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results indicated that the optimal medium for E. coli GDM-

CC60445 to express CBD-GAD was modified Luria-Bertani (LLB)

WE A T B X WATE (Escherichia co[z)é]éj’ B 48 %
ke RA GAD 8§ F#H, A B AL EH F 4% %
(regenerated amorphous cellu IOse,RAL)#%vgr R AF 4
4 A % M) R S R B L # B (cellulose-binding domain-
glutamate decarboxylase, CBD-GAD) #] & # RAC-CBD-
GAD B R LB/ A M 3547, R M2 B £ el oKX B
ikt E. coli GDMCC60445 & %k k& ix2 CBD-GAD # %
W4T TR, SR AW, E. coli GDMCC60445 & ik
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A E MR A MESG B S g/L.B&HF 6 g/L, NaCl
10 g/L‘pH 5.5; WA KA RE 37T C B Ak
120 r/min 3% 8 4 24 h, fi%iE T %4 F.RAC-CBD-
GAD &/ %4 (419.79£10.37) U/g. 5 @ v % F 14 —
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Abstract ;

medium, which was consisted of 8 g/L tryptone, 6 g/ yeast ex-
tract, 10 g/L sodium chloride, and pH 5.5. The suitable culture
120 r/min and 24 h. Under the optimal
the activity of RAC-CBD-GAD prepared from E. coli
GDMCC60445 was (419.29410.37) U/g, which was consistent

conditions were 37 C,

conditions.,

with the predicted value of Taguchi and improved by (30.28 +
3.22) % as compared to the initial one.
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dition

4 & PR W &R B (glutamate decarboxylase, GAD,
EC4.1.1.15) A % — #th fi# f L-4% & R ( L-glutamic acid.,
L-Glwa- R 3 K A BRAE M TE v-E L T B (y-aminobu-
GABA) 4= ¥ & W 1 F 1 9 Bt DL-1% & R
(DL-glutamic acid, DL-Gluw) ) #F 4 J7 i B 15 & 2 {E
AT, MTARE A RN E 2. ELBaE s P
Bz L FRE GAD 23] 1R LT, li?'iﬂﬂ Lac-

tobacillus rhamnosus" . Lac-

tyric acid,
In order to avoid the interference of natural GAD ex-
pressed by the own genome of Escherichia coli, the recombinant
cellulose-binding domain glutamate decarboxylase ( CBD-GAD)

was firstly immobilized by regenerated amorphous cellulose

(RAC), and then the RAC-CBD-GAD immobilized enzyme was
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conditions for highly efficient expression of CBD-GAD in E. coli

pentosaceust™ . Enterococcus faecium ™ Fl Lactobacillus

GDMCC60445 by one-factor-at-a-time and Taguchi methods. The
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il 5 52 2R B T4 A 6 ISR T 2 5 0B B AS 8 5
AT EBERE [ E T 5 IR 5 S 0 B R (5 T
AT T 2 5 10 09 9 P M T TR0 80 AR M R R AR 4 )
RO ™ R 29 5 [ A A PRt e R PR AR
ARHE TR R AR5 GAD, ¥ 5278 GAD Hig] A% 4y
E BRSSO A 18] 7 A Bl 2
7 R AR R T ARG I E 2R . GAD SR TAR W 14
HEAN GAD [ fe LSOy BFFE R i1

AERAER M AT DL UL 2 FOR [\ 09 08 X AEALE ok R
T MRS ARE AL 21 L xR 2 B0 A R R R
MR R —F L BT M k. R8T AE R RS
3445 M B 4 4 K 45 4 45 M B (cellulose-binding
domain, CBD) . 2 1 ¥ 42 [X. 48 1 fi# 1k 45 #4387, W it
AR CBD 5 27 4 R kA R 57 RS 1] 30 45 6 1 R of
CBD JF & 2k FObR 45 b il TR 1, 15 2F 2 3850 R F
il g e AL EET 7, GnBE AL B IR R AR A AT HE R A
A3 4 E R I R I (cellulose-binding domain-glutamate
decarboxylase, CBD-GAD) fit & fiff . i 1o 21 4 2% 47 [E &
b KX GAD 1y i 4 ) B AR GF i (2t VE A .

