELER (mg-g"')

Tab.3 Determination results of sample content

il (species )

BB ( family )

A AHEREM ( sodium taurocholate )

R4 [ Naja naja ( Linnaeus ) ]

R 4% T 4% [ Ophiophagus hannan ( Cantor ) ]
LI [ Bungarus fasciaius ( Schneider ) ]
FRIAE Buragorus multicinctus Blyth
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Y135 ( Trimeresurus albolabris Gray )
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Wl ( Colubridae )

WERL ( Viperidae )

28.85
— 18.16
- 8.74
o 5.69
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— 27.65
— 28.13
— 29.65
— 27.65
24.00
— 7.35
— 6.54

3 itig
3.1 Kpimigy

AR AR R A A g AR A S L4, B R A iE
PR BN B B e K Z2 R UV R IRS , 7 SE PR gt
i rp A e TG, MR R, RN T S E LA A DAY
SRR 2 ELSD A I 2% 2 1 RGN 3% , 32 64
S B AT AR S . 2R 1 ATLUE T ELSD &
W28 REUEET CAD, CAD J&— 5 38 FHAS I 2%,
BRI TG T 45 BReX R 28U S
PP A — 2o Ly 1, [R]85 5 1 R B IR
DR R, FEE I Ao HEAR AT, X T 20 R o i i
W AT I A — o R
3.2 s

T CAD LA I #5 f4 JRBE S SR I 4
G TE BUBURL , 28 1 IEAS A T 485 5 e AU Rl A
153 HAs b &ty L OE s ey, fie i, 2 & e i)
i L] 1Y T, B DA S SR P 2% v SR AR A T s Al
ST RE A FHAR M B 45 e R R, AR 2 3 aok L3 S )i

hhiHE i

-0.5% B2 /K (30:70) 5 215 -0.1% = 9 £ R K
(30:70 ) A[EGLSHAH, 2538 WoR R CIE -0.1% —
FOTRIK (30:70 ) RGe ) A I I R 4T £ 35 0 7
OB v, LT 26 IR s AR S 2R e 5 /N, 43 B SR A
R % FH O -0.1% =3 LR 7K (30:70) A M ik
Sl
3.3 AR

CAD RS S A/ T, AR F LR EF 1,
7 L LS8 A, AR SE e AR rh i A AU 0 7
3.447 x 10°~4.826 x 10° Pa Z [a] , T Pk R I,
34 M E I

AHIF S 2 AT 2504 53 5 R MR BE e B 5l
iFwe Rl sl DL K tg R 3 ) 2 Bl (9 IR, A SE 56
U5 AR B e B 2 ik IEL R B 5 Y1 ] - 5.69~28.85 mg;
i i Bl Y L 23.37~29.65 mg; i RR S Rl
6.54~24.00 mg. Z5HFM, Wi R I AR IR R
BN AR R B R S i e R T LA R 250
K, AT RE DR A AN ) A A/ NS — | I A X R 1) B



‘J PA 25 ¥ 4 #F 22 E  ChinJ Pharm Anal 2017,37(7)

- 1227 -

— e TARLE/ NG, DR A Ok A 7 SR FH
WERF SRR - el e IR AT X A ME AR

Sk
(1] Weonoc, . SR 25 T SE i e [ 1. St P BR o pesr:

(2]

[4]

[5]

#2,2007,27(4): 58

YOU YY, WAN DG. Research progress of medicinal animal bile
[ J 1. J Guiyang Coll Tradit Chin Med, 2007, 27 (4 ): 58
XK ST, B MBS 38T B R [ . #idE Rk,
2017,39(3): 54

LIU YG, YUAN Q. Composition analysis and clinical application of
snake gall [ J]. ] Hubei Tradit Chin Med, 2017,39(3); 54
PINEREY A2 B ). wg IR A 25 B RO T [0 ). PRAE 252 2R,
2004, 19(6): 285

