BhYIE AR 2020,32(12) £5976-5984
Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition

doi: 10.3969/j.issn.1006-267x.2020.12.052

it ERMEM N TN % B mBEANAE SR E ER

woolE ZE

£ o bR BIHGE sk #E 5k O
(PR PR EH ARG T 530004)

T AR

O OE, ARBRSAMAWAEAREDTFELABSL A ARTIRGHwm, BRELZH £
FAeH E R AR AT S B FHiE H e (15 000xg,90 min) 3 A7 8EF e Rk A 4 & F R 43 3
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MREEBIRT LB A CBRAZ(P<0.01), 2)ARELE A LB RHMN 5 EXRBTRELER
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LR MW R M OBEE ), SR A R AT L
A A5 B B A ) A A DT AR T
R A E Rt . BTG R CH R ok
Ao 1Y) 7L R B Rk 4300 10107 Fl 10T CFU/g
FEATETIT S RN, 3 4 T A R} R I R AR A
P I A T i O R SRR M Y S ) R L
A,

Mogodiniyai 25" 4 i T — Fh0F 58 5 I 4 R
KU G BB ik, 5 AR R A
Ll H W B 1 B 7S TR BT S N B K B R i
LN DL A AR AR L, BRI, A3
B R LR 7 v B TR R i FOKFE A R BRI
I 2 1 B A= B A 0 0k 3 O Ok T O DR RN A SRR
SEPE RIS, S K R F AR R 4 1L B
WA

1 #REFE
1.1 RIEA

L FORFE AT G HORH BRIk AP R
A eI B 1, xb 3 bR I JROREE AT N T U0
F 2~3 em LRI 4 CY L, 4Rl B 5 I
oo 2 4y U FPIEORE 400 g 7E 65 C T4 48 h;

HURR P R 200 g FH T $2 BOCH SR T B A A= 900
1.2 MEREMHWE

H4E Mogodiniyai 55" Jy 1k Wi 48 b 4 2 1
R A S W, B VR 2 TR I T . U b 9 I R
200 g 43 3 %EF 900 mL A MK i
Rl h, i X ER IR 2 min, 2 ED
XA VE W AT A 0%, 19 233 U8 W 850 mL, i gAY 2b
MR T Ak, 4 CRRAF& A, TKFR
FFE R BRI R AR E A R i 1
JiR o R T B KRR B b e A A A 9 Rk 2 B T TR
RFR BRI AT B 0, 15 000X g B0 90 min,
50 DEWAR  F DUTE EHTA T 15 mL AR it
Wb, 4 CIRAFE
1.3 BEEEMNKEHE

A Mogodiniyai %' J5 ¥k 47 F I JFCRL K
W BAELRWT  BUA 1.1 R U E
W JERE 100 g, FH Ry BEALEEAT By i, 3 40 H i, B
Horfr 80 g B K B W HEIE b, 8 8 4R 47
O(AR%E)  FEHLEE T 60 C 14 3 h, 335 105 T
THE15 h KRG, 8 16408 1% 3%
HEERSH,

®1 BUEERREWEREVHERYE

Table 1 Epiphytic microorganism species and numbers of silage materials surface

lg( CFU/g FW)

i H Items H IR Sugarcane top

% ¥ Elephant grass EKFEFF Maize straw

FLER# Lactic acid bacteria 5.45
%+ 5§ M FF # Yeast and mold 5.67
W-SE 4T Aerobic bacteria 6.77

