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Influences of Different Habitat Processing Method on Quality of Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms by Comprehensive Scoring Method
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Abstract [ Objective | The research aimed to optimize the best habitat processing method of Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms. [ Method ] The fresh
Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms was processed respectively in different processing methods such as shady drying,sun drying,oven drying,in poly-
saccharide ,saponin, water soluble extractives,ethanol soluble extract as the evaluation index,the best habitat processing method of Trichosanthes
rosthornii Harms was optimized by the comprehensive scoring method. [ Result] The different habitat processing method lead to different values of
its comprehensive score for Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms 60 °C oven drying(0.88) > sun drying(0.23) > shady drying(0). [ Conclusion]60 °C
oven drying is the best habitat processing method of Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms. The optimum process is as follows: take fresh Trichosanthes
rosthornii Harms ,removing the contaminated soil , drying in the oven at 60 °C. This method can better control the quality of Trichosanthes rosthornii

Harms.
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Table 1 Methodological study results of chemical composition content determination of Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms
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Table 2 Effect of different habitat processing methods on the content of saponins,polysaccharides and extracts Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms

%

PRI T 5 - - KR ) s )
A B 2
Habitat processing . . Water soluble Ethanol soluble
Saponins Polysaccharides
methods extract extract
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Table 3 Effect of different habitat processing methods on the quality of Trichosanthes rosthornii Harms
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B+ Shady drying 2.07 0 0.37 0 20. 66 0 23.26 0 0
W5+ Sun drying 3.08 0.20 0.48 0.18 27.81 0.40 30.81 0.40 0.23
40 CHEF 40 °C oven drying 3.83 0.35 0.63 0.43 38.34 1.00 42.34 1.00 0.51
50 CHEF 50 °C oven drying 5.17 0.61 0.97 1.00 35.67 0.85 38.17 0.78 0.81
60 CHEF 60 °C oven drying 7.17 1.00 0.88 0.85 33.76 0.74 36.76 0.71 0.88
80 CHET 80 °C oven drying 6.19 0.81 0.79 0.70 28.89 0.47 33.89 0.56 0.71
90 CHEF 90 °C oven drying 4.20 0.42 0.60 0.38 24.98 0.24 28.98 0.30 0.37

3 HAit5itig

JRE AR I 75 5 S LW PR R0 5 2D
TP MER BN T oK, (HA 2 OK i AR SR SRt . L2
AR, B M T 70 60 CHE 8 i dR iy , AN R IN
TP E R KRB IMEIC 60 C .80 CHET .50 CHt
.90 CHEF 40 CHE W+ BT LU H OB RbRIN, fefd:

FEHIN T 5958 50 C M 8 B de i, A RN 07 vk vh &
MRENMED g 50 CHEA .60 CHE+ 80 CHE+ .40 CHt
.90 CHEF W B 5 LR A TR bR , et o T
J7iER 40 CHE & bR, AN RN 07 32 h 3 B AR 3/
MU 40 CHEAF 50 CHEF .60 CHEF .80 CHEF Wi+,
90 CHEF BA. SRR T, AN[F] = Hun T 05 35 %0 N



45 %29 #1

B RE ARTHEEFSEGRR F e Ly kb REBH R EMYa 123

AR AR, T 22 50 SIS 24 14 o i i AR e 1,
— R R T RO 5 e i T A v, R
PRI g TN P 4 T P , 7 4 ]~ A48 P A i) 2 T
FE5 30 T S B BRI A, L B e I R Y R

2015 AFRQCH [ 24 ) W g i JIRZE N 0536 0 “ B 24t
SRR, SRRl WAL B, X LRt SR, )
TR TR I i 20 R LR R iR
e, ELAEC R FE 25 L) T 9 St A of b (S0A 2 501 ARG A i
SRR B 1 D7k, FRE A S B R T 22 Y
ZARBRE I P 25 TR CL O R R B, R 25 BN R
JEBERE R B R BER o RIS LURZE h 20 e 4 K i
= AR TN TR AR , R I ZE 3T 50 K
FER P N T 5 R A O , 45 2 U (4 e A i 105 7%
o 60 CHEFIE . FROCie i 7™ o fin T 77k Bhays A B,
5V A T2 B FRI R T B 2R A B, 25
BPFMEE G R BT IR Sk BRG] T4 125"
INT I AR il S 254 R RUBEAL P b A TR 25
FHRA —E B T R, NI T i v R 48 8 Rt 4

MRt T 2%
S 30k

[1] EzzZeiiss rpie NERHADEZGIL . —5R[ S 1. dbnt: REIEZG RS
B, 2015112 - 113.
[2] BB, SOk, IR ATt (T ). (LR T E 2R eE243R,
2011,35(1) :85 - 86.
(3] XU, IAFS , XI5, Zr. INEERI 2R RGBTk e () .
rhZ5kE 2013 ,36(5) 1843 — 848.
(4] BEFE A0, BOP. IR AR P B [T ). AN (rh
25531 ,1998,20(2) 7 - 10.
[5] TR, TorsF, skAGH. MR A se iR [J]. IRER AR R 24,
2014,7(1) :72 -76.
[6] FBiHEL, 455 MR, IEERMCFR FIZ5H E il [T ). o
25)ifi,2004,7(7) :562 —563.
(7] 2RabiA e, BhiE e, 55 INEARE BRI bt E e & (R
OB O U B 5 OB () ], PR 255244, 2017,52(2) :
124 -129.
(8] B, 6,2 A, INEERIARBAI B L e (i A= i M Ol
PWEFLT]. T%25,2017,39(6) - 1261 — 1264.
[9] tRiseE, Bt ks, %. Box — Behnken MR [E (/453G EERNIE
TRERREF T O], EFR2ET A4, 2017 ,44(1) 165 - 69.
[10] skiess, 255, S2rbis, . TR R ERFIT (1], i
ST 2015,36(24) 15 - 17.
[11] B3 Has INEREN IR A% ], PESEE T E,
2016,22(2) ;230 —234.
[12] BRTE, BNV SHATERBHSaE SR AL ]. Rl A5 Rl 5iis
57,1996,12(1) :37 —41.

