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Table 1 Orthogonal experiment design methods L.;(3"') and results
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Sequence of s RBEE®)/ C ma o)  MEEEEEE
experiment leaf : water pri value tion rate
1 1117 1(60) 1(7.5) 66.71
2 1 2(65) 2(8.0) 63. 65
3 1 3(70) 3(8.5) 55.29
4 201+ 18) 1 2 67. 28
5 2 2 3 61.62
6 . 2 3 1 54.13
7 3(1+:19) 1 3 67. 04
8 3 2 1 59. 09
9 3 3 2 56.76
K, 185. 64 201.03 179.94
K, 183.03 184. 35 187. 68
K, 182. 88 166. 17 183. 96
&y 6. 88 67.01 39.98
ko 61.01 61.45 62. 56
ky 60, 96 55. 39 61,32
B K

Optimal level A

R 0.92

B
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Table 2 Response surface methodology (RSM) design and results of exiraction with alkali

1B 1 _ 1L 5 1
Bith  REER B amwm BEE L owiy wwmm 08 wwem  RYR
sign (r)/C oH (.r:;?/mm Protein Design (ry)/ € oH (J'ﬁ?/"“" Protein
point Temperature value Time extraction point Temperature value Time extraction
rate rale
1 60 8 60 67.46 11 60 7 60 57.38
2 70 8 60 52. 84 12 60 8 60 67. 45
3 70 7 30 42.39 13 30 7 30 51.52
1 70 7 90 13. 16 14 50 8 60 8. 1t
5 60 8 30 63. 87 15 60 8 60 67.357
6 6N 8 60 67. 38 16 50 9 90 56. 81
7 60 8 60 67. 33 17 70 9 90 18. 17
8 50 9 30 5,00 18 50 7 90 53.21
9 70 9 30 18,03 19 50 9 60 f0. 20
14 60 8 90 67. 59 20 60 8 60 67. 11
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Table 3 RSM design’s coefficient of regression equation and results of significant test of extraction with alkali
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Regrcs;ion w Lincar Quadratic Interaction F il W
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Response value
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Note: * Indicated significance at level of P<<5% and * * indicated significance at level of P<<1%,
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2 67,46 o REATAA NEREL 1 17, BRI 60
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Study on protein extraction technology from discarded tobacco leaf

RAO Guo-hua,ZHAO Mou-ming.LIN Wei-feng, YANG Xiao-quan
(College of Light Indastry and Food Technology .South China University of Technology sGuangzhouGuangdong 510640 ,Chinu)

Abstract ; The optimum extracting conditions of protein in discarded tobacco leaf was studied. The re-
sults showed that the optimum technology conditions for tobacco leaf grinding were as follows ; the ratio of
1(tobacco leaf) : 17(water) .,temperature 60 C,pH 8. 0 and grinding twice with orthogonal experiment de-
sign methods L,(3"). The optimum extracting conditions of protein were 60 C,pH 8. 0,60 min and extract-
ing three times with agitation by Response Surface Methodology. And the optimum conditions of depositing
protein with acid were pH 3. 0,4 C for 8 h. The extraction rate reached 76. 62% under the optimal condi-
tions.

Key words :discarded tobacco leaf;protein;response surface methodology jextraction percent