5.32 6.23
5.29 5.71
6.43 6.82

1.4 EEWHFETHEM

FORFERF R RAH R 3 #E I kY DM
TEAE 26~34 g Bk, L, 7E VTR 4 — A e B
BT I R DM S5k 30 g0 B IEIK Arat 2
T R I Ak A T 2 W LA B 7 O DAk 3% T B A £
AEY AR B AT BE S A — PR FEE A T
TR BfE AR 2 B B0 B S AR R AR R B
FHREIE, 9 T 440E DM & 8 AT H R H KF,
FrLAIE S 3 & T A E AR DM &
40%"" BED AR 10 EORFEAF L 2w H R R
3 AP EORE A B AE AR 0 (15 mL) 43 0 - 34 A%
S0 30y (5 mL/y) #2083 (Mt A 9) x3 (K
B EOR) B s i T A I, 3k o AN b
B3 I ECRL 5 mL TR R T 3 M AR A

B NEE 2 iR, 2 B ai KB IRInEl 26 ¢
TR T I JERL Hh TR 20 A A R i K Al e
FikF) 66 g( 2 400 ¢ DM/kg B ) . K265 g
AR IR P 80 mL I, B b
PREE 3 AN, B O 40 2 % B R, 8Ot
ETEMN 65 d,
1.5 MEIERKFE
1.5.1 B HUE I B 0

HGE o i R OB H S A ERERE S SR R T
WRIR L 03k 7 B WSC & 217 R 4 | sh L IR
ERAEME AR (CP) & &M R4 A shil
PG A2 U 5 R T Tk 1% R I 40 (ADIN) 75 /1%,
SR FH I S 100 5 5 AR R 22 vh g (BC) 10
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Table 2 Number of main epiphytic microorganism in 5 mL suspension of silage materials

lg( CFU/mL)

i H Items HEE Sugarcane top

% ¥ Elephant grass EKFEFF Maize straw

¥LEAH Lactic acid bacteria 7.05
B# L # K % Yeast and mold 7.27
A PEANTH Aerobic bacteria 8.37

6.92 7.83
6.89 7.31
8.03 8.42

05 UG, M 45 4k B b 43 ) B IR A
15 g,65 C T4 24 h € DM & 1 ;R H2F A shef
ARSI 5 TR M V% B 2T 4 ( ADF ) Fl b 4 Uk % 2 4
(NDF) & "', #% W | 3R )5 ¥ & CP, WSC
T,
1.5.2 TS ORI A M 50 i I 2

BTSSR E  B15 ¢ FERUA 135 mL ARAg it
Wb, 323 30 min, FHEHE AR A B 2 min, JHZD
At YEH W, 5L BRI E pH, FIVR AR 2 1y —
3 % H: GC-2014 SAH A5 & L B2 T3 R Fl
ST ) R R W — KRR A Bk T
NH,-N #5310 5 SR % 20 1 4 L o 3 0 5
Sz ek LR i 0 s e B AR I E WSC
S N — IR AT 107 ~ 107 — R A A R
SR FH AR B0 e S A W B0, AR Ik
BT (200 wg/mL) B MRS A %7 B g 5 35 3 rh i
N 7L R A A, T K BRI A BR R AL pH = 3.5 (1)
Theh B e 4% 75 SE b A U B B R AR, FLIR A
MRS HifgFEMRTE 37 CRA KM T3 24~48 h,
P B T Eh 8 R AR AE 37 T R E53% 48~72 h,
1.5.3 AR E I 2

FH 65 d J5, AT EL 30 g REM A
T 80 mL HIH 5% 2 RS  fEER T
fRAF 8 d, B4 d AT 1 I (10 g) , & pH,
A3 AT LR &t DA B B TR I B i A AR TR R
F pH A& 38 bR AT 4341, >4 pH<0.5 FRLAL Y 22 fb 1%
IR e,
1.6 HIEZITHH

