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Investigation and analysis of aluminum content in raw starch
XIE Kui, ZHANG Zheng-yao, ZHANG Ding, FU Peng-yu, LI Yong-li
(Henan Center for Disease Control and Prevention, Henan Zhengzhou 450016, China)

Abstract; Objective The background value of aluminum in raw starch was investigated to provide the basis for

formulating and improving relevant standards of starch products.

Methods  Six types of 229 raw starch were collected

randomly, and aluminum was analyzed according to the national standard GB/T 5009.182-2003. Results  The

concentration of aluminum ranged in ND-190. 43 mg/kg, most of which were low. The median value was 18. 14 mg/kg and
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the average was 36. 04 mg/kg. Aluminum content in sweet potato starch seemed to be significantly higher than other

samples (P <0.05), and the average content and maximum value was respectively 69. 52 and 190. 43 mg/kg. Conclusion

The sweet potato was rich in aluminum, and it was necessary to strengthen the supervision upon those products. This

research provided the basis for understanding the background value of aluminum.

Key words: Aluminum; raw starch; residual level; sweet potato; food safety; illegal to add; food additives
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Table 1  Content of aluminum in different types of raw materials
by 250 etk k% Lt AL 4 .
¥E i VY 5332 K5I B &R

ERRER 98.50(66/67) 12.01 £7.89 10. 68 (6.38.15.58) ND ~38. 73
INFZETERY 100.00(14/14) 13.57 £2.44 13.88 (12.16,15.33) 7.16 ~16.48
L 4% B GE Ky 100. 00(22/22) 25.73 +19.82 18. 80 (12.88,33.73) 5.11 ~83.92
HE s 98.86(87/88) 69.52 +40. 87 72. 69 (30.83,97.47) ND ~190. 43
AW 100. 00(27/27) 14.77 +13.51 9.85 (5.06,21.48) 2.67 ~62.84
L G IER 100.00(11/11) 15.91 £12.52 14.12 (6.09,22.06) 2.13 ~40.83
Ait 99.13(227/229) 36. 04 +37.90 8. 14 (9.78,51.50) ND ~190. 43
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Table 2 Raw starch content of raw materials at different sampling points
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T 98.00(49/50) 93.51 £33.60 93.15 (74.71,111.13) ND ~190. 43
M 4 - & 100. 00(62/62) 18.25 £15.97 14.12 (8.93,23.54) 2.13 ~89.88
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Comparison of total protein and some nutrients of lactoperoxidase,

lactoferrin between Jersey and Holstein whey from Kagawa district in Japan

WANG Ren, Shigeru Hayakawa, ZHOU Ming-hao,

(Zhejiang Institute for Drug Control, Zhejiang Hangzhou 310052, China)

Abstract; Objective

between Jersey and Holstein whey from Kagawa district in Japan.

from Jersey and Holstein whey after acid precipitation,

Coomassie brilliant blue to confirm content,

content of Jersey whey were higher than Holstein whey. Lactoperoxidase activity (0.870 5 U/ml)

SDS-PAGE
lactoperoxidase activity and MALDI-TOF-MS to confirm molecular weight.

electrophoresis to confirm quantity,

LUO Jin-wen

Comparing total protein and some nutrients of lactoperoxidase ( LPO) and lactoferrin ( LF)

Methods

Lactoperoxidase and lactoferrin were purified

centrifugation and SP-Sepharose ion-exchange chromatography. Use

ABTS to comfirm
Results  Total protein and lactoperoxidase

of Jersey whey was

higher than lactoperoxidase (0.758 9 U/ml) of holstein whey. Molecular weight of lactoperoxidase and lactoferrin from

Jersey whey was 786 48. 154 and 831 23. 538 kDa respectively.
Holstein whey was 777 64. 841 and 827 65. 494 kDa respectively.

Molecular weight of lactoperoxidase and lactoferrin from

Conclusion

When considering the cheese production as

well as whey protein and lactoferrin, Jersey is a better choice than Holstein for the cheese industry.

Key words: Lactoperoxidase; lactoferrin;

assisted laser desorption/ionization time of flight mass spectrometry; enzymatic activity; Japan;

Jersey cow; milk
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