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Abstract

Aim: To study the best culture medium for laboratory fermentation of the biocontrol strain Pseu-
domonas lutea, which has a preventive effect on the postharvest diseases of muskmelon, and then
provide high-quality resources for the application and development of microbial pesticides. Me-
thods: Plackett-Burman and Box-Behnken design experiments using Design-Expert 8.0 software.
Results: The optimal medium for laboratory fermentation of the biocontrol strain Pseudomonas
Iuteola, which has antagonistic effect on the main pathogenic fungi that cause the postharvest dis-
eases of muskmelon, was determined as: Glucose 20 g/L, MgS0. 0.2 g/L, beef extract 8.3 g/L, yeast
extract 6.9 g/L, K;HPO4 1 g/L, CaCO3 1 g/L.
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H E

HE: WA A ICR G 5 B A BVA R AR AR IR R R I ) S E R BRI R, A
ARG AT RBRUEMFEEIE. FiE: KF Design-Expert 8.0 % 14 ff] Plackett-Burman X Box-
Behnken#itHdH. 45R: HiE 7 X 5B EHIRERE EEREEREBERBIERNAEN WEHRIERE
R S F ¥ (Pseudomonas luteola)SEH = R BB AERE SR EN: H4HE20 g/L, MgS0,0.2 g/L, FRAE
8.3g/L, B#8}E6.9g/L, K;HPO,1g/L, CaCO31g/L.
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1. 51§

ST AR A PR R RN R B AR P sk, AR BT TR, EREIIAE, R ZR G
JE§ PR BB AR G B AR T, i LV R TV B i 7o ) P EE A 1] (2] FLRTCR S5 993 55 78t T 4%
JRF= X I R A CON A BRI A 3], AR AR MR R

HAT, SRR R R G T [4], (HBEAE A HERE ) 8UE D o, BAK
SRR SRR ) BORIAR 2% B IR R SR HA 5], SRR T — P e A M SR B R 5 o 2 1 7 2 190
NEEE, TR S AR TR R R BERD BT S R R AR, S TCEE . ORI R R S 0 A
HFRAL T — P E B L [6] [7] [8].

2B AT LR B — AR LA B A R B TCR G 73 E W AEB AR [9], oA T8 “SelifE” AN A
TR ETCR G 35 IR e b, AT RO IR R R R R B 3 2, O AR R R . &t
2 4 AT REKORATHA I A= 7 B 7

2. MRIE R
2.1. HRAEK

R A L TR (Pseudomonas luteola) C3 [9]FH B g VTA4 AR W) TR 5y SIEI6 25 | T Bl TR THT 40 55
2.2. EFE

REFWIGaRE AL FENE 10 g/L, FRE 8 g/L, REE 5 ¢/L, pH 7.2~7.5. {#KEE: 121°C, 20 min.
3% FE AR R L TR (Pseudomonas Tuteola) C3 H: T35 5 20 mL 1) 250 mL A= 1 = M7, 30°C. 90
r/min. 15 h 5537, B 2% R SRRt T30 & 50 mL ) =M K EERE 7R3 97, 30°C . 160 r/min 577 20 he
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HiE %

MR PR E R B0, BRI ERBEZE 1075, 10°% HU 10 pL 46, BT 30°CHFE, B
1E 30~300 2 [i) 1) B 7 N O A A ROE R B4R, AR R 1 s s o AN (cfu/mL) = [/ — BB 3
U WP < AR < 107/ B &
2.3. Plackeet-Burman i&itHiFiEMEAREN EEHEF

0 28 FE At R PR s R S vp A RS TR, X B A R R BRI B (A I AL 6 AN, RIS RE (X))
MgSO, (Xo)+ FAE(Xs) BEFE (X KoHPO, (Xs). CaCOs(Xe), TR HE . i 6 KT 2 KFH
RIGEH, FANRTFIGEERENKT, BEAKFREATR 2 5, IL#E 1, SEHEN:

W=y, +nX, +7,X, + 13X + 7, Xy + 75 X5 + 76X

Table 1. Factors and levels of Plackett-Burman design
%% 1. Plackett-Burman & it EF 57K F