T 0T R AR W BB T B AT R B
lg( CFU/g FW) ., %] SPSS 22.0 {4 v iy . R &
i Z 0 B W RS TIE . P<0.05 2
SR E P<0.01 H2EFM B,

2 HERE5HH
2.1 BEREMBFEERAENEFESHMN
Wk 3 iR, milk K g — @R g Lol T

0 SRR RE P R R K B A R S BRI T OH R R
MG 5 H ) WSC &1 (P<0.01) , ifif K 1 i J5 &
KAEFFH WSC F i b A W3 (P>0.05) ., =ik
KA 2 3G I 7 # Vs R ADIN & it ( P<
0.01) ,CP & & 1) 28 1k B R s i S, 2R, 3
TR TR BC 38 A2 15 il K B Y 52 e (P>
0.05) .
2.2 MEREYIBIERERMERRS BN
W 4 Frw, mEHFHI 65 d I, LUK KA
FFR K T2 IS W BF, G R o A B i 4R e T
FHIE K FEFF - ADF F1 NDF %% i ( P<0.01) |, [A]
i A 2 AR T WSC E i (P<0.01) 5 H R Kt
AEEYIN B T B KRR AR WSC
I (P<0.01) ; EKFEFF B AE A P Ak b DM &
B EMTREME RN E A (P<
0.05) o LAKBHGH KB Y BT, FRFEF A=
THAE Wi B 38 BRI T 5 I 4 % b ADF 11 NDF &
i (P<0.01), H WSC it i K T2 % fH
HE R A A WAL 3 (P<0.01) 5 H E R B A= A
Ytk o E e TR CP A WSC & & ( P<
0.01) o DAKTE H e & BER I, B OKFS A B
AT WAL B DM AR T A 2 S bR
(P<0.05) s R R E AW &S THFEH IR
WSC &, [HEF AR E(P>0.05)
2.3 MERMEYBIWEMNLZBESHNZMm
W 5 FiR, LLEKRFEFE b R IR IR, 5 %
KAEFFR A G A 9 A AR EL R 8 B A o A
FRRAL T H I E KR FLRR & 5 (P<0.01) , TN
THREE, HERARE(P>0.05) ; RRHER
BT W R R RS A NH,-N &5 (H2ZE R AR
FH(P>0.05), URF N KKV, 5% 54
THAE Py Ak BEAR L, 6 KA FF B A TR A S 2 1S m T
HIC G R LA LR & 5 (P<0.01) , [RB, 3m
TSR, HERAREE(P>0.05) ; H R4
PR T R R ELR S & (P<0.01)
WAL, 2 R RS IR & R HE A0 25 OR W2 (P>
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0.05), UUHBRENEBIKY N, 5SHEREMEM  WHEERHILRA S & (P<0.01) , WM T 28K
APREBEAR L, EORFEAT I AR AR BFE R I T MNRE E EERALE (P>0.05),

*®3 BIRAE(60 °C3h+105°C 15 h) HARBEEREREFRASHFM
Table 3 Effects of high temperature treatment (60 C 3 h+105 C 15 h) on conventional

nutritional composition of different silage materials

H £ Sugarcane top % %1 Elephant grass FKFEFF Maize straw
T H 1 TR A T R I T TR A P
g : g . g : SEM
Ttems Xt I High Xt High Xt I High Povalue
Control temperature Control temperature Control temperature
sterilization sterilization sterilization
KA
117.41% .745¢ 100.235¢ 51 183.63* 174.61*  9.73 <0.01
WSC/(2/kg FW) 7 96.7 00.23 78.5 83.63 74.6
*E%EIEE‘ Bd Bf A Ab B B
) Bk 110.79* 101.40 1.85% 0.78%  4.85 <0.01
CP/(2/kg DM) 66.60 60.15 7 61.85 69.78
2 196.85* 204.93* 189.30*" 186.54"° 154.96% 168.68%  4.25 <0.01
BC/(mE/kg DM)
TR MU IR AN T A
HETE A R 34.06 39.955¢ 47.81°%° 72.384 28.89 35.68%  3.44 <0.01

ADIN/ (g/kg TN)

R TEE B AR T F RS R F R R E R B E (P>0.05) , Ral/NE FhEHRR2ZE R B2 (P<0.05) , NI KE FhE%
NZEFWEE(P<0.01), F4.£5 F6[F,

In the same row, values with no letter or the same letter superscripts mean no significant difference ( P>0.05) , while with

different small letter superscripts mean significant difference ( P<0.05) , and with different capital letter superscripts mean signifi-
cant difference ( P<0.01). The same as Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6.

