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Abstract

Object: To compare the quality of MRS medium and mupiroxacin lithium modified MRS medium
from different manufacturers. Methods: Testing the chemical properties, growth ability and selec-
tivity of MRS medium and mupiroxacin lithium modified MRS medium. Results: There was no sig-
nificant difference in the pH value of MRS medium and the modified MRS medium between the
three manufacturers. In terms of growth ability, all tested strains could grow normally on two
Kkinds of media of manufacturer I and II. However, for manufacturer IIl, Lactobacillus acidophilu-
sAs1.1878 could not grow within 48 hours on MRS medium, and the difference of colony count
among the three manufacturers (except for Bifidobacterium lactis ATCC 118004) was statistically
significant (P < 0.05); On the modified MRS medium, two Bifidobacterium strains could not grow
for 48 hours, and the biological effects were significantly different (P < 0.05). The target colony
size of manufacturer I is better than that of manufacturer II and III. In terms of selectivity, the
performance of the modified MRS medium from the three manufacturers was comparable. Con-
clusion: Considering the test results, the quality of culture medium of manufacturer I is better than
that of manufacturer II and III.
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2.1. EERREERIR

5 BOSUBCFE B (Bifidobacterium bifidum) CICC6071. B2 LA 1 (B. infantis) CICC6069. FC13644.
FLBE AT B (B. lactis) FSCC 118004 8 [ LA B AR I AN M (Lactobacillus - delbrueckii) CICC6032 .
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FC13657. FC13658. M&HEEEKE (Streptococcus thermophilus) IFFI 6038 MEFRFLATE (L. acidophilus) As
1.1878+ FRZEHEFLAT B (L. rhamnosus) ATCCT7469 TEYFLFF B (L. plantarum) ATCC8014. UL L RPRIIK H
ITARA R RE e TR T O

2.2. (L5

WASP2 4 H M8 ig i M (FEE Don Whitley A F]); Smartcounter H 3% THEUX (T RIAIHEY
BHEAH R AT]); DNP-9272 BUEIREEFRF( R ED R A R A A]);
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2.3.1. 3EFREHF pH EAE
MRS Fiflg. 2R MRS 5577 5B HI 3% 48 77 F Ui BT, #4 RoFARE H, RIZE 25°ClER
A58 FH P Sk e fis FEL AR I 5 45 395 R 1) pH B - A P T BT 20°C~50°CRE IR, BL AR IR R 10 B9 /K T 2k .

2.3.2. BirEEKERRFENR

V3% T IR AR B AR B R A ) R — e VR P R R B, FH A B SRR OB M T 3 AN K
MRS FIELE MRS iR E, F37°C, REHIE 72+2h, iHHIFNESREE 3 D) K MRS, LR MRS
AR R VR BAE, BASPERGEAT 3 NEE, T AT
2.3.3. EFHRE

Ak B ARE R CUIRIUE) MRS “FARE 5, 37CHiFE 48 h J5, 20l FHEAH A BRI —2F, A E] 30 ml
8.5 /L AEFH R /K A EE B (n < 10% cfu/ml), 430 1wl SRR B B AR A B B 1 36, fEAR
R MRS 53735 K6 MRS ~FARR RIS 2% FAT HZR (& 1), R =P . 37°CHE 774 48 he
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Figure 1. Inoculation pattern of non target bacteria by semi-quantitative scribing method

B 1. EEMREFEEXZLEEMRKE

23.4. BB E
Bl B K SPSS18.0 #At, LA P <0.05 BoanZERA GiitE L.
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3. 458
3.1. MRS ¥555 & pH {EEEE

7E GB 4789.35-2016 H45 HH T MRS K572 L7, HorpHIE 7 MRS K752 pH ERIVERIN 6.2 £0.2.
AT FRIEFRALR) pH AHQRS TN 1 Fian, MHAZE R BIR = AN FIGFREEN) pH ¥TE SR A .

Table 1. pH value of test medium (25°C)
= 1. MikiEFE pH E(25°C)

KRk FrRfEE K1 e JTZK 1
MRS K773 6.20+0.2 6.23£0.01 6.25+0.02 6.18+0.01
K MRS 553 6.20+0.2 6.22+0.01 6.24 +0.01 6.16 £0.01

3.2. MRS EFEEKIFRLEE

=N MRS £537 30 A [F] 7L B I AR K B TS VR R/ 2, 3 3 R SERER =AY
F I MRS 577 528 K B TE B0 (B L UBFF B FSCC 118004) )2 7 8iit 24 (P < 0.05). KZHH bR
FE) X 1B MRS 85952 RO K WAL 3R, AR TR T | 5 11 MRS 85975 ERREIR AL
FFHE As 1.1878 7E 48 h WANRELEK:, H 5 #RILIR A I B TE /N

