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Comparison of three detection methods of casein allergens in food
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ABSTRACT: Objective To compare the detection effect of three kinds of casein ELISA kits on the market.
Methods The recovery, precision and specificity of three brands of ELISA kits were compared by adding
positive ingredients, such as skim milk powder and casein. Results ELISA kits could detect casein content in a
variety of foods. The recovery, precision and other performance could meet the relevant detection limit require-
ments. Conclusion The method is easy to operate and does not require any complex equipment. It is applica-
ble to rapid screening for a large number of samples and a variety of primary laboratory food quality monitoring.
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Table 1 Comparison of the technical details of kits

A B C
s 60°C s s 60°C R s >
30 min 45 min 45 min
40 min 30 min 30 min
1.0 ~10 mg/kg 0.5~13.5 mg/kg 2.5~15 mg/kg
/
, 4 A 3% , B
5.2% ,
(1) :A B ,
, C C ,
@) P A 34 HRMIRE
, B
s ; B
; C b 9
3) A A ’
s 1.0~10 mg/kg, ’ (
0.26~2.6 mg/kg; B ) ’
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2.5~15 mg/kg , A >
32 MWMERR ’
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| 4
, 2~ 3
C )
FDA 2005 10 5
, 2.5
—2004
mg/kg, 86.2%~121% A
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2007 11 27
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82%~98%; B ’ ¢ B N
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*2 BEMME=MERP EERTEE(n=18)
Table 2 The recovery rate range of skimmed milk powder in the three matrices(n=18)
A
mg/kg mg/kg (%) (%) *
mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg (%)
1.0 0.26 0.27~0.31 103.8~119 <0.5 / <2.5 /
2.5 0.64 0.58~0.61 90.6~95.3 0.68~0.71 106.3~111.0 <2.5 /
5.0 1.28 1.05~1.23 82.0~96.1 1.17~1.39 91.4~108.6 <2.5 /
10.0 2.56 2.13~2.26 83.2~88.3 2.19~2.62 85.5~102.3 3.10 121.1
* C ,
%3 MEAEZMMERPEKERTEE(N=18)
Table 3 The recovery rate range of Casein in the three matrices(n=18)
A
*
mg/kg mg/kg (%) (%)
mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg (%)
0.5 0.5 0.38~0.47 76~94 0.53~0.62 106~122 2.5 /
1.0 1.0 0.87~0.91 87~91 0.78~1.06 78~106 2.5 /
2.5 2.5 2.15~2.41 86~96.4 2.49~2.67 99.6~106.8 2.69 107.6
5.0 5.0 4.56~4.79 91.2~95.8 4.61~5.20 92.2~104 431 86.2
10.0 10.0 8.92~9.63 89.2~96.3 76.2~96.4 76.2~96.4 11.4 114
* C s
x4 IFP SEYRELISA MER
Table 4 ELISA results of IFP reference materials
ELISA (mg/kg )
A B
5.00 12.50 5.00 12.50
1 4.63 10.95 5.39 12.68
A 2 4.84 11.23 5.36 13.26
3 4.78 10.86 5.26 12.98
1 5.02 11.68 5.25 14.06
B 2 5.18 11.44 5.16 14.77
3 5.08 11.98 5.38 13.37
(X, mg/kg) 4.92 11.36 5.30 13.52
(SD, mg/kg) 0.19 0.40 0.08 0.70
(CV, %) 3.86 3.52 1.51 5.2
(%) 98.4 90.88 106.00 108.16
8 b b
bl
ELISA
B_ 5
) C ;
, ELISA ,
) , (Major Allergen
Declaration (MAD) Guidelines) 3
mg/kg, A B 3
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