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The Lemon balm (Melissa officinalis L.) is an important aromatic and medicinal plant from Lamiaceae family. Its
leaves and essentials oils are used in folk medicine for the treatment of fevers and colds, hyperthyroidism, headaches
and toothaches. Melissa officinalis is a rich source of volatile oil, flavonoid glycosides and derivatives of caffeic acid
(rosmarinic acid). The aim of current study was to evaluate and compare the polyphenol content and antioxidant activity
of infusions prepared from commercially available lemon balm brands on Bulgarian market. The total polyphenol
content was established to be in range from 18.17 + 0.04 to 64.17 = 0.52 mg GAE/g dw, the total derivatives of caffeic
acid from 3.80 £ 0.05 to 21.66 + 0.10 mg CAE/g dw, caffeic acid content from 0.16 + 0.01 to 0.97 + 0.03 mg/g dw and
rosmarinic acid between 2.4 = 0.02 and 23.1 + 0.5 mg/g dw, respectively. In vitro radical scavenging activity was
evaluated by DPPH method (106.31 = 9.87 - 553.51 + 46.04 mM TE/g dw) and the metal reducing antioxidant potential
was established by CUPRAC method (321.32 + 14.39 - 1476.63 £ 11.32 mM TE/g dw). As a result the consumption of
M. officinalis infusions could be recommended as a good preventive and therapeutic source of biologically active
substances with potential benefit effects.
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INTRODUCTION derivatives  (rosmarinic  acid),  flavonoids
(cynaroside, cosmosin, rhamnocitrin, isoquercitrin),
phenolic acid (carnosic acid), and triterpene acids
(ursolic and oleanolic acid) [16].

Rosmarinic acid is originally identified in
rosemary (Rosmarinus officinalis L.) and the
structure was elucidated as an ester of caffeic acid
and 3-(3,4-dihydroxyphenyl)lactic acid [17]. Since
rosmarinic acid was identified to be the main
compound responsible for the antiviral activity of
lemon balm in treating Herpes simplex it content
has attracted much attention [7, 12, 13]. In addition,
caffeic acid has been proposed to act as a
multipurpose active polyphenolic compound and its
derivatives have also been subjected to
considerable study [18]. Furthermore, it is known
that the phenolic content in plants contribute to
their antioxidant potential [19].

Due to the great variety of commercial available
products on the market containing lemon balm, for
consumers is difficult to choose a particular
product. Therefore, the aim of the present research
was to evaluate the polyphenolic compounds
content and antioxidant capacity of M. officinalis L.
infusions in respect to define the most appropriate
product to be recommended for daily use.

An increasing attention is paid in recent years to
the role of diet in human health. Nutraceuticals are
widely accepted as an adjunct to conventional
therapies for enhancing general well being of
human body in addition to the resistance against
diseases. Many researchers recognized as
"alternative" therapy the use of traditional remedies
to help curing diseases [1, 2].

Epidemiological  studies have indicated
correlation between the high intake of natural
products and the reduced risk of various chronic
diseases like atherosclerosis and cancer [3-5].
Medicinal plants are the main sources of natural
antioxidants and in this respect are widely used in
human nutrition. Melissa officinalis L. (lemon
balm) belongs to the family of Lamiaceae. The
most commonly known therapeutic properties of
lemon balm are  sedative, carminative,
antispasmodic, antibacterial, antiviral, anti-
inflammatory and antioxidative [6-14]. Leaves of
M. officinalis L. have been frequently used in folk
medicine and in the everyday life of the population
as well [15]. The plant contains caffeic acid
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MATERIAL AND METHODS
Samples

Eight commercially available  Melissa
officinalis L. dry leaves tea bags of different
Bulgarian brands (A-H) were purchased from the
local market in Plovdiv (Bulgaria) and one sample
() was harvested from a herbal garden (Kostievo
village, Plovdiv region) and used in fresh state for
analysis (Table 1). Two of the samples consisted
mainly of leaves (I and E), two other of leaves and
some stems (C and D), while in another four (B, F,
G and H) both leaves and stems were presented and
one consisted of leaves, stems and fruits (A).
Brands A and B had both brown color, while the
other samples were green. For each commercial
lemon balm sample studied, three randomly chosen
bags were used for analysis.

Infusion preparation

The aqueous extracts were obtained according to
Piston et al. [20]. In brief, infusions were prepared
by adding 100 ml of hot water at 95 °C to 1 g of
dried samples. The mixture was left to stand for 20
min and then it was filtered through filter paper.