SUN HL, LI CQ. The pharmacological effects and application of
snake gall [ J |. Northwest Pharm J, 2004, 19( 6 ): 285

2, FABE. SN A E R M BRI [T ] P2,
2004, 13(10): 76

WANG Y, WANG XX. The main ingredients and pharmacological
effects of snakega]lalcohol[ J 1. China Pharm, 2004, 13 ( 10 ): 76
RO, LI, B R A, S AR RS i O 25 A FH SR [0 ). o
Z5kF, 1998, 19(1): 29

HUANG JH, QIU J, HUANG JW. Pharmacologic studies on
procrssed snake gall [ J 1. J Chin Med Mater, 1998, 19( 1 ): 29
5, SRS, AR, A MR i ES 24 B RS L)
24,1996, 27 (1): 32

SHANG XY, ZHANG SL, JIAO B, et al. The pharmacological action

I

research Chinese wolfberry snake gall wine [ J |. Chin Tradit Herb
Drugs, 1996, 27(1):32

TEZY I 2015 4EM PUAR LS 1. 2015: 423

ChP 2015. Vol IV[ S ].2015: 423

A WS g 25V € 35 3 T o L IR Rz e 24 i R A 2
[J ] E ., 2007, 16 (19 ): 30

CEN 8SJ. Determination of sodium taurocholate in Shedanchenpi

powder by HPLC[ J ]. China Pharm, 2007, 16 ( 19 ): 30

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

AR BEA S, BRI, HPLC U g 1 D1 e 34 v 24 sk AH 2
B[] ] R, 2006, 29(8 ): 1240
YU LZ, YU JB, LU WQ. Determination of sodium taurocholate
in shedanchuanbei capsules by HPLC [ J 1. Chin Tradit Pat Med,
2006, 29(8): 1240
RRFELLT , BEE5T0 , BUBF, 45, HPLC 30 5 246 B g AR )1 | 0L jedde vp
RN E ik [ . 2, 2002, 25 (7 ): 506
OU GD, MO JL, RUAN GP, et al. Determination of sodium
taurocholate in Niuhuangshedanchuanbei capsules by HPLC [ J ]. J
Chin Med Mater, 2002, 25 (7 ): 506
BPER BRLERAT. HPLC 0 i b AR i R M S i [ ). vh2h
#2000, 23(9): 550
ZHONG R, WEI XC. Determination of sodium taurocholate in snake
bile by HPLC[ J ]. J Chin Med Mater, 2000, 23 (9 ): 550
XL, OO, 2R, A5 RGRORH 0 R s A R 1 DL
AR S () ] P, 1994,17(2): 13
LIU ZY, DONG YW, LI XJ, et al. Determination of sodium
taurocholate in snake gall and Shedan Chuanbei solution by HPLC
[J 1. Chin Tradit Pat Med, 1994, 17(2): 13
# R4, . HPLC-ELSD I i RE 1 D13 b 2 ik AL 7
Bt [ ] 2G0T, 2010, 13 (11): 1632
HUANG YH, QIU MM. Determination of sodium taurocholate in
Shedan Chuanbei solution by HPLC-ELSD [J]. China Pharm,
2010, 13(11): 1632
R, A1, 5 SCIR 45 AR KORE S 7R) BT P il Oy i
HERELT ). WARAESEBE2Y, 2016, 12(10): 36
ZHENG TJ, SHI Y, ZHANG W], et al. Research progress of quality
control methods of snake bile and related preparations [ J ]. Asia—
Pacific Tradit Med, 2016, 12( 10 ): 36
2=, 3840, 9K, AF. HPLC— HUME 5 RGN 25 I 2 A R B A
BRI BN At [ ) ). PB4, 2014, 23 (13 ): 1493
LI H, GONG W, ZHANG H, et al. Determination of lysolipid in
vinorelbine liposome for injection by HPLC—charged aerosol detector
[ J]. Chin J New Drugs, 2014, 23 (13 ): 1493

(AR3CF 2017 4 3 7 20 HkE))

AR S