FERTHITRIT T B H Y B RAR T A B R A
GAD 1% YR8 & W R B 3K 5 (Enterococcus faecium) B 4 T
B IF LA T AT SR8 R I Bk T CBD-GAD i TR 1 K
JB KT ¥ (Escherichia coli) GDMCC60445, i F fif & 1
E. coli A 51F1E gadB £ .7 F ik H 5 GAD. % CBD-
GAD £IK L K CBD-GAD {5 Jy il ¥ A7 46 8 T4 . 24
T » 2% 0] 3 2o 05 1 0 5 CBD-GAD filh 45 i 14 il 15
MA R GAD RS 785 138 ‘B CBD-GAD fl & i 19 5
R A, B LR GE . AR R R A AR O
K —1E P HOR 2 o ie w2l g B By A B A 0 il g
R 38 2o 0] P R T 45 S 1 2 {8 40 A R A R L 43 #T
REAR L S TU I AR AL AR 2% 1 o Al 400 LA (B L T 4
ST CBD-GAD B 19 75 5, R F H H 30 B i 3k 3
KA 1 3 3R 38 R I B3R i CBD-GAD F AR 4T 480 LA
A R O Tl AR I S A A 2 A0 S AR A
1 Ae 505k
L1 #e5iF

E. coli GDMCC60445 . A By [ 17 14 @ 1% 7T 3 3% SR
J 2Rk 1 CBD-GAD il & il (1) T F2 18 Bk , VB 4 % 1) 18 Fl £ 9
TR A W T R DR L 5

Y- BT R (s 8 =992 53 67 45U R 45 g (phe-
nylisothiocyanate, PITC) Fl 5'-# B8 Wt % B ( pyridoxal
5'-phosphate, PLP) ;2 [E Sigma /A f ;

LG VCR Z O i Al £ [F TEDIA 24+ 5

N &E E (Ampicillin, Amp) : 445, 35 [F 25 JL4¢,
HETHEYTRCEE ARAR;
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FOAb 3R] AR A0 sl o A 2 ) L 1T 6

H A X E R L 4 £ (regenerated amorphous
cellulose, RAC) : 2 B SCHR[ 27 171 4% 5

LB 55 35 3£ (Luria-Bertani) : 2 18 SCHk [ 28 JHC 1l 1% A 2k
A2 BT A IRE F R 10 ¢/ LR 5 g/LNaCl 10 g/L,
L-%A % % — 4 (monosodium glutamate, MSG) 10 g/L.
Amp 0.1 g/L.pH 7.0;

NB(nutrient broth, & % %) 1 77 3 . & B Gk 28]
L, s A s T A 3 g/LVE AR 10 g/L
NaCl 5 g/L .MSG 10 g/L.Amp 0.1 g/L.pH 7.0;

TYG(Tryptone-Yeast extract-Glucose) £ Fi 3k : £ I
SCHRC29 THC il W AT O BT A R R 5 o/ L BB
5 g/L. 4 % % 10 g/L,MSG 10 g/L, Amp 0.1 g/L,
pH 7.0;

PSB(peptone-sucrose-beef extract) 1% 3% %t : 2 I SCHik
CloJ Ml e A 8. WL M AR 15 ¢/LVFEWE
10 g/L.JEWE 12.5 g/L.ZR4h 6 g/L.MSG 10 g/L. i
80 1.0 g/L.Amp 0.1 g/L.pH 7.0;

i B R AL A BRI 7 BC ) L 432 T LA 250 mL =
R, B 120 mL, 121 *CK & 20 min, ¥ 2 3 F I F i 0
A Amp,

L2 NES5KRE

T OB € 15 3 - 1200 Series B, il B G1354A PG
B LA (G1316A HE A . G1314B A 48 I K 48 4046 ) 2%
Chemstation T.{Euk . 3¢ B LA 7] 5

1 35 7% 5 15 R A4  HZQ-F100 B, 4 b4 117 K5 3k A 4% il

i AR T

£ 3B R R B0l TGL16M L b ik 1l L4 52 56
AR PR 7] 5

Ve R K I LR 5 A - SHA-2 B, VTSR 4 b iy =
e NTE

HLF 40 B K P : AUW120 AL, H A Shimadzu 24 .
L3 Jik
1.3.1 MW IZI S RAC-CBD-GAD il % ¥ E. coli

