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Table 1 Effect of different addative formula of culture
materials on first-flush, second-flush primordium appearance 3 ’
time of Stropharia rugosoannulata d ’ 5d ’ 5d
o 2016 3 27,
T First-flush primordium Second-flush primordium 122. 23 ~137. 53 mm ’
reatment
appearance time appearance time 107. 39 ~ 120. 49 mm,
1 39 17 s 4 6 R
2 12 20 .
3 40 18 (/K
1 36 15 12.52% 12 13%, 4>
° 57 M 5> 1> 3> 2>CK,
CK 43 21
2
Table 2 Responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata cap to different additive formulation of culture materials mm

2016-03-17

Treatment

Cap thickness Cap perimeter

Cap thickness

2016-03-22

Cap perimeter Cap thickness

2016-03-27

Cap perimeter

1 21 34 130. 83 32. 59 151 29 38 78 180. 42
2 20. 33 128 24 33. 35 152 51 38 81 179. 68
3 21. 87 130. 39 32. 26 151 92 39. 25 180. 13
4 21. 83 130. 95 33. 49 153. 56 39. 97 185. 51
5 21 81 130. 68 33 51 153, 33 39, 43 181. 57
CK 20. 29 128 35 3L 16 150. 63 37. 53 178. 85
3
Table 3 Responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata stipe to different additive formulation of culture materials mm
2016-03-17 2016-03-22 2016-03-27
Treatment
Stipe length Stipe perimeter Stipe length Stipe perimeter Stipe length Stipe perimeter
1 64. 31 53. 16 93. 29 80. 83 134. 06 113. 68
2 61 18 51 82 92. 35 79. 04 128 62 109. 21
3 62. 92 52. 61 93. 21 8L 05 131. 67 113. 35
4 65, 28 54, 34 94, 39 82. 39 137. 53 120. 42
5 65. 06 54. 18 93. 52 8L 64 137. 01 117. 99
CK 60. 19 51 17 89, 48 7807 122. 23 107. 39
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2.4 3> 2>CK, 2016 3 27
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Table 4 Responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata fresh weight to different additive formulation of culture materials

Stropharia rugosoannulata fresh weight per plant/g

Treatment 2016-03-17 2016-03-22 2016-03-27
1 43, 25+ 1 39bAB 113. 75£1 39abA 127. 88+0. 83bAB
2 39. 501 60cC 103. 75+ 1 49cB 123. 25+ 1 16bcBC
3 42, 25+1. 28bB 108 88+1. 81bA 126. 38+2. 13bBC
4 45, 3840, 74aA 114. 631 19aA 134, 63+ 1. 06aA
5 43, 63+ 1 19bB 112. 131 64abA 132. 751 49aA
CK 38 63+ 1 18cC 102. 50+£3. 81cB 120. 50+1. 60cC
a=0. 05 . a=0. 01 . o

Note: Lowercase letters indicate a significant level of «=0. 05.uppercase letters indicate a very significant level of @=0. 01.the same below.

25
4> 5> 1> 3> 2>CK, 2016
3 27 6
5 s 2016 3 17 ’
2016 3 27 s ’
4 26.40 g, CK 11 53%.,
’
, 4 5 ,
H ’
2 3
4 ,CK , 6 °
5
Table 5 Responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata dry weight to different additive formulation of culture materials
Stropharia rugosoannulata dry weight per plant/g
Treatment 2016-03-17 2016-03-22 2016-03-27
1 8. 55+0. 28aA 21. 61£0. 29bA 24. 6240, 52bB
2 7. 62+0. 27bB 20. 46 0. 95¢B 23. 7140, 48¢BC
3 8 37+0. 20aA 21. 25£0. 19bA 24. 08+0. 29¢BC
4 8 75+0. 18aA 22, 62+0. 38aA 26. 400, 34aA
5 8 56+0. 27aA 21. 97+0. 42abA 26. 01+0. 56aA
CK 7. 50+0. 21bB 20. 14=£1. 09¢B 23.67+0. 29¢C
2.6 ) 4 )
75.60%, CK . 70.85%.
4 6. 70¢
6 , 6 4 %.
2.7
N N
) 134. 63 g.26. 40 g,45 36 kg -
(12m*>) ',CK N 7 , 4 N N
s 4 4 CK , 26.54% .2 32%.