Table 2. The colony number of the tested strains on MRS agar for 48 h
2. MIXERAE MRS T8 L 48 h METEH

[k %1 IS "% 1 P
BB CICC6069 74£3.6 671 62+4.2 0.002
PEOSUBORF I CICC6071 37+£1.0 43+£04 41+£4.0 0.028
FLAEATH FSCC 118004 43+24 45+3.6 423+32 0.422
78 LA B8 £/ IR SE Y CICC 6032 47+3.6 393+3.6 49+3.6 0.039
18 FQFLFF B ORI SE IEFf FC13657 58.7+32 44£3.6 46+ 4.8 0.004
78 [C AT B ORI REMEFf FC13658 77+3.6 82+ 1.0 52+3.6 0.003
W HEEER 1 IFFI 6038 118+5.0 87.3+3.6 113+3.6 0.000
FERRFLAF I As 1.1878 29.7+1.0 28+3.6 0+0.0 0.000
AR FLAF B ATCC 7469 45+2.7 33.3+3.0 47+1.0 0.001
YN H ATCC 8014 68+1.2 66+ 0.8 62+3.6 0.020

Table 3. The colony diameter of the tested strains on the MRS agar for 48 h
% 3. MIXERZE MRS ZA5 £ 48 h BUEE A/

B4 B A% (mm) _
[ R PN A
e8! K1 el
BLBUE AT CICC6069 1.32+0.06 1.22 £0.03 0.95+0.02 JH®KI> K> ] %I
P BB AT B CICC6071 0.44 +0.02 0.31+0.02 0.27 +0.01 IRESENEE SN 3I
A AT # FSCC 118004 1.22 +0.03 1.20+0.05 1.27+0.03 IRESENEE SIENEE 30
78 FCFLAT 1A AR D REE il CICC 6032 2.20+0.07 1.78 £0.05 2.16 +0.06 IRESENEE SIIENEE 31|
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Continued
8 ERFLAT B R IR T A FC13657 1.41+0.03 0.95 +0.02 0.98 = 0.03 IHK1> K~ ] K
8 FCFLAT B ORI A Al FC13658 1.27 +0.06 1.10+0.04 0.99 +0.04 &Iz xR T H I
T HVEEER T IFFI 6038 1.06 £ 0.02 1.09 £ 0.03 0.92 +0.02 FHKI= THKIU> K
PEIR AT As 1.1878 1.42 £0.07 1.20£0.08 0 1> TR
BRAWEFLT I ATCC 7469 3.41+0.08 2.81+0.06 2.80 +0.08 JHI> R~ | I
TPIFLFT B ATCC 8014 0.86 +0.02 0.83+0.01 0.85+0.02 IESCRE S CRE i

=ATFKBISE MRS B FRFE AN FUSAT B AAE K EE SN 4 Fias. | F 1T SR MRS &
PR SUE AT 48 h AREAEK, AN KRG REM A ARR Z 56 BEMP < 0.05),

Table 4. The colony number of the tested strains on the modified MRS agar for 48 h
F* 4. MR EMRER R MRS IR0 £ 48 h WETEH

R 73 I HK1 I R IRESii P
B)LBUBAT T CICC6069 148 + 6.2 138+2.2 0+0.0 0.000
PHECBUBRF 1 CICC6071 126 +2.4 118 3.6 0+0.0 0.000
FLAUEAT B FSCC 118004 86+£1.2 80+ 1.4 87+3.4 0.005

3.3. IMEEEAELE

=ANTF ISR MRS JEIREER 7 #RAR HARE AR BE 45 R W% 5 fo, =4 FIER MRS 1
FRIEFRREANHIFTIEAE HAR (G < 1), =AY KNI AR JIAH Y .

Table 5. The selectivity of tested strains on modified MRS agar
5. M EHRIER R MRS IRfs ERREM(G)

Wtk K1 e J XK
T8 AT B AR IR IEFf CICC 6032 0 0 0
78 PG B ORI E IE P FC13657 0 0 0
T FUAT B ORI T AR FC13658 0 0 0
WEFEEER IR IFFI 6038 0 0 0
FEFEFLAT B As 1.1878 0 0 0
RZ=REFLIT I ATCC 7469 0 0 0
PN E ATCC 8014 0 0 0
SREL 7 7 7
AT R Ak 7 7 7