(k3% 108 W)

(3) Z3 [ A T TR R AR B A 2 . 23 () A Ak A B
AT SA R B S S MR A TAT, X RS —
P SR MR ANAG - 28 25 AR 5 i A 2 SR AR S L A e it
BB A B TN W SERRUE PR H A e, i
Sy BB LR RS , 8Os BT R0k BRI, Je R
DMIGST 5 DEM iSRS SR 250K, TESL PR,
FUNZIAEIA AR IO T W FH 1 AN B, iR Ap etk
4.2 THE  Ee, SR AR R 2, N X
PRE /D . EARAS R A SR AN ME IR 2518, # IR L
FERFSE AR 1], A 2 28 B35 PN i 75 B e B i 00/ X i 100
Ao LRI/ N BRI IE LT, AR B et 122 X 36l s
SrEREA, H, TR KT E R, UANE AR 4
Al A TPk $E 1 2 FhECH TR SR A THRIBCBCR BT 1,
BT AR, A4 RS R ASCR T = 1) L AE  H  I
RAIRBUA . BEAh, H R G A HTiR 22, A RESA 1 AL
THE R 22 0 JE IR, B A R 1 ol 2D RS IE AR 22 BRI AT I
o XUERBIRMEMBN SR MNE . e, B
TR — AN S 2 e, TR G — R A A
iR P ZE UL, HORE BN SR AR B IR 22 1 A fff D
B4 I AT, 9 3ok 486 i) R sl 88 326 26 68 11 T i A 5T 19 SE Bk
o BEA, BRI FE T DM IR 1] 4 50 A B B LA Y
T, S5 T i O M7 AE R 22 5 U A PR A v L A Sl B —
FEIXHE R S5 T A5 A 2510 2 5 FLIE AT S Re it — R .
S 3k

[1] WISCHMEIER W H. A rainfall erosion index for a universal soil — loss e-
quation[ J]. Soil science society of America journal,1959,23 (3).:246 —

249.
[2] ONORI F,BONIS P D, GRAUSO S. Soil erosion prediction at the basin
scale using the revised universal soil loss equation (RUSLE) in a catch-
ment of Sicily (southern Italy) [ J]. Environmental geology,2006,50(8) :
1129 - 1140.
[3] FOSTER G R,MCCOOL D K,RENARD K G et al. Conversion of the uni-
versal soil loss equation to SI metric units[ J]. Journal of soil & water con-
servation,1981,36(6) ;355 —359.
[4] XI=7t, iz, SRR, % R0 M. Jbnt: R ERREAROR
HiRt,2001.
[5] e, BRIETL, BH I, 25 Are View HBTR{S B RG2S M4 5 ik
[M]. Jbnt- Bl L, 2002.
[6] VHIE L, X%, [55, 5. DEM JeEr g s3irh R TRIRERF St 455
(1] PO AR (EERREAR) ,2006,31(12) 11059 ~1066.
[7] B, . ArcGIS HIFR(E B RG2S AT LSRR [ M. dbat . B
S HRG:,2006.
[8] DESMET P J J,GOVERS G. GIS-based simulation of erosion and deposi-
tion patterns in an agricultural landscape: A comparison of model results
with soil map information[ J |. Catena,1995,25(1/2/3/4) :389 —401.
[9] KINNELL P I A. The effect of slope length on sediment concentrations as-
sociated with side —slope erosion[ J]. Soil science society of America jour-
nal ,2000,64(3) :1004 - 1008.
[10] Z{R. BT DEM FYB 4l i B AR BT [ D]. 78242 75L
K,2007.

[11] HOYOS N. Spatial modeling of soil erosion potential in a tropical water-
shed of the Colombian Andes []]. Catena,2005,63(1) :85 —108.

[12] DE VENTE J,POESEN J,VERSTRAETEN G, et al. Spatially distributed
modelling of soil erosion and sediment yield at regional scales in Spain
[J]. Global and planetary change,2008,60(3/4) :393 —415.

[13] SRz, 0, 9006, ST Eir m B /K AR [ T ] o2y
5E+M57,2000,16(4) ;77 -81.

[14] g2 a0fil. 0T RE T IRRMER e[ J]. IRt
F£,2003,22(3) ;242 -250.

[15] BpRE, FFaRte. S5 T DEM RS S07 b BT [T ). K R
B ,2007,27(5) :58 —62.

[16] ikt 242, £/E, % REHIRE MR R ]. hE
KA R7,2014(1) :43 - 46.

[17] Az50F}, B, XA, 5. DEM S0+ 5U2 R 715t (1]
Hop (= B HER,2000,7(1) 225 31,