GDMCC60445 £ 120 mL F 4 °C .8 500 r/min & .0
15 min, BCAE T4, M A 30 mL Az F£R K, 4 Bk 4 1Pk %
A B O W H R SR 5 A pH 8.0.50 mmol/L
Tris-HCl 8 vp i 10 mL, KK 400 W 75 3 1 186 20
JCTAES s B8 5 s, 2 F 50 min) ., ¥ 40 i B 558 W T
8 500 r/min.4 ‘CE.> 15 min, [ & B b ¥ i 32 B .
B8 mL MEEIR MW S 0.6 g {2 RAC R A.,30 C,
50 r/min $&% 15 min, J8 &5 . B A 418 RAC [E @ 1t
CBD-GAD(Z /R i RAC-CBD-GAD) , 4k J5 % ] pH 8.0,
50 mmol/L TrissHCl £ # g 40 mL 43 5 K ¥k % RAC-
CBD-GAD, § 2% JH 4k B #h 7k 40 mL 43 5 W ¥k % RAC-
CBD-GAD, #l1 & 25 B ¥ 59 » B R 2 RAC-CBD-GAD,
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1.3.2 GADE il A T/ CBD-GAD il £ i 2 11
PR FITE £ E. coli H B EERAFRKIEN GAD K50 BT
PR 22 AR 8 38 T I & RAC-CBD-GAD {1 77 ¥ fi
CBD-GAD il & B i 2R 3K 15 00

% RAC-CBD-GAD 0.2 g 5 pH 4.8,0.25 mol/L
L-Glu % (E T 0.2 mol/L ZBRER 2% vk » & 0.2 mmol/L
PLP) 10 mL {E 4,40 “C .80 r/min 7K ¥ & % [ 1 30 min,
S B WR BOR WHE 0.5 mL 5 IJEK 2B 0.5 mL BG4 1k %
% »8 500 r/min B0 15 min, B I 3% % R Bl HPLC I &
GABA,

