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Studies on the Quality Control Method of Crude Drug Preparations (I)

Studies on the Quality Control by the TLC Profiles Analysis of “Samyo-Tang”

N. D. Hong, J. W. Kms, N. J. Kim and J. G. Suon
Kyung-Hee Medical Center

In our country, in order to cure diseases, a large number of crude drug preparations
has been available. Nevertheless, the development of crude drug preparations have been
inhibited, because the quality control is not completed so far., Therefore, we have
eontinued on studing the quality control method by Zig-zag TLC. profile analysis.
The water extract of “Samyo-Tang” and componental crude drug (Glycyrrhizae Radir,
Ephedrae Herba, Armenicae Semen) were developed on Silica gel 60F,;, plate (E. Merck)
useing elution solvent.

The developed plate were examined useing Dual Wavelength Zig-zag Scanner
(Shimadzu). According to the results of the experiment, it could be summerized as
follow:

1) Original patterns of TLC profiles of “Samyo-Tang” componental crude drug and

mixing two crude drugs of “Samyo-Tang” were observed.

2) Original patterns TLC profile of each extract after spraymg with 2% ninhydrine

were observed;

3) In the extract of addition and subtraction of Ephedrae Herba, peak area of Rf

0.48 and Rf 0. 60 were varied quantitatively.
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Table 1. Composition of samples

Sample Composition

S-1-1 Glycyrrizae Radizx 25¢g
S-1-2 Ephedrae Herba 25¢g
S-1-3 Armenicae Semen 25g
. S-1I-1 Glycyrrhizae Radiz 25¢g
Eqedrae Herba 25g
S-1-2 Ephedrae Herba 25g
Armenicae Semen 25g
S-1-3 Armenicae Semen 25g
; Glycyrrhiazae Radix 25g
S-I-1 Glycyrrhizae Radix 25¢g
Armenicae Semen 25g
Ephedrae Herba 25g
S-I-2 Glycyrrhizae Radiz 25g
Armenicae Semen 25g

Ephedrae Herba 32.5g
S-I-3 Glycyrrhizae Radiz 25¢
Armenicae Semen 25g

Ephedrae Herba 22.5g
S-M-4 Glycyrrhizae Radix 25¢
Armenicae Semen 25¢g
Ephedrae Herba 10g
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Fig. 1. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample. (2s: 350nm. ir: 700nm)

A: Gly. Radix. B: Ep. Herba. C: Ar. Semen. D: Samyo-Tang.
Solvent: BuOH:AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselgel 60Fsss, 0.25mm (Merck)
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Fig. 2. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample. (is: 350nm, ir: 700nm)

A: Gly. Radix+Ep. Herba.
C: Ar. Semen+Gly. Radix.

B: Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba
D: Samyo *Tang.

Solvent: BuOH:AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselgel 60Fz4, 0.25mm(Merck)
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Fig. 3. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample. (s: 350nm, ir: 700nm)

A: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba (40%)
B: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba (90%)
C: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba (130%)
D: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba (100%)
Solvent: BuOH:AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselgel 60Fs5, 0.25mm(Merck)
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Fig. 4. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample (is: 250nm, ar: 350nm)

A: Gly. Radix. B: Ep. Herba. C: Ar. Semen. D: Samyo-Tang.
Solvent: BuOH:AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselg2l 60F«s, 0.26mm(Merck)

Fig. 5. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample (Js: 250nm, ir: 350nm)

A: Gly. Radix+Ep, Herbd. B: Ar Semen-+Ep. Herba
C: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen. D: Samyo-Tang.
Solvent: BuOH:AcOH: HOH(15:3:2) Kieselges 60F5, 0.25mm(Merck)

Fig. 6. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample. (’s: 350nm, ir: 350nm)

A: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba(40%)

B: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen--Ep. Herba(90%;

C: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba(1302)

D: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen-+Ep. Herha(100%)

Solvent: BuOH:AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselgel 60Fuy 0. 25mm(Merck)
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Fig. 7. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample. (is: 500nm, Ar:720nm)

A: Gly. Radix.  B: Ep. Herba.

C: Ar. Semen.

D: Samyo-Tang.

Solvent: BuOH:AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselgel 60F2ss, 0.25mm(Merck)

Color reagent: 2% ninhydrine sol.

Fig. 8. Comperison of Zig-zag TLC scanning profiles of sample. (is: 500nm, vr: 720nm)

A: Gly. Radix+Ep. Herba.
C: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen.

B: Ep. Herba+Ar. Semen.
D: Samyo-Tang.

Solvent: BuOH: AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselgel 60Fss, 0.25mm(Merck)

Color reagent: 2% ninhydrine sol.
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Fig. 9. Comparison of Zig-zag TLC. scanning profiles of sample (is: 500nm, rr: 720nm)

A: Gly. Radix-+Ar, Semen+Ep. Herba(40%)
B: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba(90%)
C: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen-+Ep. Herab(139%)
D: Gly. Radix+Ar. Semen+Ep. Herba(100%)
Solvent: BuOH:AcOH:HOH(15:3:2) Kieselgel 60Fz, 0.25mm(Merck)

Color reagent: 2% ninhydrine sol.
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Table II. Peak area of Rf value in each samples

Sample Rf 5.4 Rf 6.0
S-I-1 0.55(100%) 0.17(100%)
S-M-2 0.72(130.9%) 0.22(129. 4%)
S-1-3 0.50( 90.9%) 0.14( 82.4%)
S-M-4 0.25( 45.5%) 0.06( 35.3%)
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