5 424 45 144 B Tl B Vol. 42 No. 14
2021 4 7 H Science and Technology of Food Industry Jul. 2021
ENLAR, 22750, TR, 4. —PRERTH PR ZLRR TR N 2 A AR PR A ORI Fom it ELE A RE I [J]. Brih kR, 2021, 42(14): 121-126.
doi: 10.13386/j.issn1002-0306.2020120035

GUO Lidong, LI Xiuping, ZHANG Huan, et al. The Probiotic Properties of a Strain of Sourdough-derived Lactic Acid Bacteria and Its

Effect on the Total Saponins of Acanthopanax senticosus Leaves[J]. Science and Technology of Food Industry, 2021, 42(14): 121-126.
(in Chinese with English abstract). doi: 10.13386/j.issn11002-0306.2020120035

-EYTER -

—RiE i AR FLES R4 A Fr i Je £
by 1L LR s i) A
kv S 7o A SN o

(1LERP EHRFHFR, LRITERIE 150040;
2.2 KT B RV A S e THER T, B RTeA /R IE 150086)

\{

soptl

1 B A TN B 6 — W@ B R E A HUCMIO05 69 5 4 451 & 3t b B et B 2 F A28 % Rk, @idH
BFAFIER 16S IDNA A H 57| 047K 2404, 45T pH2.0. pH2.5 A= pH3.0 69 IRIE A 0.5% A2t 3R3E 3554 3 h,
HFUEMEEHTR, TELRBEBEGEALATIEA24nFLENEEBEASEH TR, UIEFHNE % HUCMIO05
BB AN, B R At KRG AE—R R, LB HUCMI05 # E XK FH3ER 72 h, FA S0 & H K Fp]
At BB H AT T, £REAY, Bk HUCMIOS 45 2 HAEHATH, Axtsif et Ry T RIFaA T
W, EpHEH T 25/ 05% T HRETEARIhFAKXALN I LA, B # HUCMIOS 4 5 3 %k 24 h,
T RRIBRAP 264% 912 B AE, Atk HUCMIOS # E R KB AR TR A met KRBT 24h W FRA KL KRG
{8, #59% 5%10° CFU/mML K-F., B4 HUCMI05 # B2 A d At B 854S L L E ¥R, mkHEATIH IR
BELHKF, RHEARBhHHNAEWTELFEERS, &L 426pgml, BAZENERRES T 79.0%. &2,
42 5LATH HUCMI0S B T RAFAIBR Aofle it Af 2 MR (62 BB 09 & £ 45, AR Eiert KRG P A KRAF,
TREGEECH KT, AR Bhet A H KB o @ B A #H AR AN,

KA B & H, L2 SLAT A, R e, 23, R ASN

PRS2 S:TS201.3 SCHRFRIDAD: A EHS:1002-0306(2021)14-0121-06

DOI: 10.13386/j.issn11002-0306.2020120035

The Probiotic Properties of a Strain of Sourdough-derived Lactic Acid
Bacteria and Its Effect on the Total Saponins of
Acanthopanax senticosus Leaves

GUO Lidong', LI Xiuping', ZHANG Huan', CHEN Chen', WANG Liqun*"

(1.College of Pharmacy, Heilongjiang University of Chinese Medicine, Harbin 150040, China;
2.Food Processing Institute, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin 150086, China)

Abstract: The purpose of this paper was to evaluate the probiotic properties of a previously isolated strain HUCM105 from
sourdough and its effect on the total saponins of Acanthopanax senticosus leaves. The genus and species was identified by
the morphological properties and 16S rDNA gene sequences analysis of strain HUCM105. In order to evaluate the probiotic
properties, the number of viable bacteria of the strain HUCM105 was monitored at the acidic environment of pH2.0, pH2.5,
and pH3.0 and the 0.5% bile environment incubated for 3 h, respectively, and the change of cholesterol content in the
cholesterol-rich medium was determined after fermentation of the strain HUCM105 for 24 h. Subsequently, the aqueous
extract of Acanthopanax senticosus leaves was used as the sole substrate, and the number of viable bacteria and the total
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saponin content of Acanthopanax senticosus leaves were measured under static or shaking incubation for 72 h by the strain
HUCM105. The results suggested that the strain HUCM105 was identified as Lactobacillus brevis, and exhibited a good
tolerance to acid and bile. The number of viable bacteria had no significant changes in a pH value higher than pH2.5 and
0.5% oxgall for 3 h, respectively. Moreover, the strain HUCM105 could remove 26.4% of the cholesterol in the culture
medium supplemented with cholesterol after incubation for 24 h. The number of viable cell of the strain HUCM105 was
higher and reached the level of 5x10° CFU/mL through the static or shaking incubation at 24 h in the aqueous extract of
Acanthopanax senticosus leaves. Static incubation of the strain HUCM105 had no significant effect on the total saponins
content of Acanthopanax senticosus leaves, while shaking incubation could significantly increase the total saponins level.
The total saponins content of Acanthopanax senticosus leaves was higher when shaking incubation of the strain HUCM105
for 48 h, and reached 42.6 pg/mL, which was 79.0% higher than that of no strain inoculation. In conclusion, it suggested
that the strain HUCM105 exhibited probiotic properties including good tolerance to acid and bile and cholesterol removal
ability, could grow well in the aqueous extract of Acanthopanax senticosus leaves and increase the total saponins level of

Acanthopanax senticosus leaves, and showed a potential application value as a probiotic candidate strain to develop
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probiotic fermentation products of Acanthopanax senticosus leaves.
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