GAD J& JJ B 8 SR 78 BRI 44 F 1 min 4=
B 1 pmol GABA i 2Ryt 1 A EHE AL (U, LU
My ffi i RAC-CBD-GAD ff H A 19 GAD fiff i (U/g) 5%
Ph GAD J 15 5 i 198 35 41 RAC-CBD-GAD -3 if§ i o
100 % 53 AR X BTG (V0 Fom .
1.3.3  HPLC Wi & GABA Z Btk [29]# 47 I & .
HPLC 2% 4 {4 2 : ZORBAX Eclipse XDB Cys (4.6 mm X
250 mm,5 pom) EREAE s G P4 254 nm; BEAE 20 pL,
i 25 C.
134 Frrmmdl & R —25 CHMmEM E. coli
GDMCC60445 B F 1 mL, # A LB K 3% 3%, 37 C.
120 r/min YR 555 12 h,
1.3.5  RACHIAE X CBD-GAD [ € b i 52 4 A il
K 8 mL 4395 0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1.0 g RAC #£47 &
EAL % RAC-CBD-GAD, I ] & Hi% J1 . R RAC-
CBD-GAD 5 K il 75 % 07 (19 RAC Fi 2 76 DA% 4 R %L 3
i R 56 I fs RAC it DL ORIE B 301 5246 I KRR
JBE Wt [l e CBD-GAD,
1.3.6 I K% 9% 5 X CBD-GAD ik 08 mH 43 B Bt
E. coli GDMCC60445 FF ¥ 2 mL # A 120 mL LB ¥; %
JE ONDB B35 3 TYG #9725 \PSB #5357 44,37 °C 120 r/min
PTG H 3% 24 h, WWHEMME, #] & RAC-CBD-GAD 3| &
HiE I,
1.3.7  MSG ¥ fin & %f CBD-GAD 351 %MW 4y B
E. coli GDMCC60445 F 7k 2 mL $: A MSG ¥l 4
W24 0.0,2.5,5.0,7.5,10.0,12.5 g/L {#J 120 mL.pH 5.5
By LB R: 33,37 °C . 120 r/min YR % 1558 24 h., UR4EH
Jd . i % RAC-CBD-GAD F- I & H 3% 77 .
1.3.8  Amp %} CBD-GAD KikW# 0 # A1k 5 75
W8 E. coli GDMCC60445 75 A & Amp B9 LB 1% 35 3
S S HIRMENF F I R E W 2 mL A
120 mL A& Amp 1 LB 532,37 °C.120 r/min ¥ %
gt 24 he WCEANML . il % RAC-CBD-GAD J Il 5& H i
J3. LA 0.1 g/L Amp Y LB 15 5 B i IR R RE SR AR
X B
1.3.9 KiFEEW I pH{E XS CBD-GAD ik m 4
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HHLE. coli GDMCC60445 F i 2 mL # A 120 mL 4]
4 pH 435314 5.0,5.5,6.0,6.5,7.0,7.5,8.0 ff) LB 53
.37 °C 120 r/min 4 3 55 5% 24 ho WS A0 . &
RAC-CBD-GAD il % H 3% J7 .
1.3.10 K& B XF CBD-GAD 3k 1% m 4 3
E. coli GDMCC60445 Fh T 2 mL # A 120 mL LB k%
3,4y B F 31,34,37,40,43 °C,120 r/min § 3% ¥5 5
24 h, AR A . 4 RAC-CBD-GAD - & H i J) .
1.3.11 %t CBD-GAD ik 4 BB E. coli
GDMCC60445 FfF# 2 mL # A 120 mL LB ¥ 575, 78
37 “C 4 F 0,80,100,120,140 r/min ¥ 3% ¥5 5 24 h,
W £ 41, 46 RAC-CBD-GAD 39l 5 3% 77 .
1.3.12 R EEHF A %) CBD-GAD ik 3w 4 5 I
E. coli GDMCC60445 f ¥ 2 mL # A 120 mL LB
3,37 °C 120 r/min 4y BIHR % ¥E 35 12,24,36,48,60 h,
W B 41 i, il %5 RAC-CBD-GAD -l i HA% g .
1.3.13 HOR®mEiT 46 0nRRNmE RER LB K
FE U PHOURE A M BT T hEREE, KA
Minitab 15 # {2 H H A R 50 Bk AT i fk . DL it
VT S 1 5 2R A R e B SR R 4 A i R
Kk G B 08 F0 A5 8 LL, DATAT 66 22 45 BRI SR KT
AR op PR 3R a0 2 2R 25 A 0 3 SR B vh B SR VR i MSG
M Amp, NaCl B it 324 10 ¢/L. #iA% Sy 250 mL = £
FEAE R 120 mL, 121 “C R 20 min,
1.3.14  BEab 35300 F)H IBM SPSS Statistics 19.0
BRI B R J7 22 0 Bt (ANOVA) 1 e /N B 35 25 B0k
(LSDYEATGE AT 43 BT o PRI 3 v 0 30 5 B AH [R] 2 7 75 41 1]
ZE A WE (P>0.05) , B 37 B AR KR8 A ) 22 57
2 (P<0.05),
2 GRS
2.1 RAC:FmE CBD-GAD BRI EMm

2K FF B A E SN IR S 0 TR e S e
To i X 43 IR TG 0 4% T8 77 % A1 VR B 00 1 R ik A 1
W5 38 AR K0 TR T DA o O Ak 1 285 SRR R
BB KRR KL ZH A THMNEIG Y RE., BRAREH
Ve b AR I AE AR 6 R DL AR T R A 1 TR Y
ST G PR i A AR IR R R AR Y B T AR O AR R
IR 04 AU A T AR AL T A R Y A RS L
R i P R AR T PRI 3R 5K R S B R I G SR . R
W A S B AR A R RS AR i 1 2R A 1R R R TR,
i T RAC X &4 CBD (¥ Rl& Fl FL A A58 19 55 55 1 W B
PERE B AU 5 R HT RAC % CBD-GAD 5 K AT i
H 51 GAD K AAEG A LA 22 8 (1 4 25 7538 o U [ 2
fLHF RAC-CBD-GAD J&E#: , T vk E. coli 1) GAD Kk
fig o B 700 T, HE R T RB AR R
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[f] 4~ CBD-GAD [yt £ 7E 25 5, B e 20 LA 50 2 11
RAC DL UE i 5 K BR B2 M H AS [] 4k 0 i fL B8 . CBD-
GAD 52 4 W fft .