Total caffeic acid derivates

The lemon balm extract (1 ml) was added to 2
ml 0.5 M HCI, 2 ml Arnow’s reagent, 2 ml NaOH
(2.125 M) and 3 ml of water. Each solution was
compared with the same mixture without Arnow’s
reagent. Absorbance was read at 525 nm. Total
dihydroxycinnamic acid content (including caffeoyl
derivatives) was expressed as mg chlorogenic acid
derivates (CAE) per g dw as previously described
by Ivanov et al. [22].

Antioxidant activity assays

DPPH radical scavenging activity: Each lemon
balm extract (150 ul) was added to 2850 pl freshly

prepared DPPH solution (0.1 mM in methanol).
The mixtures were incubated for 15 min at 37 °C in
darkness and the reduction of absorbance was
measured at 517 nm. A calibration curve was
created using Trolox as standard (0.005 - 1.0 mM)
and the results were expressed in mM TE per g dw
[21].

CUPRAC assay: The assay was performed
according to Apak et al. [23] with some
modifications. In brief, 1.0 ml 10 mM CuCl,.2H,0
was mixed with 1.0 ml 7.5 mM Neocuproine in
methanol, 1.0 ml 0.1 M ammonium acetate buffer
(pH 7.0), 0.1 ml of the investigated infusion and 1.0
ml dd H2O. The reaction was carried out for 20 min
at 50 °C in darkness and the sample absorption at
450 nm was recorded against blank. Antioxidant
activity was expressed as mM (TE)/g dw by using
calibration curve, build in range of 0.05-0.5 mM
Trolox.

Rosmarinic and caffeic acids content

The HPLC analyses were performed on HPLC
system- Agilent 1220 Infinity LC system in order to
establish both the rosmarinic and caffeic acids
content. The mobile phase used for separation
consisted of methanol : phosphoric acid (83 %) :
water = 50 : 0.3 : 49.7 (v/v). UV-VIS detector
operating at 327 nm and 26 °C, was used for
detection. The flow rate was 1 ml/min and the
duration of method was 15 min. The injection
volume was 20 pl.

Statistical analysis

All measurements were carried out in
triplicates. The results were expressed as mean +
SD and statistically analyzed using MS-Excel
software.

Table 1. Commercial available tea products of Melissa officinalis L. explored

Brand name Producer

Content in bags Samples

Herbal tea Melissa

Melissa Herbal tea

Melissa Bioprograma
Herbal Melissa

biVital Melissa

Bioselect herbal tea Melissa
Bioset Melissa

Tonika herb tea Melissa
Plant from herbal garden

Bulgarian herb 1893, Ltd.

Eko Herb Pirin Ltd.
Eurostok Ltd, Sofia

Bioset Ltd
ET Ve Pe Pi —Veso Pipev
Kostievo, Plovdiv region

Bulgarian Herb Ltd., Plovdiv

Bioprograma Ltd, Dobroslavchi

Mercuriy P&P, AD, Gabrovo

dark brown leaves, A
fruits and stalks

dark brown leaves and stalks
dark green leaves and stem
dark green leaves and stem
Green leaves

Green leaves and stem
Green leaves and stem
Green leaves and stem
Green leaves

— IOTMMmMUO®m
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Total phenolic content and total caffeic acid
derivates

In the present work, the total polyphenol content
and total caffeic acid derivates of nine M. officinalis
samples were analyzed. Eight samples (A-H) were
commercially available brands and the last sample
(1) was harvested from a herbal garden in order to
compare the different manner of harvesting and
handling.

The total polyphenol content (TPC) in lemon
balm was found to vary from 18.17 = 0.04 in
sample A to 64.17 £ 0.52 mg GAE/g dw in sample
| (Table 2). It has to be noted that the highest value
was established in the non-commercial sample. The
values for brands C, E and F were relatively
similar. As seen from the results, the polyphenolic
content of the investigated M. officinalis samples
varied depending on brands and on different
content of the tea bags, respectively.

