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Processing and nutritional values of silage made from Ceratoides arborescens
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Abstract: Ceratoides arborescens is a semi-shrub forage with excellent quality, its nutritional value can be improved
by ensiling. The aim of this study was to determine the optimum method to produce C. arborescens silage. A 3X4
two-factor experimental design was used to study the effects of the water content of the raw material (45%, 55%,
65% w/w) and probiotic concentration (0, 0.02, 0.04, 0.06 g-kg ') on the quality of C. arborescens silage. It
was found that the water content and probiotic concentration had significant effects on the nutrient composition of C.
arborescens silage (P<Z0.05), the water content had significant effects on the contents of crude protein, crude fiber,
and ash (P<C0.01), and the probiotic concentration had significant effects on the ash content (P<C0.05). At water
contents lower than 65% (w/w) , the nutritional value of the silage increased with increasing water content. With
increasing probiotic concentration, the nutritional value of the silage initially increased and then decreased. The

optimal conditions for making C. arborescens silage were 65% (w/w) water content of the raw material and 0. 02 g-
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kg ' added probiotic. The results of this study provide scientific support and a theoretical basis for the efficient
production of C. arborescens silage. Successful ensilage of C. arborescens will promote the development of grass
husbandry and help to solve the shortage of feed resources for livestock.

Key words: Ceratoides arborescens; silage; nutrition value; fermentation quality
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Fig.2 Nutrient content in different treatments
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Different capital letters indicate significant differences among the different water content for the same amount of probiotics at the 0.05 level; and different

lowercase letters indicate significant differences among different amount of probiotics for the same water content at the 0.05 level.
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Table 1 Variation analysis of sample nutrient composition

75 Sk 5 R HLEF 4 HLIR 5 HUK 53 TE i W
Variation source Crude protein Crude fiber Ether extract Crude ash  Nitrogen free Calcium Phosphorus
(%) (%) (%) (%) extract (%)  (g-kg ") (g-kg ")
&7k i Water content (W) 6. 4475+ 7. 8204+ 1.514 61.953%* 0.131 7. 206%* 3.277
[#71 Probiotics (P) 0.513 0. 150 0.672 3. 557* 0.057 2.133 8. 496+
BRI WX P 0.742 0.322 1.320 1.777 0.167 0.917 5.533%*

#x, P<70.01; *: P<<0.05.
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Fig.3 Linear fits between water content and probiotics to nutrient composition
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