R4 WEREVXREBTERELEFH S HIZIME

Table 4 Effects of epibiotic microorganisms on nutritional components of different silage materials

Ab 2 T PR M e i 2T 4 LRRERV R Sa R FHEE 1 KA
Treatments DM/ (g/kg FW)  ADF/(g/kg DM) NDF/(g/kg DM) CP/(g/kg DM) WSC/(g/kg DM)
MxM, 36.54"¢ 315.06" 587.52%¢ 78.00°" 28.96""
MXE, 39.31% 367.66™ 660.43% 69.54° 9.96%
MxS, 38.944 317.28% 564.75% 81.94°° 44,727
ExM, 36.57% 349.82*° 585.68" 71.17%¢% 9.29¢
ExE, 37.424% 369.87* 622.22%¢ 72.26% 14.82%
EXS, 38.28" 365.03" 596.31" 90.39** 20.21°%¢
SxM, 34.73% 346.31%° 632.004"" 66.47% 18.22¢
SxE, 37.50%" 339.70* 641.28* 66.46° 19.31%¢
SxS§, 38.69 350.38%° 650.60*" 73.745¢ 18.345¢
SEM 2.03 0.39 0.63 0.15 2.03

P {H P-value <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01

M KR K ERFEFF R E SRR KRR UL S R KR H R R, M, SRR FORFERTB A= 4 B, RN G 5E
AR 5 S, FoR H MM RUE Y . FW ZoRtEE, &5 36 [,

M represented sterilized corn straw raw material; E represented sterilized elephant grass raw material; S represented sterilized
sugarcane tail material. M, represented epiphytic microorganisms of corn straw; E, represented epiphytic microorganisms of ele-
phant grass; S, represented epiphytes microorganisms of sugarcane top. The same as Table 5 and Table 6.
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Table 5 Effects of epibiotic microorganisms on fermentation parameters of different silage materials

7R LR Propionic  Butyric SR 7 LR 35T}
Ab 3 Lactic acid/ Acetic acid/ i ; NH,-N/ LAB/ Yeasts/
Treatments pH (g/kg (g’kg (a;/i/g (a;/i/g (g/kg E,;:l aDnlo\/II/ 1lg(CFU/g 1g(CFU/g

DM) DM) DM) DM) DM) FM) FM)
MxM, 4.10% 50.82* 10.58%° 2.33 NS 5.57 7.22° 8.03 <2.00
MXE, 4.10% 46.62%% 10.85%° 2.16 NS 6.92 6.21° 7.38 <2.00
MxS, 4.25%8® 34.00° 8.21¢ 2.51 NS 5.33 9.27° 7.82 2.53
ExM, 4.11% 48.81* 14.544 2.44 NS 7.06 5.38° 7.76 <2.00
EXE, 4,16 41.245 9.225¢ 1.85 NS 7.91 6.11° 7.45 2.85
EXS, 4.04% 46.527% 10.91%° 2.55 NS 8.24 9.38" 7.12 <2.00
SxM, 4.274%® 46.94 15.88% 2.78 NS 5.32 6.54" 7.99 <2.00
SxE, 4.31™ 30.60" 14.52™ 2.24 NS 6.76 5.12° 7.31 <2.00
SxS, 4.32™ 32.28" 15.22™ 2.66 NS 5.29 10.73° 7.26 <2.00
SEM 0.02 2.50 0.60 0.05 ND 0.30 0.49 0.72 <2.00
P {H P-value <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.63 ND 0.07 0.01 ND ND

NS FE/RRBERK I H . ND F/R KA, 3£ 6 6], NS indicated that it was undetected. ND mean not detected. The same as

Table 6.