Table 2. Total phenolics and total caffeic acid
derivates content in Melissa officinalis
infusions

Samples  Total phenolics,  Total caffeic acid
mg GAEYg dw derivatives,
mg CAE?/g dw
A 18.17+0.04 3.80+0.05
B 27.45 +£0.09 6.75+0.12
C 49.49 +0.34 18.92+0.44
D 41.97 £0.42 21.66+0.10
E 54.36 +1.08 16.04+0.20
F 49.25 +£0.81 10.31+0.08
G 42.97+0.04 16.12+0.12
H 27.07 £0.40 7.86+0.12
| 64.17+£0.52 20.27+0.30

1GAE- gallic acid equivalents; 2CAE- caffeic acid equivalents

Rusaczonek et al. [24] reported for lemon balm
infusions TPC of 209 + 36.9 mg GA/g in addition
to the established by Kratchanova et al. [25] total
phenolic content in water and 80 % acetone extracts
— 8240 + 207 and 11885 = 109 mg GAE/100g,
respectively. On the other hand, Popova et al. [26]
reported for infusion of M. officinalis TPC - 27.17
+ 0.51 mg GAE/g dw. Tusevski et al. [27]
established that the total phenolic content in
methanol ultrasound extract of Macedonian lemon
balm was 70.86 + 1.01 mg GAE/g dw.

As shown in Table 2, the total caffeic acid derivates
in M. officinalis infusions ranged from 3.80 + 0.05
to 21.66 £ 0.10 mg CAE/g dw. The highest values

were established in sample D and non commercial
sample 1, confirming the reported for the total
phenolic content. The wide variation of the caffeic
acid derivates content among the investigated
samples should be noted. The brown colored herbal
materials (A and B samples) were evaluated with
the lowest content of both total phenolics and
caffeic acids derivates. Despite of its green color
sample H shows relatively low values as well. The
differences established could be due to a
maturation, drying and type of the predominant
plant parts as suggested by Gheisari and Abhari
[28].

Caffeic and rosmarinic acids content

The caffeic acid content in the studied samples
varied from 0.16 = 0.01 to 0.97 = 0.03 mg/g dw
(Table 3). The highest values were detected in
samples E and D. Regarding the rosmarinic acid
content the highest values were established in
samples D and I. However, the rosmarinic acid
content in the samples varied considerably - from
24 £ 0.02 to 23.1 = 0.5 mg/g dw. The lowest
values were established in sample A. Ibragi¢ et al.
[29] examined lemon balm from Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Turkey and established 0.14 and
0.71 mg caffeic acid/g of fresh weight and 5.10 and
0.24 mg rosmarinic acid/g of fresh weight,
respectively. Dastmalchi et al. [30] identified
rosmarinic acid as a major compound in the lemon
balm by medium pressure liquid—solid extraction
with agueous ethanol.

Other authors reported dependence between the
maximal vyield of rosmarinic acid and the
maturation stage. The highest results were
established in the plant development phase of full
flowering (3.91 %) [31]. Comparing the results, a
difference among the various research papers had to
be noted.

Table 3. Caffeic and rosmarinic acids content
in Melissa officinalis infusions, mg/g dw
Sample/ Caffeic acid Rosmarinic acid

Assay content content

A 0.16 £0.01 2.40+£0.02
B 0.31+0.01 3.70 £0.03
C 0.57+0.02 16.30 £ 0.43
D 0.96 £ 0.02 23.10+0.5
E 0.97+0.03 17.00 = 0.21
F 0.44 £0.01 9.30 £0.08
G 0.63 +0.01 14.90 £ 0.08
H 0.40+0.01 5.30+£0.03

| 0.84 £0.02 20.90 + 0.56

71



N. Petkova et al.: Phenolic acids content and antioxidant capacity of commercially available Melissa officinalis L. teas in Bulgaria

This could be explained with the application of
different extraction solvents and various plant parts
as material for analysis. Several factors, including
soil and climatic conditions, plant ontogenesis
phases, harvest and plant storage [32-34] could
affect the composition and may mislead the
consumers. In addition, Rusaczonek et al. [24] have
previously concluded difficulties for comparing
results obtained by different studies due to the
different approaches in extraction procedures,
analytical methods and mathematical calculations.

Antioxidant activity

The antioxidant activity of M. officinalis
samples was evaluated using two reliable methods-
DPPH and CUPRAC assays. Comparing the results
of both methods applied the objective evaluation of
the antioxidant potential of the plant was possible.
As shown on Table 4 the antioxidant potential
toward the synthetic radical DPPH was in range
from 106.31 £ 9.87 to 553.51 = 46.04 mM TE/g
dw, as the highest value was determined in sample
I. The results regarding the CUPRAC assay showed
the same tendency, the highest value was detected
in sample I and the results varied from 321.32 +
14.39 to 1476.63 + 11.32 mM TE/g dw.