ME 17,2 0.2 g RAC 5 8 mL CBD-GAD #i i}
WIR A RAC-CBD-GAD 2 i 1 T 3k 3 KA . 4k 2238 Jm
RAC,RAC-CBD-GAD G RAMEE, 5 0.1 g RAC K
05 20 25 5 g 35 (P<C0.05) , 1 5 o 4% 41 25 8 B 3% (P>
0.05), Z5HUiH] 0.2 ¢ RAC T fg¥ 8 mL CBD-GAD #
H W CBD-GAD 58 4 W fff . Jy 7 R4 RAC 5t 2, 1K
W %4 R ECH 3, Bl 0.6 ¢ RAC I F8 mL i
% CBD-GAD iy [ 2 1k

s 4001 b b b b
2.5 a0 i/.\"—.\'
ms -
:1:25
SE]
158 2000
2ET
TE 2 100)
S &
2=}
0 | |

0.1 02 03 04 05
P2 o 2T 2k 2

Regenerated amorphous cellulose/g

B 1 RAC &z CBD-GAD B 2 449 %@
Effect of amount of RAC on the
immobilization of CBD-GAD

Figure 1

2.2 #EFEI CBD-GAD gt & B R %M

M 2 A %0, L LB, NB, TYG,PSB ¥ 3 3t % B
E. coli GDMCC60445 $7] # 35 CBD-GAD fil & i . Hp
DL LB 35 9 5 R W335 CBD-GAD 35 i 5 H A 55 41 22
SR EE(P<0.0D; 5 LB B 540 1k, NB. TYG.PSB
9 B3R 1 RAC-CBD-GAD A8 %I # 1% X 73 5 4
(74.14£2.46) % ,(0.95+£0.22) %, (78.04 £6.74) %, 45
REW.LB 8 32 B ¥ & H E. coli GDMCC60445 3 ik
CBD-GAD,
2.3 MSG FEME* CBD-GAD & ik 88

gy &l 3 Af L, MSG Rt 0.0~12.5 g/L B} RAC-
CBD-GADE J7 B4 — 30, i 3% M 22 7 (P>0.05) , 1]

op
< 100+ .
yz £ 80F b
B g L
_;,; 60
EZ 40t
<
=20t
0 a
LB NB TYG PSB
BRIk
Medium

B2 FE#ZFL CBD-GAD k48 £ ik 9%k
Figure 2 Effect of different medium on the expression
of fusion CBD-GAD
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1207
100+
80+
60
40+

AT B I
Relative activity/%

20+

oL ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ A
0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 10.0 125

MSGs it
Addition amount of MSG/(g * L")
B 3 L-%R 84 CBD-GAD @&k & B & ik 64 % v
Figure 3 Effect of addition amount of MSG on the

expression of fusion CBD-GAD

MSG %t E. coli GDMCC60445 235 CBD-GAD fil 4 il ¢
. R BN ES I MSG.

MSG J2&: GAD 4k 5 B9 » 1 A7E GAD b T %
A R A R U B e AN R e L RO T i
MSG Ky i 3 s PR 7 M 2 & GAD Ry &35, % 18 55 5
Fd I MSGHO ¥ AR K 86 £ W MSG Xt E. coli
GDMCC60445 T.# 1 i CBD-GAD T 5% Wi , H J5 B 7T fig
BRI AN E. coli GDMCC60445 T 78 14 % Fl W8
BFRE T P s - MSG X HTC 15 T 4E T, [H] B 5% 5% &%
PR FFRRIAEL M E. coli M5 M A K L i 5 MSG R
UL 1 2 A AS 2
2.4 Amp 3t CBD-GAD 3% B &