7K (g/L)
b SR

- +
X, Gk 10 20
X, MgSO, 0.2 0.4
Xs FREH 5 10
X, J 5 10
X5 K,HPO, 0.5 1
X CaCo; 0.5 1

2.4. ERBEMRCH S

T 5 S R ARR A TR EE 1 S 2 M R 1, AR [T VA 7 R 5 B 1 10 2 B8R W 1 2 B2 B 1 PR TR B A2 A 2D
K[71, PABRIEIE T T AR E s X35

2.5. MR ESCE

i3t Plackett-Burman SCHSHAE R H bR C3 A BE R MR 10 1 23R, ki e ik BENE S 3@ 1 5
N ] 2 PR AR FEE ) 7 [T A 78 X 3. I FH Box-Behnken U2 & 1T 75725, 78 8 BB (M B X 43 I HL 3
AACE, Bt A 3 KIER 3 7K B0 82T 23 B 5

2.6. BARSHT

T EFEH 3 NPATIRE, HCPH{E. M Design-Expert 8.0 58/ Plackett-Burman # it
Box-Behnken 15 14 0 3 [ 437

3. BZRE D
3.1. HEERENEZMHE T

K] Plackett-Burman B¢ itxf 1 Z R Z K 6 N5 BEAT % 5L, #2470 70 53 B K (1) AR F-(- 1),
WA 25 BT AP =R 3.
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Table 2. Plackett-Burman design and response results

%% 2. Plackett-Burman &3+ & Mo 2 {E

K5 A B C D E F TEHH(10% cfu/mL)
1 -1 -1 -1 1 -1 1 3.8

2 1 -1 1 1 -1 1 4.6

3 1 1 1 -1 -1 -1 6.1

4 1 -1 1 1 1 -1 4.7

5 -1 -1 1 -1 -1 1 4.7

6 -1 1 1 -1 1 1 5.1
7 -1 1 1 1 -1 -1 35
8 -1 1 -1 1 1 -1 33
9 1 1 -1 -1 -1 1 5.4
10 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 4.0
11 1 -1 -1 -1 1 -1 5.7

12 1 1 -1 1 1 1 39

Table 3. The levels of Placket-Burman and analysis of variance for regression model

3= 3. Placket-Burman SE367K E & EAERI S E 49

Rl k5 SEJT A Y7 F p-value Prob > F M
Model 7.89 1.31 7.68 0.0205
X, -1 b 3 3 17.51 0.0086 2
X,-MgS0, 0.01 0.01 0.019 0.8945 5
X-FRE 0.56 0.56 3.28 0.1295 3
Xy-BEELE 432 432 25.21 0.0040 1
Xs-K,HPO, 0 0 0 1.0000 6
X,-CaCOs; 0.01 0.01 0.019 0.8945 4

HI 3 3 W, B 7RIk b % R T TR RR OO C3 R BB T R B R Tl 1) B B HE P 2 : Xy > X > X5 > X6 > X, >
Xso RUEEREE . AIEDRAA:AE Ao B S, I R T B AR SR L 80, T 2 W A A
RIEHM. B W =425+ X,-0.03X, +0.87X, —2.4X, +2.56x107* X, +0.67X, , J5FE R*=0.9021, £Wi%
BUHTT A R WITREHIEAT DA, ZIR AR, RO& YRR INE, fem & i
FRE I
3.2, BBEIKRI ST B AN R AW K

M) P @35 S 6 bR e A8 30 i K ARG S MRS IX MR Plackett-Burman U368 B2 T 128 H ) 21 2220 70 (1
BOSCRANBE DA, BT R BRI s B, SRR W 4 P, 55 2 Al A e i IR 5 e
K, B & R BN 17.5 g/L, 2R EIREE N 8 g/L, BEREEIRFEN 6.5 g/L B R v Vi ik FE i 3 de KA
HC DAL Ay O s R AT I S T 6 20 A
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Table 4. Steepest ascent procedure and corresponding results

I 4. RBEMSBAIRIT RER

RIS H % E (/L) 4PE (/L) B REE (g/L) 1% B £(10%cfu/mL)
1 15 7.5 75 33
2 17.5 8 6.5 5.4
3 20 8.5 5.5 42
4 225 9 45 3.1
5 25 9.5 3.5 2.4

3.3. I EREBER S

RIECH 5645 5, KA Box Behnken #5784, DA & ME . 2R MEEREE N FEBEELZR T, D+, 0.
-1 AR EZER S P RACE, UK FERIE E O NAE, ik ST 4 AT (RSM)BE T R 57 3
FERSIA . RTFmISEK T, Wik Ss.