The conducted antioxidant activity assays
revealed the higher potential of the harvested from
a herbal garden M. officinalis - sample I. The same
tendency was observed by the total phenolic
content assay. This could be due to the more careful
handling of the plant material when home grown.

Table 4. Antioxidant activity in Melissa
officinalis infusions, mM TE/g dw

Sample DPPH CUPRAC
/Assay

A 106.31 £9.87 321.32 £ 14.49
B 196.85+14.98 54571 £31.12
C 422.46 +4.19 1137.71 £ 41.55
D 310.87+10.41 906.82 +16.2
E 44175 +14.42  1165.05+17.60
F 383.32+£9.47 1101.21 £ 11.13
G 337.08 £9.47 947.49 £5.56

H 176.38 +4.37 537.12 £8.67

|

553.51 +£46.04

1476.63 £ 11.32

Popova et al. [26] reported for infusion of M.
officinalis TEACppeH - 389.52 = 3.11 uM TE/g dw
and TEACcuprac- 715.54 + 4.79. uM TE/g dw,
respectively. Tusevski et al. [27] established for
methanol extract of Macedonian lemon balm
542.28 + 0.54 uM TE/g dw according to CUPRAC
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assay and 406.03 + 13.57 uM TE/g dw according to
DPPH ones. In another study, Ivanova et al. [15]
considered Bulgarian M. officinalis as plant with
high antioxidative potential.

The present research  concerned both
polyphenolic constituents content and antioxidant
properties and is carried out based on the lack of
information and uniform methodology for M.
officinalis infusions in the available
literature.Authors used various methods of
extraction (temperature, time, solvent) while
preparing solutions for research and expressed the
final results considering different calculations [15,
35-38]. This makes it difficult to compare results
obtained in the present research with previously
reported by other authors. In spite of this, great
consistency was observed between the results
obtained and previously published data. The
differences in the antioxidant activity presented in
previous studies may be due to implementation of
different analytical methods and methods for
infusions  preparation  (infusion concentration,
temperature, brewing time). The antioxidant
properties of plants and polyphenol content depend
on many factors, i.e. soil and climate conditions in
which plant was cultivated, harvest seasons,
methods of processing and storage [39], parts of
plant which the infusion was made of [15, 36, 40]
and plant species [15]. Hence, the antioxidant
properties of plant can be different in water
infusions. That indicates the necessity of
controlling and monitoring these parameters for
each particular raw material.

CONCLUSION

The present study represents a detailed
characteristic of different lemon balm (Melissa
officinalis L.) brands commercially available on
Bulgarian market compared to the harvested from a
local herbal garden. The results obtained revealed
lemon balm as good source of polyphenolic
compounds especially rosmarinic acid resulted in
antioxidant activity potential. The investigated
samples consist of bioactive compounds in varying
amounts, which could be possible due to the
influence of different factors such as conditions of
storage and drying, plant parts used, as well as the
geographic and climatic growing conditions. The
reported data provide to the consumer’s valuable
information for the quality of products as well as
their beneficial health effects.



N. Petkova et al.: Phenolic acids content and antioxidant capacity of commercially available Melissa officinalis L. teas in Bulgaria

REFERENCES

1. C. Klein, T. Sato, M. M. Meguid, G. Miyata, J.
Gastroenterol., 35, 1 (2000).

2. C. S. Ramaa, A. R. Shirode, A.S. Mundada, V. J.
Kadam, Curr. Pharm. Biotechnol., 7, 15 (2006).

3. K. Hashimoto, S. Kawamata, N. Usui, A. Tanaka, Y.
Uda, Cancer Lett., 180, 1 (2002).

4. J. Gundgaard, J.N. Nielsen, J. Olsen, J. Sorensen,
Public Health Nutr., 6, 25 (2003).

5. A. Gosslau, K. Y. Chen, Nutrition, 20, 95 (2004).

6. H. Wagner, L. Sprinkmeyer, Dtsch. Apoth. Ztg., 113,
1159 (1973).

7. G. May, G. Willuhn, Arzneim.-Forsch., 28, 1 (1978).
8. N. S. Masakova, B. S. Tserevatuy, S. L.
Trofimenko,G. S. Remmer, Planta Med., 36, 274 (1979).
9. I. Koch-Heitzmann, W. Schultze, Dtsch. Apoth. Ztg.,
124, 2137 (1984).