24 MEREDNELERMEZFETESE pH.
IBSENBEIEHENHIT

M= 6 N, 764 AR B, &4 3 Y pH
i 2 B BT, A A R R 4 d BT
MxM, 4bH pH 2816 KT 0.5 4> Bf , H 4y 4% 4b B
pH Z24b/NT 0.5 B, ExS, 40 FE 3 B f A%
(1Y) pH 1 PR BE B R SR T, M x S, A4k 3 pH 3

H/NFRIGRE IR . MXE, Fil ExS, 4b B/ 5 %
4 d B} pH AR b Ab FRUE IR, ZLIR & it T FE 2%
1, B E AR T 1x10° CFU/g FW, A&
758 dith, Bk ExM, 4b# pH &4k /N T 0.5 4~
I, HA 45 Ab B pH A8 4E 3K F 0.5 A8, HLEE
HEEFCE RIS E] T 1x10° CFU/g FW DL I,

Ro6 MAEREMNBELRHMBERETH pH. ARSENBESHAEN T

Table 6 Effects of epibiotic microorganisms on pH, lactic acid content and yeast

numbers in aerobic exposure to silage materials

7% KH Days of exposure/d

%:imems 0 4 8 0 4 8 0 4 8
pH LKL Lactic acid/(g/kg DM) B RF T Yeasts/lg( CFU/g FM)

MxM, 4.10% 4.92* 7.20 50.82%*  29.89% 9.66% <2.00 7.46 8.57
MXxE, 4.105 4.12%¢ 6.58%8° 46.62°%  32.34%*  11.42°° <2.00 4.37 8.13
MxS, 4,253 4,13 4.88™ 34.00°%°  35.72%  18.29" 2.53 4.80 7.98
ExM, 4,115 4.25% 4.13" 48.81*  34.49*°  9.90" <2.00 4.55 4.65
EXE, 4.16%%  4.66*° 5.08% 41.245%°  30.47°%  10.03% 2.85 7.90 8.82
EXxS, 4.04°¢ 4.07% 5.43¢ 46.52*%*  31.18" 9.035¢ <2.00 3.88 8.28
SxM, 4,278 4,455 5.845¢ 46.94*  35.88*  11.64" <2.00 7.66 8.01
SxE, 4.31™ 4,505 5.24 30.60>  20.64< 7.96%¢ <2.00 7.34 8.35
SxS, 4.32% 4.63%° 5.955¢ 32.28™ 19.61¢ 7.79% <2.00 8.58 8.77
SEM 0.02 0.06 0.18 2.5 1.15 0.6 ND ND ND
P {H P-value <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 ND ND ND
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3 3
3.1 SRXIETERMZMm

g, % R WA I JRORE R AT A R
Y L SE BRI, TERI R B BOS , E1 A 7 AR R
RS HARE W R AL R 45 5, Nk,
TR T EHE AR DM S &, NE3 TUE
B, KX R —E s, 1R
T KB DR BC A 520, X 2% BH = i K
T RE b 5 SR b AT A AR AL B e TR
3.2 MEMEDXMBEREMEBE RSN