S TR S 5 & O kL, 8 T AR R R AP R
5 TR Bt AR g A W R AR R DL BT Ok TR &
SRE SR A AR S N AR T KRR K
AF T Tl . E. coli GDMCC60445 T 1% W #5 47
AmpR FitEARIC B 4 X E. coli GDMCC60445 T & 1 2
\ﬁ'ﬁﬁfi%%%%cfn;ﬁbu Amp PL#fiff CBD-GAD IF # 32

WFF T %%, R BN E. coli GDMCC60445 T F2

?iij: Amp I Fh 715 Fe B b i S e B2 5 bR IR AE TR
Amp Ay HE IR H P kB, H R 38 CBD-GAD i fig J1 5 %
Amp BN — 5, LR FHMEEF (P>0.05), F5RE
B].E. coli DH5-LNSFO2 T @ Mfefa e . 5 E AR H
BIMAREER,

1201
100+
. g0k
= 60
40+
201

AR W
Relative activity/%

0.1 gL Amp
B 4 #FHEE3 CBD-GAD sk 48 KA 0% h
Figure 4 Effect of ampicillin on the expression of

fusion CBD-GAD

No Amp
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2.5 EFEYE pH EX CBD-GAD fh & B R L0 &

B 5 w5 AW th pH X CBD-GAD 1) £k ¥
WA, ¥EFREW A pH R 5.5 F1 6.0 B, RAC-CBD-
GAD FH A B 50 0C, Bl A B 7 2500 4 pH B AR
RAC-CBD-GAD H X i 1 #4328 1 T W . BAR G4 BT 45
S0, pH 5.5 K415 pH 6.0 X5 4 2 1] 6 725 1k 2%
F(P>0.05), {0 RAC-CBD-GAD Af Xt l§ 1% 4 °F 24 1 5%
s P PR R LAY W 4 pH Ol 5.5,

1201
1007
N
w2 2 80]
= T 60
3
= ;g 40+
5
= 20L
0 | | | I | | L
50 55 60 65 7.0 7.5 8.0
B4 pHIE
Initial pH
B 5 A4 pH 2 CBD-GAD @k 486 & A 69 % v
Figure 5 Effect of initial pH value on the expression of

fusion CBD-GAD

E. coli 38 TE L BE A K BT B A K 50 35 W] 8
FRHM WG pH 2 5.5 B A F] F CBD-GAD By &Rk, i
B CBD-GAD (3235 5 15 £ 18 19 A= K IR [R] L 78 f 198 1
FUTEAFWaESFRIEDF P KEEM. G
CBD-GAD [y %35,

2.6 HEFBEX CBD-GAD gt &R MM

& 6 af I, B 3R IR BT 37 Cit ,RAC-CBD-GAD
)AL T il 7% I A I RE 1 R T G R Y ek 37 C L IR )
T R, & 0060 4 R) 22 5 i 2 (P<C0.01), #5REER
BLE. coli GDMCC60445 3% ik CBD-GAD it & i i) 5 3%
RFRRE R 37 C. 5 E. coli EHARKRE . F,
PP EE SR N 37 C,

2.7 BKEEY CBD-GAD gt & B R %M

M 7 T L, B % % DR %% ¥ B8 RAC-CBD-GAD

AH G} i 2R T 3G, 248 4 120 r/min B 4k 2 B R

1201

—_

=3

(=4
T

80F
60
40/

AR il
Relative activity/%

201

(=)

31 34 37 40 43
i

Culture temperature/ C

B 6 3R E s CBD-GAD 8k 4 B & ik 09 % h
Figure 6 Effect of culture temperature on the
expression of fusion CBD-GAD
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1207
1001
801
60
401

AR X G
Relative activity/%

20F

0 L L L L
0 80 100 120 140

L2 30
Rotation speed/(r + min™)
B 7 k%3t CBD-GAD &k 4B & ik 69 %
Figure 7 Effect of rotation speed on the expression of
fusion CBD-GAD

RAC-CBD-GAD 3% J1 #4 F F #, 120 r/min X B 41 5
140 r/min KA 2 5 A B FH (P>0.05) ., K, EH#E
REE# N 120 r/min,
2.8 EEEREX CBD-GAD Fi% H 2 0H