10. J. L. Lamaison, C. Petitjean-Freytet, A. Carnat,
Pharm. Acta Helv., 66, 185 (1991).

11. J. L. Lamaison, C. Petitjean-Freytet, F. Duband, A.
P. Carnat, Fitoterapia, 62, 166 (1991).

12. H. J. Vogt, 1. Tausch, R. H. Wélbling, R. M. Kaiser,
Allgemeinarzt, 13, 832 (1991).

13. B. Borkowski, A. Biesiadecka, Herba Pol., 42, 317
(1996).

14. K. Yamasaki, M. Nakano, T. Kawahata, H. Mori, T.
Otake, N. Ueba, I. Qishi, R. Inami, M. Yamane, M.
Nakamura, H. Murata, T. Nakanishi, Biol. Pharm. Bull.,
21, 829 (1998).

15. D. lvanova, D. Gerova, T. Chervenkov, T. Yankova,
J. Ethnopharmacol., 69, 145 (2005).

16. W. Schultze, W. A. Kolnig, A. Hilker, R. Richter,
Dtsch. Apoth. Ztg., 135, 557 (1995).

17. M.L. Scarpati, G. Oriente, Ric. Sci., 28, 2329 (1958).
18. G. Murtaza, A. Sajjad, Z. Mehmood, S. H. Shah, A.
R. Siddiqgi, J. Food Drug. Anal., 23, 11 (2014).

19. H. Chen, Y. Zuo, Y. Deng, J. Chromatogr. A, 913,
387 (2001).

20. M. Piston, I. Machado, C. S. Branco, V. Cesio, H.
Heinzen, D. Ribeiro, E. Fernandes, R. C. Chisté, M.
Freitas, Food Res. Int., 64, 150 (2014).

21. 1. lvanov, R. Vrancheva, A. Marchev, N. Petkova, I.
Aneva, P. Denev, V. Georgiev, A. Pavlov, Int. J. Curr.
Microbiol. App. Sci., 3, 296 (2014).

22. 1. lvanov, Int. J. Pharm. Phytochem. Res., 6, 889
(2014).

23. R. Apac, K. Giiglii, B. Demirata, M. Ozyiirek, S. E.
Celil, B. Bektasoglu, K. I. Berker, D. Ozyurt, Molecules,
12, 1496 (2007).

24. A. Rusaczonek, F. Swiderski, B. Waszkiewicz-
Robak, Pol. J. Food Nutr. Sci., 60, 33 (2010).

25. M. Kratchanova, P. Denev, M. Ciz, A. Lojek, A.
Mihailov, Acta Bioch. Pol., 57, 229 (2010).

26. A. Popova, Z. Dalemska, D. Mihaylova, I. Hristova,
I. Alexieva, Int. J. Pharm. Phytochem. Res., 8, 634
(2016).

27. O. Tusevski, A. Kostovska, A. lloska, L. Trajkovska,
S. G. Simic, Cent. Eur. J. Biol., 9, 888 (2014).

28. H. Gheisari, K. Abhari, Acta Sci. Pol., Technol.
Aliment., 13, 129 (2014).

29. S. Ibragi¢, M. Salihovi¢, 1. Tahirovié¢, J.
Toromanovi¢, Bull. Chem. Technol. Bosnhia Herzeg., 42,
47 (2014).

30. K. Dastmalchia, H. Dormana, P. Oinonena, Y.
Darwisd, |. Laaksoa, R. Hiltunena, LWT -Food Sci.
Technol., 41, 391 (2008).

31. J. Toth, M. Mrlianova, D. Tekalova, W. Korenova,
Acta Facult. Pharm. Univ. Comenianae, 50, 139 (2003).
32. T. Adzet, R. Ponz, E. Wolf, E. Schulte, Planta Med.,
58, 562 (1992).

