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Formula Optimization of Grapevine Crumbs as Hypsizygus marmoreus Culture Medium
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Abstract
H. marmoreus. [ Method] Using grapevine crumbs as H. marmoreus culture medium, different formula was designed for Nanji 2. The mycelium

[ Objective | To optimize the formula of Hypsizygus marmoreus culture medium,and to enhance the cultivation economic benefit of

growth situation of Nanji 2 was analyzed, the effects of different treatments on H. marmoreus yield , biotransformation rate , H. marmoreus commodity
rate , grading proportion , production cost and cultivation benefit were analyzed. [ Result ] Treatment of cottonseed hull 38% , grapevine crumbs 50% ,
wheat bran 10% ,lime 2% had the optimal effects. The mycelium grew fast and strong, its yield and biotransformation rate were relatively high,
showing no significant differences with the control. The commodity rate was the highest,which was 5. 55% higher than the control; the proportion
of high-quality mushroom was the highest (94.49% ) ,which was 12. 74% higher than the control; unit profit was the highest (0. 34 yuan/bag) ,
which was 0. 29 yuan/bag higher than the control. [ Conclusion ] Tt was feasible to use grapevine crumbs as Hypsizygus marmoreus culture

medium.
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Table 1 Comparison of the formula of Hypsizygus marmoreus culture

medium in different treatments %
| 2 g SH e L : )
reatment  Cottonseed Grapevine Wheat .
Sawdust Lime
code hull crumbs bran
@ 63 15 10 10 2
@ 58 0 30 10 2
® 38 0 50 10 2
@ 18 0 70 10 2
® 0 0 38 10 2
CK 63 25 0 10 2
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on mycelium growth

WSS TR AR A
Treatment ~ Germination Growth speed Mycelium
code d cem/d growth
) 2 0.73 a i+
® 2 0.70 a ++

® 2 0.71 a +++
@ 2 0.61 b ++
) 2 0.40 ¢ +++
CK 2 0.76 a +++

T+ BB IORE 2 KYMIT . [FSIA RN 7R R 1E 0. 05 7K
PSR

Note: More + indicated more vigorous growth of mycelium. Different lower-
cases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05
level
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the yield and biotransforma-

tion rate of Hypsizygus marmoreus

e e R
Treatment code Yield//kg/ 4% Biotransformation rate//%
@ 0.463 ab 92.86 ab

® 0.476 a 95.32 a

® 0.474 a 94.79 a

@ 0.409 ¢ 81.94 b

® 0.324 d 64.95 ¢

CK 0.484 a 96.87 a

1 R INE FREFRRTE 0. 05 K25 5 1 3
Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0. 05 level
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the grading proportion of

commodity mushroom %
RhERGES  SS LB SREB M KB L L4
Treatment  Proportion Proportion Proportion Proportion
code of grade SS of grade S of grade M of grade L
@ 6.54 39.58 26.33 27.55
@ 7.33 54.15 32.61 5.91
©) 3.98 59.21 35.28 1.53
@ 15.39 55.14 21.97 7.50
® 4.51 49.38 29. 65 16. 46
CK 11.55 40.52 41.23 6.70
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Table 5 Comparison of the production cost and cultivation benefit of

different treatments T/ A
e o =
Compre- Commodity Output )
Treatment . Profit
od hensive mushroom value Jo/ A8
o cost// /4% vield/kg/48 JL/4R =
@ 1.65 0.351 1.47 -0.18
@ 1.47 0. 409 1.72 0.25
® 1.45 0.426 1.79 0.34
@ 1.37 0.314 1.32 -0.05
® 1.31 0.259 1.09 -0.22
CK 1.64 0.402 1. 69 0.05
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