Table 5. Factors and levels of Box-Behnken design
= 5. Box-Behnken & i+ EFRIE 5K F

KF(g/L)
5 S
-1 0 1
E GIEd 15 17.5 20
F FRE 7.5 8 8.5
G i35 =1 55 6.5 7.5

jiid Box Behnken B HEAT — K3 = /AKFRIG ¥ T, W3 6. FIH Design Expert 8.0 #4440 £ Hs
AT Z o RIANE, 53] 7 EARBEOIRNAE Y X ERE E. ARE F BERE G I k2 R R
TFEA:
Y =-195.35-27.85E + 464.75F +105.88G + 26 EF +23EG +5FG —2.2E* —315F* —-113.75G”

Table 6. Box Behnken design and response values

%% 6. Box Behnken &A% 1+ F00g S &

RS E F G % HA(10%cfu/mL)
1 -1 -1 0 42
2 1 -1 0 3.7
3 -1 1 0 4.4
4 -1 0 -1 5.2
5 0 0 0 43
6 1 0 -1 32
7 -1 0 1 3.7
8 1 0 1 49
9 0 -1 -1 2.7
10 0 1 -1 3.7
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Continued
11 0 -1 1 3
12 0 1 1 4.1
13 0 0 0 5.6
14 0 0 0 5.6
15 0 0 0 52
16 0 0 0 4.9
17 0 0 0 52

Box Behnken Wit 177 Z 50t W3 7, BIRIAILA BE T doe RECKRHT &, Joglekar il May #1%,
—NRIFIER, e ZREEAHN 0.80, ZBR R E RECH 0.9691, HIENEBAREE@ < 0.01), K
I, AR TS A R B S R R 2 A R o

Table 7. Analysis of variance of the regression parameters for Box Behnken design model

%% 7. Box Behnken # &G H T E DR

J5 ZE RS SFIr A H ¥iJ5 F1{& P {& Prob >F BEN
it 12.71 9 1.412255 24.41 0.0002 **
E-#i %) ¥ 0.02 1 0.02 0.35 0.5750
F-/FAE 1.81 1 1.81 31.20 0.0008
G-I EEE 0.41 1 0.41 7 0.0331
EF 0.42 1 0.42 7.30 0.0305
EG 1.32 1 1.32 22.86 0.0020
FG 0.01 1 0.01 0.04 0.8412
E? 0.08 1 0.08 1.38 0.2792
F? 261 1 261 45.13 0.0003 .
G 5.46 1 5.46 94.16 <0.0001 **
B 0.41 7 0.06
AN 0.05 3 0.02 0.17 0.9136
afi iz 0.36 4 0.09
pSCIlE! 13.12 16
PoE RHER’ 0.9691
W IEHE 25 AdjR? 0.9294

7E: p<0.0100 HEZE(T): p<0.0500 (") p>0.0500 KL,

FRYE 7 2 AR A T R REBCE E RIS AR, B ERARENRFHERES 2 EE RN
Y =-195.35+464.75F +105.88G + 26 EF + 23EG —315F* —113.75G>
B3 7 FESMTAH, KB P=09136>0.05, ZRAEE, WHKREHBENIRZESR, EMHXAR
R 4 0.9844, 2B SillE AN FRINAE = FBE A G R? N 0.9691, T4 EE>90%, it BAR AL GEM% K W I AR A5 4L,
REGIRZE/N, AT DL AR Y 1% 97 35 32 B Rl A 34T A RN FO
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3.3.1. BEEX R {ERE N

6] U5 7 RE 00 [ A SR i B AR B, %% 7 W40, F. G. EF. EG. F*. G’ Wi HASER L&Y
me, JABRI AN 2 . [R5 R — R [EDE RS KM Fy Gy B, RIVERERINE
STRE R R, HUCHRRFE NG R A RRIE .