33. S. Hose, A. Zéanglein, T. Van Den Berg, W. Schultze,
K. H. Kubeczka, F. C. Czygan, Pharmazie, 52, 247
(1997).

34. M. Mrlianova, D. Tekelovd, M. Felklova, V.
Reinohl, J. Téth, Planta Med., 68, 178 (2002).

35. V. L. Singleton, R. Orthofer, R. M. Lamuela-
Ravento’s, Methods Enzymol., 299, 152 (1999).

36. D. Mantle, F. Eddeb, A. T. Pickering, J.
Ethnopharmacol., 72, 47 (2000).

37. M. Zujko, A. Witkowska, B. Kiernozek, Brom.
Chem. Toksykol., 37, 189 (2005). (in Polish; English
abstract).

38. M. S. Cosio, S. Buratti, S. Mannino, S. Benedetti,
Food Chem., 97, 725 (2006).

39. E. Capecka, A. Mareczek, M. Leja, Food Chem., 93,
223 (2005).

40. A. P. Carnat, A.Carnat, D. Fraisse, J. L. Lamaison,
Pharm. Acta Helv., 72, 301 (1998).

73



N. Petkova et al.: Phenolic acids content and antioxidant capacity of commercially available Melissa officinalis L. teas in Bulgaria

CHABPXXAHUE HA ®EHOJIHU KMCEJIMHU U AHTUOKCUJIAHTEH KAITALIMTET HA YAMOBE
Melissa officinalis L., JOCTBITHU B ThPTOBCKATA MPEXA HA BbJII' APUS

Hanexna Ietkoal, Man MBanos!, JlJama Muxaiinosa?, An6ept KpbcTanos?

! Kamedpa Opeanuuna xumus u Heopeanuuna xumus, Yuueepcumem no xpanumennu mexnonoauu, 6yi. ,, Mapuya * 26,
IInosous, bvreapus
2 Kameopa Buomexnonozus, Yuueepcumenm no xpanumennu mexnonozauu, 6yi. ,, Mapuya 26, ITnosous, Bvnzapus

Ioctenuna Ha 12 anpun 2017 r.; Kopurupana Ha 10 maii 2017 1.
(Pesrome)

Martounnara (Melissa officinalis L.) e Baxxno apoMaTHO U jieduebHO pacTeHue oT cemeiictBo Lamiaceae. Jlucrara u
€TepUYHHU Macja OT Hes ce M3IOJ3BaT B HApPOJAHATa MEIUIMHA 32 JICYCHUE Ha TPEeCKa U HACTUHKH, XHIIEPTHPOUIU3bM,
rnaBobonne u 3p00601. Melissa officinalis e Gorar w3TOYHHMK Ha JETIHUBO Maciio, (IABOHOWAHH TIHKO3HIH H
NPOM3BOJIHY Ha KadeeHa KrcennHa (po3MaprHOBa KucelnHa). LlenTa Ha HACTOAIIOTO MPOYUYBaHe € Jla ce YCTAaHOBH U Jia
ce CpaBHH ChIBPKAHHETO Ha MOJU(EHOIN U AaHTUOKCHIAHTHA aKTHBHOCT Ha MH(Y3HUH, IPUTOTBEHU OT JOCTBHIIHU HA
OBJITapckus Ma3ap MapKu MaTOYMHA. Y CTAHOBEHO € OOIOTO ChIbpiKaHue Ha nojudeHonu B auanazox ot 18,17 + 0,04
1o 64,17 £ 0,52 mg GAE/g dw, na obiure aepuBatu Ha kadeena kucenuna ot 3,80 + 0,05 mo 21,66 + 0,10 mg CAE/g
dw, ceappkanue Ha kadeeHa kucennHa ot 0.16 £ 0.01 mo 0.97 £ 0.03 mg/g dw 1 Ha po3MapHUHOBA KUCETMHA MEKIY
2.4 +0.02 u 23.1 £ 0.5 mg/g dw, ceorBeTHO. N Vitro pagukan ynassiaTa akTHBHOCT € ouieHeHa upe3 DPPH meron
(106.31 £9.87 - 553,51 + 46,04 mM TE/g dw), a MeTan peayuupaiins aHTHOKCHIAHTEH MOTEHIIMAI € YCTAHOBEH upe3
CUPRAC wmeton (321.32 £ 14.39 - 1476,63 + 11.32 mM TE/g dw). B pe3ynrat Ha ToBa KOHCyMaIisita Ha HH(Y3HH OT
M. officinalis Moxe na ce mpenoppya KaTo JOOBP MPEBAHTHBEH M TEPANEBTHUCH M3TOYHUK Ha OMOJIOTMYHO aKTUBHU
BEIIECTBA C NOTCHI[HAIHUTE TOJI3H eheKTH.
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