ARG, BT A B AR B R 38 DL R OK RS A AT
TE AR i3 W db P R ADF Fil NDF & A1, X
FE T FORFEFE R H I B2 B A A e AT S
fi# Wi ADF Fil NDF & 68 o 45 i 5 45 22
YR IN, HE RS B hn 2L e Y RTH (o ~
40 d) AT LA BLFEAR NDF &6 2% 44 i
T R ORAE A b s i LR R A T 4 2K g T DL
A RUBEAL NDF &1, ZLIR WS IR o] ARG A 75 It
Tk A A sl A R AT DL A — SRR i
LRAEF A/ BRATIHEIN T KA AR R B A
A Wl aF BT DA™= A R i 2T 4 R, X 7 B
— ST A T, B H R R A A
f4b B DM Fil CP % & 34 & T 3 At 45 Ak 2
Muck 2% 325 T 2013—2017 4E 6 TN (9 AF
FEIAR , 2T 5T 4 38 [R) 750 % e 3L R T iT LA BH I R
I DM $5i 2k % | S5 0 % e 2L 1 T 0 2 o 1) AH S 1Y
TER, 143 58 & B, LR B S I 5w ol A
AT I pH, 4006 4 U A B 0 AR R BB, A
KA CP KRS AHEFE b, H e R B AR i
YIRS T ERFEAFF I CP &, HER AR
R, HEFRETREENH CP 8, X
2 IR H 7 B B A 1A ) B A5 P e A AT T K A AN
SEFI R pH, AT 6 & 1 B 35 T AR B
AW A A B AT R R B AR R ) Ak
PRIV )5 B9 6] 7Y & e L MR b sk R o R R R
LB
3.3 MEMEYBENERMLZBSHN D

HICER AR & &, HOE LR & =, 2
B B E R bR, AR T, BORFE AT
B A ot A B Ak B rp L TR N 2 TR A i o e 1 A
Ab3E . Mogodiniyai %5 FERF5F o & B, T KA FF
MAEMEYREE IR MRS 2T e 53

Bk JE A R BR A R AT %, Medonald %7
08 H3E , 7E T 0 3L R FL 3K R A iz RS B BB 2R T
S LR A b 3 B A TR R R R R AR A
PAb BRIy IR O i T AR B NH,-N 7 =A%
FHABAF(FR SxS 4N . REHWTRIANN, & &
TN (>0.3% DM) AJ fEJe& HH T N BR AT I A 9%
SR M 0 7E T 0t & B0 T R 5K A 2 e AN L
TR e A0 R TR TR R TR 1 TR R AT AT, 3K R 2 TR 2
AEAE T I K SR RIS AW 9T Bir A Ak
HPNR & A T 0.3% DM, Ifij & 15 77 7%
PR & I 35 E— 20 W, B e R B 2B el
PIALBE (MxS, .ExS, Fl SxS,) h 2B &= m T
HAth b3, Jei ny pE s il , I H D S BE
T 15% DM | Driehuis % BF 5T H s
KB, W R 2B R R IR 5% ~ 6%
DM, X W] fig 5 Ko B 2B B T A AR A G BB
BT DI MR B A o O, Ak, 5 H A AR
ARG, AH HE R R 75 I 50} b B (SXM, L SXE,
H1SXS, ) 3 A B 5 I SR FNNIR % & . Mogodi-
niyai %52 RS K B, 7500 FORHER P 0 7 0E R 4
T TR M TR & i, X SRR R T AR U Sx
M, SxE, Fl SxS, 4bF AL 5 £ FR ORI R 2 & 1Y
34 WEREDXNELERMEFETZSE pH.
IBREENESRHHBENHIT

HEAZ TS — N FECE Y IR R,
FERERE B B e EZWAEN . H IR Sl g
PE— B LU S B N AMIF 5% 4 35 5 T I #A fn
AT Ashbell 45 IRIE  fE A AR R R R
bt (CO, ) B 7= 1 )2 pH 0] LIE R & IV 1A R A 4
A T T SEFE AR, 100 H. CO, PR S pH AR LAY AR G
PR ECHN 0.99, Weinberg %52 ¥E — 3 1 B 5% 3¢
W, 75 A R W] COo, A /AR T 10 g/kg DM
A1 pH HEI /DT 0.5 A B4 S 75 I iRDEHE £
TER, ARG A7 A 2R 4 d I, MxM, 43 pH
ALK T 0.5 By, FUIRR & & 20 R R, HOERE TR
Brigik#] 1x10° CFU/g FM, ExS, 4bF % B %
/) pH (4.07), 1 M B B 0 4 & 5 FF 1 x
10° CFU/g FM Zifi, A BESEHRGE | K o 19 ) g il
1 22 [ B R 8% Tid A2 R 14 PR 8%, 3 n R i B T (1K
pH FREREF 2 B R Y A, M xS, kb H7E
FE R 4 d B pH /N THIRE , X T RESE i T4
SR 7 R I ) O R 4 e AR, B LR A - A
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ALK WSC Ak TARP . LIHEER  [8] PAHLOW G,MUCK R E,DRIEHUIS F,et al.Micro-

