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Quality Analysis of Oil Peony Seed Oil in Qinghai Province
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Abstract
Qinghai Province, Tongling and Bozhou City of Anhui Province was extracted by solvent extraction method, and the crude oil of peony seed

(Institute of Horticulture, Anhui Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Hefei, Anhui
[ Objective | To study the quality of the oil peony seed oil in Qinghai Province. [ Method ] The peony seed oil of Gonghe County of

was obtained by vacuum concentration in addition to the organic solvent. The fatty acid composition of peony seed crude oil was determined by
external standard method according to GB 5009.168—2016 National Food Safety Standard Determination of Fatty Acids in Food. [ Result] The
extraction rate of peony seed oil was 29.38% , the content of unsaturated fatty acid in peony seed oil was 74.284% , and the content of - lino-
lenic acid was 25.651% , which was higher than that in Tongling and Bozhou areas of Anhui Province. [ Conclusion] The geographical location

and climate of Gonghe County in Qinghai Province are very suitable for planting oil peony, which can be widely planted.
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Fig.1 The phenotypes of dry peony seeds from three producing areas
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Note:t—test was applied for analysis, and the samples from Qinghai
and Bozhou were compared with those from Tongling, respective-
ly. * s indicates the difference was extremely significant (P <
0.01)
B2 3AHE A TRE
Fig.2 The 1 000 grain weight of peony seeds from three produ-
cing areas
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Table 1 The extraction rate of peony seed oil from different areas

; HPHFFh E HFHFFR R BOR
7l P d oil weight Extracti te of
Producing areas eony seed oil weig xtraction rate of peony
g seed oil // %
il Tongling 1.911 19.11
T Qinghai 2.938 29.38
ZJI Bozhou 2.415 24.15
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Fig.3 Gas chromatograms of fatty acids in peony seed oil from

three producing areas
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Table 2 The analysis of fatty acid contents in peony seed oil from three producing areas %
7 P R 5E IR TR TR MR R 4 S o Y L TR iR
Producing Myristic Pentadecanoic Palmitic Palmitoleic Heptadecanoic Heptadecanoenoic R Oleic

. . . . . . Stearic acid .

areas acid acid acid acid acid acid acid
Hilz Tongling  0.047+0.001 0.016+0.001 5.007+0.003 0.081+0.001 0.064+0.003 0.050+0.002 1.648+0.001 24.614+0.002
i Qinghai  0.047+0.001 0.016+0.001 5.255+0.004°"  0.108+0.001 **  0.093+0.001""  0.092+0.001"*  1.425+0.001"" 25.611+0.005""
2N Bozhou  0.040+0.000"*  0.017+0.000 4.765+0.006 "  0.082+0.001 0.075+0.001 0.062+0.001 "  1.511+0.003""  21.432+0.003 "
7 MR TELETR y-RRRR AR o WRRER S RRCEIR TR S TREGER
Producing Linoleic Arachidic y-linolenic Eicosaenoic alpha-linolenic ~ Eicosadienoic Behenic Eicosapentaenoic
areas acid acid acid acid acid acid acid acid
il Tongling 26.941+0.002 0.118+0.001 0.146+0.001  24.039+0.001 17.174+0.006 0.020+0.001 0.015+0.000 0.015+0.000
T Qinghai 22.892+0.004°*  0.104+0.002°"  0.129+0.002°" 18.540+0.208"" 25.651+0.214"*  0.010+0.000**  0.017+0.001 0.011+0.000""
Z M Bozhou  24.669+0.001 " 0.120+0.001 °  0.168+0.001 " 28.411+0.206"" 18.595+0.214"*  0.020+0.001 0.014+0.000 0.016+0.001

e IR T oA, TR MR S 2 3 A R A L, =+ FORZEFRPE (P<0.01) , » FIR 257 183 (P<0.05)
Note :t—test was applied for analysis,and the samples from Qinghai and Bozhou were compared with those from Tongling, respectively. * # indicates the differ-
ence was extremely significant( P value < 0.01), * indicates the difference was significant( P value < 0.05)
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Table 3 Analysis of unsaturated fatty acid content in peony seed oil from 3 producing areas %
77 b iR RIATHI a—EJFRIR vy R ANV TR
Producing areas Oleic acid Linoleic acid alpha-linolenic acid v-linolenic acid Total amount of uniaturated falty acids
iz Tongling 24.614+0.002 26.941+0.002 17.174+0.006 0.146+0.001 68.874+0.006
1 Qinghai 25.611+0.005"" 22.892+0.004 ™" 25.651+0.214™" 0.129+0.002 " 74.284+0.207 "

2= Bozhou 21.432+0.003 " 24.669+0.001 "

18.595+0.214™"

0.168+0.001 *" 64.865+0.212""

o ARk T oA, TR MR A T SRR AT LL, =+ FURZEFR B35 (P<0.01)

Note :t—test was applied for analysis,and the samples from Qinghai and Bozhou were compared with those from Tongling, respectively. * = indicates the differ-

ence was extremely significant( P value < 0.01)
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Table 4 Analysis of saturated fatty acid content in peony seed oil from

3 producing areas %
g TR iR R ML AN R e
Producing Palmitic Stearic Total amount of

areas acid acid saturated fatty acids

il Tongling  5.007+0.003 1.648+0.001 6.655+0.004
T Qinghai  5.255:0.004""  1.425:0.001"°  6.680+0.005""
ZJH Bozhou 4.765+0.006™"  1.511+0.003""  6.276+0.009"
T o KRR T AT, T IR S S A B R AR LL
ORISR (P<0.01)

Note :t—test was applied for analysis, and the samples from Qinghai and
Bozhou were compared with those from Tongling, respectively. s =
indicates the difference was extremely significant( P value < 0.01)
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