E 8 %%, KB 24 h, RAC-CBD-GAD % Jj £ K, 4k
SrE K % I ], RAC-CBD-GAD i 77108 45 F [ 36 ~
60 h WilaF P i . £ilmd xR AR ¥ (P>0.05., HF
KRR SR AR R 2 5 35 34 TR R A R T AT A
T CBD-GAD @il & i > i P9 1 a8 v F8c 4 A o ik 47 42
TR o DA T 365 00 40 ML 9 R B 8 K R ) CBD-GAD
B AT RESR R 24 h 5 K RAC-CBD-GAD 3% 71
WA TR IR R . e A RS IR) D 24 b,

r b
100f b b b
o\\o % /\,—,—d‘
N -_
Bz
= E o60-
Z ¢
ZE 40t
=
20}
0 | | | | I
12 24 36 48 60

e Feirt ]

Incubation time/h
B 8 & Exet i xt CBD-GAD fk A B & A 49 % &
Figure 8 Effect of fermentation time on the expression
of fusion CBD-GAD

2.9 HORKKER

2K B 2R 1 R B0 3 T A 30 45 SR 1 L
2, R0 EAAE M A A 25 R TR LI 9~ 12
MFE 4~6,

1 RBRERSKTE
Table 1 Factors and levels table
B g H i/ C BEtkgE/
K A ¥1hs pH (gL D) (g LD
1 5.0 8 4
2 5.5 10 5
3 6.0 12 6
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® 3 BERKFEHHENRSSH
Table 3 Mean value response of the selected
factor levels

K- A B C

1 289.0 363.8 350.7

2 115.9 356.3 358.7

3 368.9 353.7 364.4

 osEmE 1269 101 137
HERR 1 3 2
x4 HWERESN

Table 4 Analysis of variance of mean value

PRI AWM CFA BRI MRES I E F p

2 HAORBEBEHTRER
Table 2 Taguchi design matrix with the experimental
values of RAC-CBD-GAD activity
= T EE /(U - g 1)
s A B C . .
5 1 5w 2
1 1 1 1 271.43 282.23
2 1 2 2 287.17 291.11
3 1 3 3 298.42 303.63
4 2 1 2 428.19 436.26
5 2 2 3 402.46 417.51
6 2 3 1 394.67 416.18
7 3 1 3 378.38 386.15
8 3 1 362.44 377.19
9 3 3 2 347,61 361.73
99 /
951 .
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Figure 9 Normal probability plots of mean residuals
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Figure 10 Normal probability plots of the residuals of

signal-to-noise ratio
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A 2 24690.9 246909 12 345.4 38.78 0.025
B 2 163.8 163.8 81.9  0.26 0.795
C 2 285.5 285.5 142.7  0.45 0.690
mERE 2 636.6  636.6 3183
it 8  25776.8
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Table 5 Response of signal-to-noise ratio of the

selected factor levels

K A B C
1 49.21 51.07 50.78
2 52.37 50.94 50.98
3 51.33 50.90 51.16
RME 316 016 038
HERR 1 3 2
x6 ERILFZEDN
Table 6 Analysis of variance of signal-to-noise ratio

FERE BHE FHM REFHFAMKREH2Z F p
A 2 15.56 15.56 7.78  38.01 0.026
B 2 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.11 0.905
C 2 0.21 0.21 0.11 0.52 0.660
mERE 2 041 041 o020
it 3 16.23
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AR I A &£ NaCl, Bl 7] 3818 E. coli GDM-
CC60445 25K BR % Bk B CBD-GAD fili & i 1% 3& 11 LB ¥
FeFEHR N R LB IR SO 480N R 5 8 o/ L Bk
H 6 g/LL.NaCl 10 g/L.pH 5.5,
2.10 WIELHR
SR FRECA 0 25 5 T RE DL K OF AL B Gy
HEAT HI 3000 7 48 4k £ 4 F 3849 19 RAC-CBD-GAD i
6 R (428.214£7.50) U/g. 4 LAk B LBR; 52 510 K
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Figure 12 The main effects plot of signal-to-noise ratio (SN larger-the-better)
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