B RERC D AL e pHL /1 T SR A 3
fig 1 T H AP 11 2 BC SBCARA ,  SLIR
B d I, IR ExM, 4b5 pH RAT R 0.5 4~ (02
flo A B A T pH A L H K T 0.5 A i By 2
fl 35811 KR B 2 L T LB 5 5
WA R E B

4 % #

AT B 0, KR I 2 O 0 T L
BERG LI b 3 B IV UR 09 FLIR A TR i 4
SR8 B B T 35 A K s A
DM ik , 41 FURLE PEIR B0 25 ), TR FF MY
B T L 75 I 4 0 SR B

SE W
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Effects of Epiphytic Microorganisms on Fermentation Quality and
Aerobic Stability of Silage

HUANG Feng LI Hao WANG Kun ZHOU Xiaokang GU Qichao ZHANG Lu
ZHANG Jie YI Siyu ZOU Caixia”
(College of Animal Science and Technology, Guangxi University, Nanning 530004, China)

Abstract; The effects of epiphytic microorganisms on silage fermentation quality and aerobic stability were
studied in current experiment. Corn straw, elephant grass and sugarcane top were selected as the research ob-
jects, and obtain their epiphytic microorganisms by centrifuging the silage microbial suspension at high speed
(15 000xg for 90 min). Fresh corn straw, elephant grass and sugar cane top were smashed, heated at 65 C
for 3 h and then heated at 105 ‘C for 15 h for sterilization. The 3 ( sterilization raw materials) X3 ( epiphytic
microorganisms) experiment was used to design and reconstructed to a dry matter level of 40% before ensiling.
The experiment was divided into 9 treatments with 3 replicates. All treatment samples were ensiled for 65 d.
After silage, pH, conventional nutrient composition and volatile fatty acid content in each treatment were deter-
mined, and then subjected to an aerobic stability test for 8 days. The results showed as follows: 1) when using
sterilized corn stalk as fermentation substrate, compared with the epiphytic microorganisms of corn stalk and el-
ephant grass, the content of water-soluble carbohydrate ( WSC) was significantly increased ( P<0.01), in-
creased propionic acid content ( P>0.05) , and the contents of lactic acid and acetic acid were significantly de-
creased by adding sugarcane top epiphytic microorganisms ( P<0.01). 2) When using sterilized elephant grass
as fermentation substrate, compared with the epiphytic microorganisms of corn stalk and elephant grass, the
contents of crude protein ( P<0.01) and WSC ( P<0.05) were significantly increased by adding sugarcane top
epiphytic microorganisms. However, the addition of corn straw and sugarcane top epiphytic microorganisms
significantly increased the content of lactic acid compared with the epiphyte microorganisms of elephant grass
(P<0.05). 3) When using sterilized sugarcane top as fermentation substrate, compared with elephant grass
and sugarcane top epiphytic microorganisms, adding corn straw epiphytic microorganisms significantly in-
creased lactic acid content ( P<0.01). 4) The epiphytic microorganisms of corn straw could improve the aero-
bic stability of elephant grass silage. In conclusion, the epiphytic microorganisms of corn straw can increase the
contents of lactic acid and acetic acid in silage materials, and has a positive effect on the aerobic stability of the
elephant grass silage.|[ Chinese Journal of Animal Nutrition, 2020, 32(12) :5976-5984 ]
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