&F= Mexico

Conference 2021

abfit) Humulus lupulus as a valuable ingredient for cosmetics: assessment of
antimicrobial and anti-inflammatory activity

A
Ao—

N
E—
UNIVERSIDADE
BEIRA INTERIOR

Palmeira-de-Oliveira, Rital-%34; Guiomar, Lilianal, Valente, Joao?!, Vaz, Catial, Rolo, Joanal, Gaspar,
Carlost 43, Caramelo, Débora>®’, Goncalves, José Carlos>®’, Delgado, Fernanda>®’/, Martinez-de-Oliveira,
Josél?, Palmeira-de-Oliveira, Anal:?3"

Instituto Politécnico 1CICS-UBI: Health Sciences Research Center, Faculty of Health Sciences, University of Beira Interior, Covilh&, Portugal; ?Faculty of Health Sciences, University of Beira

e Costelo Branco Interior, Covilha, Portugal; 3Labfit-HPRD:Health Products Research and Development Lda, Covilha, Portugal; #“CNC- Center for Neurosciences and Cell Biology, Center for
\yl = |nnovative Biomedicine and Biotechnology (CIBB), University of Coimbra, Coimbra, Portugal; >Escola Superior Agraria do Instituto Politécnico de Castelo Branco, Portugal;
é SCERNAS: Research Center for Natural Resources, Environment and Society, Agriculture Science Research Group, Castelo Branco, Portugal; ‘Centro de Biotecnologia de

inovep
Plantas, Castelo Branco, Portugal.

Inovacéo com Extratos de Plantas
Innovation From Plant Extracts

Introduction

= Humulus lupulus, belonging to the Cannabaceae family, is popularly used in traditional medicine for its relaxing therapeutic properties, such as the treatment of

Insomnia and anxiety [1].
= The inflorescence of H.lupulus (the mostly used part of the plant) is responsible for the medicinal character of the plant because it is where the lupulin gland Is
located, an organ harbouring mainly 15-30% of resins (hard and soft resins), essential oils, polyphenols, among other minority compounds [2].
= The secondary metabolites of H.lupulus are known to have a high anti-inflammatory, anxiolytic, antidepressant, antioxidant and antimicrobial potential [3,4].

AIM: to evaluate the interest of H. lupulus as a cosmetic ingredient, by assessing Iits bioactivities of interest, in vitro.
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= The flower hydrolate extract also decreases the production of NO and decreases the expression of COX-2 by LPS activated macrophages, evidencing a

strong anti-inflammatory activity.
* The mix hydrolate and agueous extract did not show an antibacterial effect on the studied strains neither significantly altered the metabolic activity of 3T3

fibroblasts and RAW macrophages.

Conclusions

This study demonstrated that H. lupulus, mainly the inflorescence of the plant, has interesting biological activities, specifically anti-inflammatory, antioxidant and antibacterial,
that support its possible use as active ingredient for cosmetics products to be in the promotion of skin health.
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