I (%) 100% 100% 100%

4. g
BRI B BN T SCIe 45 R, Su s A AN A R I R A7), BRI B T
R FIAL AT . R TR S BN eI G T . EAGELEE TR Ay B
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B, pH H&5 5T 0% FE R SRR 5 40 B TS & F KA & ROk TP AR TR 1] . SR
AR B BT o P72 3 S R P 7K 23 B R R RO BRI AR ks VB i B DU B e 4% 52 o e 71
SRR R H S AR B B PR S S S R 5 pH B T3 U AR K S K . ZE R
v, FEF W IO RAERES, KA S K S (R R1%, #ant pH (P BB, BILE
BRI R, A T R (T AT (8. FEARSIIT, =AM MRS SPAR
pH [ #STEFRUEEER (TG Y, AR,

H T ARIR) R B e R SRIFA ), BB TR AR A R I 22 5. S8 R 5
T FERRFLFT I As 1.1878 ARAEAK, A LR INEVE RN, RN RS s, | K 1)
5L {9 B AR AE K EROE Y, B 5% 1 A NIR TS T F 1L AR B8,

BRI MRS BEFEE e, BT R A TR R 4l U B AL RR T (A . (R KR,
S AT T 10 A KR A — S OB F . SEOERT SR [01WF TR, BEUL B AR AR VR N BE A 5~7.5 mg/L B,
R [F B WU B MR A A K B A o 3T AR E AR, DU R4 5 me/L I, XWEIRILAF I . MEHEERR
B AE B AR AT . R SRR AR R FUEULA, TT LA MR e R AR (04, X T A R S
WRF B A KA BRI A . AR TR R LT T DR £ MR B IR B MRS A L JE 02 Ik 2 4 1 26 £
MRS B33, ASHFF R EROERSER. =AY RKOK R MRS #EMEFE0IERRE, #4
GB4789.28-2013 i H R Fe R AT R (G < 1) [10] (5] 5 1L A Fikk B AR B AR K, RS K
TR P (1 BT B B P B
5. &g

L5 FRTA, [T MRS A1 R MRS $5383E 1) F AR B AR KAt ik BAR T 5% 1A 5 L, w4
I BRBE (MRS 1 =AY SR PEREAR 2. BT AR O T3 PR TR MR PR, a0 5 3K TRk B 3 A7 o
ATHVPAY 5 30 5 P 58 0 S [ 245 7L R T S B SR IE o 24408 25— 9 i ) 49
FE KA, RS S ATIE F RS, AR TARE SE R v T -

E&IHE
B 5% R AT RI(2018YFC1604201); 45 B 51 12 PH VLA 8 A1 BA I H (2 A\ 4451 2018-8).

SE 3k

(1] JEVE, KEE, M. AREE SN REF N SR RE5a5 T, 2018, 25(6): 44-46+50.

[2] For5. FLERTH M & A Rr e S S B A R (D). AR = SN, 2019(6): 86-88.

[3]1 JAFI, P, HEE, & A R LR AR OSSN A i Fdt ). R E AR, 2019, 44(10): 190-194.

4] AR EEFEREE REY R I —— BRI GB4789.35-2016 [M]. dbaT: w EbRdE H AL, 2013: 1-8.

51 FEHE. LRGP AT R B 7R R LA L[], RN T, 2016(5): 7-10+15.

[6] FT=, FIREHE. BUEATHE MRS 8= 2400 LT 7E[T]. BACE L, 2019(22): 151-154.

[7]1 WRiEA, FR4EfE, FRE, &, BUEYRE IR H 00 = FE il 09 B[], Wk TR IR &, 2006, 12(1):
69-70.

[8] XIFEM, ZEitfr, RiE TP, %5 & DAEMEDR I bR FEN R EEH D). PETAERRRE, 2007, 17(4):
700-701.

[9] BEIUA, REFF, FiEE, & HUTE EMEHME MRS KXCUSATE SRR T EPARKR R E, 2011,
21(6): 1409-1412.

[10] 124 B AR AE R A 2 i —— 5 R B AR FT 2 2k GB4789.28-2013 [M]. dbat: A EERAEH IR
#,2013: 1-51.

DOI: 10.12677/hjfns.2021.104032 287 5 E R


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjfns.2021.104032

	不同厂家MRS培养基质量比较
	摘  要
	关键词
	Comparison Study on Quality of MRS Agar from Different Manufacturers
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 材料与方法
	2.1. 菌株及其来源
	2.2. 仪器与试剂
	2.3. 方法
	2.3.1. 培养基制备和pH值测定
	2.3.2. 目标菌生长情况及特征测试
	2.3.3. 选择性试验
	2.3.4. 数据分析方法


	3. 结果
	3.1. MRS培养基pH值比较
	3.2. MRS培养基生长情况比较
	3.3. 抑菌能力比较

	4. 讨论
	5. 结论
	基金项目
	参考文献