. 6. 97%, . N
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CK. 24. 82%.0. 98%.6. 17%, 1> 5> 4,
4> 5> 1> 3> 2> . . 5
CK, 4  CK ; .
CK., 13.82%. 4> 5> 1> 3>
7.33%, 4, 11. 86%. 2>CK,
6. 68%, CK> 2> 3>
6

Table 6 Responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata yield to different additive formulation of culture materials

Treatment
Items 1 2 3 4 5 CK
/g 127. 88bAB 123. 25beBC 126. 38bBC 134. 63aA 132. 75aA 120. 50cC
/g 24. 62bB 23. 71cBC 24. 08cBC 26. 40aA 26. 0laA 23. 67c¢C
) 45. 07 42. 82 44. 98 45. 36 45. 19 42. 51
/(kg+ (12m2) 1)
37 425. 00+ 36 775 00+ 37 400, 00+ 37 625 00+ 37 525 00+ 35 710. 00+
/(kg + hm—2) 537. 74aAB 512. 35abAB 663, 33aA 590. 90aAB 537. 74aAB 228 91bB
’ 8 83 8 44 8 82 8 94 8 86 8 37
/(kg+ (12m2) 1)
7 335 15+ 7 235 30+ 7 270. 18+ 7402 73+ 7 364. 10+ 6 892 40+
/(kg+ hm—2) 95. 23aA 83. 48aA 189. 08bAB 126. 22aA 94, 36aA 160. 08bB
/% 75. 12 71 37 74. 97 75. 60 75. 32 70. 85
7
Table 7 Responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata quality to different additive formulation of culture materials %
Treatment
Ttems 1 2 3 1 5 CK
26 14+0. 17abAB 25 1940 19aAB 25 8340 09aAB 26, 5440, 46aA 26. 3740, 25aA 24, 8240, 12bB
20940 19aA 1 01£0 25abAB 1 760 23abAB 2 3240 28aA 2 231+0. 26aA 0. 980, 19bB
12 2641 38bA 13 1240 08abA 12 6440 74abA 11 86+1 13bA 12 1040 90bA 13 82+0 95aA
7. 0240, 20abcAB 7. 2540 11abAB 7. 2240, 34aA 6. 6840 12cB 6. 7940 19bcAB 7. 330, 04aA
6 630, 08bAB 6. 3040, 05¢D 6 3640, 08cCD 6 9740 16aA 6 680, 19bBC 6. 1740 09¢D
b
3 b
4
b o
6 ,
+ + o
b N ~ b
b A
4 , CK
N ’ N ’ N
Y Ay b
A b [7]
b o
b
b
o b y
12. 7,
K C,
30%,

. 1 g KH_]P()4 +
0.5 g ZnSO,+0. 5 g MgSO, + ’
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Responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata Growth and Quality to
Different Additive Formulation of Cultural Materials

GUO Wenwen'**,ZHUO Macao® , HE Shuling®*, YANG Jingjun' ,CHANG Yuwei' ,FANG Jiangping®
(1. Tibet College of Agriculture and Animal Husbandry. Nyingchi, Tibet 860000; 2. National Key Station for Field

Scientific Observation &. Experiment, Nyingchi, Tibet 860000; 3. Tibet Key Laboratory of Forest Ecology in Plateau Area,

Ministry of Education, Nyingchi, Tibet 860000;4. Gansu Normal University for Nationalities, Hezuo, Gansu 747000)

Abstract: To study the responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata growth and quality to different

additive formulation of cultural material, wild Stropharia rugosoannulata of Dangzhougou prairie,
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Gannan Plateau were separation and control to obtain cultivated species which were treated with unusual additive
agents by single factor block method. Afterwards, measurement was made for morphological indicators like
primordium appearance time,cap thickness,cap perimeter,stipe length,stipe perimeter,fresh weight per plant,dry
weight per plant,plot yield,as well as quality indicators like crude fat, crude protein,ash, polysaccharides, crude
fiber content to study the responses of Stropharia rugosoannulata growth and quality to different additive
formulation of cultural material. The results showed that the best growth and quality of Stropharia
rugosoannulata were observed in treatment 4 (10 g gibberellin+ 10 g auxin+50 g plant ash), the content of
polysaccharides,crude protein and crude fat were the highest, while the contents of ash and crude fiber were the
lowest,and order of that of treatment 4>treatment 5>treatment 1>>treatment 3>>treatment 2>CK was shown.
This provides a theoretical basis for selection of the best additive for Stropharia rugosoannulata planting,as well
as the scientific basis for high yield,high quality production of Stropharia rugosoannulata.

Keywords: Stropharia rugosoannulata ; quality ; growth;cultivated species;additive



