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Abstract: Taxol content in twelve wild samples of branch and leaf of Taxus chinensis var. mairei (Lemée
et Lévl.) Cheng et L. K. Fu from six locations (including Zhouzhi and Hanzhong of Shaanxi; Tianshui of
Gansu; Hule, Niejiashan and Xianyushan of Anhui) was comparatively analyzed by HPLC, and the
similarity of fingerprints of twelve samples was compared and the characteristic fingerprint of T. chinensis
var. mairet was constructed. The results show that taxol content has an obvious difference among samples
from different locations, that from Shaanxi and Gansu provinces is obviously higher than that from Anhui
Province and that from Zhouzhi of Shaanxi is the highest with a value of 0. 019 3 mg + g”'. There are
twelve common peaks in fingerprints of different samples, in which, No. 9 common peak is determined as
the reference peak (s) whose retention time (32.75 min) is agreement with that of taxol standard. And
the RSD values of relative retention time of every common peaks all are lower than 1% , while those of
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relative peak area all are higher than 40%, indicating that retention time of common peaks of different

samples is stable but their relative content has a great difference. Except of two samples from Niejiashan

of Anhui, the similarity value of the other samples all are above 0. 8, indicating that similarity of

fingerprints among different samples is high. The characteristic fingerprint of T. chinensis var. mairei is

obtained according to fingerprints of twelve samples, which should be used for identification and quality

assessment of T. chinensis var. mairei. According to these results, it is conjectured that the difference of

taxol content in T. chinensis var. mairei from different locations is probably related to the difference of

growth environment.

Key words: Taxus chinensis var. mairei ( Lemée et Lévl.) Cheng et L. K. Fuj; fingerprint; taxol;

HPLC; similarity
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Fig. 1 Comparison of chromatograms of taxol standard and sample
of branch and leaf of Taxus chinensis var. mairei ( Lemée et Lévl.)
Cheng et L. K. Fu
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Table 1 Relative retention time of common peaks in fingerprint of samples of branch and leaf of Taxus chinensis var. mairei ( Lemée et Lévl.)
Cheng et L. K. Fu from different locations

FEAh SR 5D AW AHXT PR B I ] Relative retention time of common peaks

l(:;lp?erw 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9(s)? 10 11 12
S1 0. 160 0.242 0.382 0.431 0.543 0.827 0.848 0.870 1.000 1.021 1.249 1.350
S2 0. 160 0.243 0.383 0.433 0.545 0.829 0.849 0.871 1.000 1.025 1.254 1.355
S3 0.160 0.242 0.382 0.431 0.545 0.829 0. 849 0.872 1.000 1.023 1.251 1.353
S4 0.159 0.241 0.381 0.424 0.541 0.827 0. 846 0.875 1.000 1.018 1.246 1.348
S5 0.159 0.241 0.381 0.428 0.542 0.827 0.847 0. 869 1.000 1.020 1.248 1.349
S6 0. 160 0.242 0.382 0.430 0.543 0.827 0.856 0.871 1.000 1.021 1.249 1.350
S7 0.158 0.239 0.378 0.425 0.537 0.822 0. 840 0. 863 1.000 1.012 1.237 1.338
S8 0. 160 0.243 0.383 0.433 0.545 0.829 0. 849 0.871 1.000 1.025 1.254 1.355
S9 0.159 0.238 0.382 0.421 0.537 0.831 0. 846 0. 869 1.000 1.015 1.241 1.343
S10 0.160 0.241 0.382 0.429 0.542 0.830 0.849 0.871 1.000 1.021 1.249 1.351
S11 0.160 0.242 0.381 0.432 0.545 0.829 0. 848 0.870 1.000 1.020 1.245 1.346
S12 0. 160 0.243 0.382 0.436 0.537 0.827 0.844 0.870 1.000 1.023 1.251 1.350
RSD/ % 0.405 0.575 0.330 0.970 0.566 0.273 0.437 0.319 0.000 0.358 0.382 0.330

V81,812 BV A & Zhouzhi of Shaanxi; S2,83: H i KK Tianshui of Gansu; $4,S5; BEP4IL H' Hanzhong of Shaanxi; S6,S7: % % Hule of
Anhui; S8,59. TSI Niejiashan of Anhui; S10,S11 . LEANE L Xianyushan of Anhui.
2 2 IR Reference peak.