33.2. HEREANESSFATRINEXNEEEERENL

B 1 AR, AR IR S RERINEN W ABEN L EAEH . SRR —En, EiaE
W 5 0 2 A I B I T R B, BEE R VB IR I E B4R S I B R RS, S AR N E
1E 15 /L ZFRBININETE 8 g/L ML iy BBl B8R, L 4= PRI s I E00) B A4 B 2 1 s e A W 3
(p <0.01), Hi%EBEAINE AL E @ > 0.05), PEZEAEHEE0.05<p<0.01). X2ERFN 15 g/L 4
HINERE S PR T R A KA C VR, i 2 PR A W e i A R A A K

B (z/mL)

8.50 7 20,00
8.30 " 19.00
8.10 ——""18.00

o 7.90 e . 17.00
B: 4EIE (/D) 77 ey oW ARG (2/L)

Figure 1. Response surface plot of cell number versus glucose and beef extract

1. AEESFREREERMNEAYEF WA E

3.3.3. AR NEMESERMEXNEFRENRE

I 2 AT, AR INE SEERPE R EXN HEIAZ HAEH . %N, WEEEREEER
nEfEE 20 ETHE TREMES, MHEEREAINERT 175 gL i, WEBENEKETrE, s
HE NI E IR = R T REES, MEAINE. BEEERMEL OERREZE@P < 0.01), BEEE
TSI E X B U 20 ¥ 20,01 < p < 0.05).

B (2/ml)

7.50 T 7 2.0
7.00 . 19.00
6.50 " 18.00

T 7 17.00
CEEEE (/L) % .0 AFERE (2/L)

Figure 2. Response surface plot of cell number versus glucose and yeast extract

2. AERENESENRAYEF WA E

3.3.4. FAERMEBANESERMEXNEHHENRE
HF 3 mIRL R AB ISR AR REE I B AR A AR B AR e, R EE
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BEE 4 WE B INEMEEREE N INE M3 & 20 ETHE TS, M ERERINETT 8 o/L. BEER
TRETE 6.5 g/L MER WA SR B iR, 2FRE R INEX W B #(p < 0.01), BERFERINEX
PRI 35 (0.01 < p < 0.05), PIHEZZHAEHAEE@p > 0.05).

EH  ({Z/m)

750 _——" 850
7.00 - 8.30

6.50 o, 810

. — 7.90 .
C:ERE (/L) *™ -7 7 B: HAF (g/L)

Figure 3. Response surface plot of cell number versus yeast extract and beef extract

3. AP BMESENRAKEX WA E

3.3.5. RESFHATESEIE

Bt Design Expert 7.0 BAF5#T, 15 HREFREE R BB ININEN: HEE 20 g/L, FWE 83 g/L,
FEREE 6.9 g/L, TRINEHARAE N 5.56 x 10° cfw/mL. 3 KEEIRL LML, HAMELE RN 5.4 x 10° cfu/mL,
5 R SHE RIAENHR ZE R 2.88%<5%, B FTARAL I S 26 AR A BERT 529, B00E T BT A AL R IR R 1 o
REBURIEE C3 WK RS 2L/ N M4 HE 20 g/L, MgS0,0.2 g/L, RE 8.3 ¢/L, EEEE 6.9
g/L, K,HPO,41 g/L, CaCOs51 g/L.

4. TR S54L

FERACHT FREE RS R, Plackett-Burman WU R85 BB IR 5 IR FE AL B 3 e 3 o0 H AR =405
M 552 g P S PR KL, T WS T 025 408 [ 5% e 7 £ 1) LS AZ B EAT B1E 007, W AR 2 F R 3R 2
A BARR, IF H A DU [R5 07 AR HE S e S AE R A . T4, RBRAR S 535 R FH L 5 V20 % Fh il
ARG R SR TR, 3R T RO EAE SRR A IR

FIH Plackett-Burman #¢i}, 7EFRBIFAIE C3 MBLAR RS TR AL iRt th 3 M RE R, 2
B 2B ) IR REE (Xy), DG S 6 isk 8 10T A K BB )RR E M 21X, FFi2H Box-Behnken
B 3 MEZER TR, RAYIRIE RN T v HERE 20 g/L, MgS0,0.2¢g/L, +tHE
8.3 ¢g/L, FBEE 6.9 g/L, K,HPO, 1 g/L, CaCO; 1 g/L. HITIAIFSRIGKG I 4E oM 5.4 x 10% cfu/mL 5 A
FHIE,  BARAS H A TR DL S0 45 SR 1 R E AN HE R

X 5| AR R TR 908 5 2 0 I O T B A i B P #2250 76 B (Pseudomonas - luteola)
S S R ) B A IR I N : A ATHE 20 @/L, MgS0, 0.2 g/L, “FIAE 8.3 g/L, FELHE 6.9 g/L, K,HPO, 1 g/L,
CaCO; 1 g/L.

E&MHE
SEIRIT A R R EOR BT S TF AR H (GZ13B011).
SE 3wk
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