R2 AREFHEALEEEMERIELELXFIENETIERR
Table 2 Relative peak area of common peaks in fingerprint of samples of branch and leaf of Taxus chinensis var. mairei ( Lemée et Lévl.) Cheng
et L. K. Fu from different locations

#Fﬁ‘lé‘ 0 FA W MXTIET AL Relative peak area of common peaks

SNa[;p(fin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9(s)? 10 11 12
S1 0.375 0.127 0.042 18.180 1.655 0.774 1.681 2.194 1.000 18.248  5.833 1.818
S2 0.286 0.176 0.230  75.989  6.960 1.296 0.324 0.729 1.000 16.713  5.147 3.504
S3 1.300 1.067 3.905 94.764  5.673 2.008 3.867 1.979 1.000  34.736 10.108 6. 149
4 0.402 0.194 0.240 19.314  2.948 1.762 2.065 1.273 1.000 15.866  6.381 2.575
S5 1.252 0.217 0.201 20.495  2.223 1.161 1.271 0.771 1.000  22.617  6.961 2.310
S6 0.641 0.241 0.897 132.510  0.989 1.615 6.204 3.189 1.000  22.304 36.659 9.309
S7 1.899 0.456 1.307 49.386  6.464 1.897 2.567 2.250 1.000 9.879  6.798 6.818
S8 1.302 0.432 0.273  77.177 13.600 3.256 4.624 4.511 1.000 10.473  10.779  12.477
S9 1.977 1.264 3.679 207.085  2.365 0.267 5.107 4.100 1.000 16.020  9.710 8.151
S10 0.642 0.223 0.924 15.274  2.686 0.648 1.213 1.433 1.000 5.998  3.955 4.535
S11 1.063 0. 664 0.819  30.470  6.130 1.473 2.124 4.696 1.000 7.449  7.088 11.214
S12 0.208 0.436 0.403 81.081 0.757 0.113 0.284 1.556 1.000  24.845 27.008 6.538
RSD/ % 64.690 80.170 123.030  83.760 83.470 63.610 73.550  58.960 0.000  48.140 87.830 55.950

V'S1,S12; ¥ 2 Zhouzhi of Shaanxi; S2,83: Hff KK Tianshui of Gansu; $4,S5: BEV§IL 1 Hanzhong of Shaanxi; S6,S7: % #H K Hule of
Anhui; S8,59 . TS Niejiashan of Anhui; S10,S11; AN L Xianyushan of Anhui.
2 £ B Reference peak.

2.3 AEFMEAFLEMESEENEMNESFTF  EE RO ORI SRS LR 2, o
FHEE S EERE IL S1 ~SI12 MR B ETE A, R J9ARYE 12 DMEER Y @
HRAE 6 A7 3 12 ANF T LL AR R R B @3 5 IR A R S ) B T AL AR AR SR
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S1,S12; RIRTBEFYJE 2 B FE M Samples from Zhouzhi of Shaanxi; S2,S3: AR T H il KK AL R Samples from Tianshui of Gansu; S4,S5: i T B
FE T AYHFE S, Samples from Hanzhong of Shaanxi; S6,S7: IR T 2800 Sk BYFE T Samples from Hule of Anhui; S8,S9: KIET L #ILFK 1L KIFE T
Samples from Niejiashan of Anhui; S10,S11; K JEF L #ANE 1L AYHEE S, Samples from Xianyushan of Anhui; R $FHEHESCE % Characteristic fingerprint.

B2 AEFHETLEZKNEROEE LR EFEESEE
Fig. 2 Fingerprint of samples of branch and leaf of Taxus chinensis var. mairei (Lemée et Lévl.) Cheng et L. K. Fu
from different locations and its characteristic fingerprint

PABEVE JE 2 1 S FEdh (S1) 1Y i ] Ry e, 43 51
He AR b ) 5 18] 5 22 H A, 15 2125 R b i AR
{E, PRI 3, SRR BR T 2ZBICES I 2 AR Y
FARLBE (AR AN, FEARAE it 9 AFADLRE 45 w85, A AL EE
EXIRT 0.8, U] 12 AT TR AL R TP AR E

£3 FRAFHBEAFOISEZEHHERIELELARMNESSHTY

Table 3 Similarity analysis of fingerprint of samples of branch and
leaf of Taxus chinensis var. mairei ( Lemée et Lévl.) Cheng et L. K.
Fu from different locations'’

HEdh g 7

No. of sample ~ Location S1 ST
s1 B PG5 2 Zhouzhi of Shaanxi 1.000 1.000
S2 H it F7K Tianshui of Gansu 0.812 0.814
S3 Hil KK Tianshui of Gansu 0.931 0.931
S4 BEPE L H Hanzhong of Shaanxi 0.926 0.927
S5 BVEIX H Hanzhong of Shaanxi 0.977 0.977
S6 LA SR Hule of Anhui 0.832 0.831
s7 R 5 Hule of Anhui 0.887 0.888
S8 LREEZ I Niejiashan of Anhui 0.634 0.627
9 LHEEZ I Niejiashan of Anhui 0.715 0.709
S10 A E L Xianyushan of Anhui 0.874 0.873
Si1 RN L Xianyushan of Anhui ~ 0.858  0.853
S12 B PG JH = Zhouzhi of Shaanxi 0.871 0.868

DS T . FIMISE R Bk 5 A AU (. Similarity value calculated by
correlation coefficient method; S1I ;. FHJE 4 5% B 153 A AR L E 1

Similarity value calculated by angle cosine method.
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