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Abstract:[Objective] This paper investigated the effects of different additives on the nutritional
value of sugarcane tip silage in order to lay a solid foundation for efficient use of sugarcane tip
silage. [Methods)The adding amount of urea,molasses, Lactobacillus and their mix on the nu-
tritional value of sugarcane tip silage were examined by means of single factor experiment. [Re-
sults]Different additives can improve the nutritional value of sugarcane tip silage. When the best
addition amount of urea was 0. 5% (W/W), the contents of crude protein(CP) and crude fat

(CF) were significantly increased by 34. 68%

and 61. 27%, whereas the contents of
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by 54.04 % ,28.30% and 45. 72% ,respectively( P <C0. 01). When Lactobacillus was added on-
ly,the impact was not obvious ( P >>0. 05); when 0. 5% (W/W) urea, 15% (W/W) molasses
and 5% (W/W) Lactobacillus were added together, the silage effect was the best,in which the
contents of CP and EE were significantly increased by 85.92% and 69. 36% , whereas the con-
tents of CP,NDF and ADF were significantly decreased by 38. 94% ,17.92% and 33. 44% ,re-
spectively( P <0, 01). [Conclusion]JAdding urea,molasses and Lactobacillus in sugarcane tip si-

lage can availably reduce the content of crude fiber and improve digestibility of sugarcane tip.
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Table 1  Effects of different methods on the sensory evaluation s 8 .9 ) 54.91%
of sugarcane tip silage 69.36%, (P <0.01),
Group Color Smell Structure Total Grade (6 8 +9 ) ’
, (P >0.05),
Control 18 22 7 47 Excellent 6 8 9 )
1 18 22 7 17 Excellent i
2 17 18 6 41 Good 2.3
3 13 15 5 33 Average 3 , s (1
4 18 23 7 48 Excellent 2.3 ), NDF ,
5 18 23 8 49 Excellent (P <C0.05), 2
6 17 23 6 46 Excellent 22. 93% .NDF 7.96%, JADF ADL
7 18 23 8 49 Excellent ) (P >0.05);
8 18 24 8 50 Excellent 4 5 .6 ) )
9 18 24 9 51 Excellent . NDF ADF ;
(P <0. 0D, 6 54.04% .
2.2 NDF 28.30% .ADF 45.72%,
2 , (r .z .3 ADL s (P >0.05);
89 ), , ( 7 ) . .NDF ., ADF
(P <0.0D), 3 ADL s (P >0.05);
“4 ) 7, @& 9 ) ADL ,
) (P >0.05); .
G 6 ), , (P
2 (%)
Table 2 Effects of different additives on the nutritional value of sugarcane tip silage( % )
Group DM CP EE Ash
Control group 95.1941.03 5.68=+0. 26 1.73+0.18 5.76+1.61
1 94.58+1.58 7.65+0. 29 2.79+0.19 6.02+2.35
2 93.98+1. 36 8.28+0.32 2.62+0. 38 5.69+1. 86
3 95.63+1.89 8.75+0.12 1.6640. 25 5.6542.46
4 94,13+1.98 5.9340.45 2.05+0. 37 5.58+1.89
5 96.01=+2.05 6.47+0.15 2.01+0.17 6.02+2.15
6 95.37+1.87 6.84+0. 34 2.36+0. 35 7.06+1.72
7 93.39+1.29 5.82+0. 39 2.32+0.31 5.60+1.05
8 94.92+1. 69 8.08. 0. 29 2.68+0.53 6.69+2.09
9 95.61+1. 30 10.56+0. 27 2.93+0.08 6.66+1.68
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Table 3 Effects of different additives on the cellulose of sugarcane tip silage( % )

Group Cellulose HC NDF ADF ADL
Control group 38.8842.08 23.72+1.62 68.5841.65 44,8642, 32 5.9840. 32
1 37.2542.34 21.1941.98 64.3141.90 43,1242, 44 5.87+0. 68
2 38.7641.68 18.28+1.28 63.1241.08 44, 8441.65 6.08+0. 89
3 38.0042.72 21.56+1.86 65.34+1.76 43.78+1.65 5.78+0.54
4 31.6741.92 27.57+1.42 65.484+2.17 37.9142.56 6.24+0.62
5 26.2041.78 27.87+1. 44 60.3941.18 32.5241.93 6.32+0. 88
6 17.87+2. 64 24.824+1.38 49,174+1.32 24.3543.06 6.48+0.52
7 38.47+2.28 24.214+1.52 68.36+1. 16 44.15+1. 32 5.68+0.49
8 30.5042. 41 21.70+1. 60 58.08=+2.26 36.3841.02 5.8840. 68
9 23.7442.60 26.434+1. 36 56.2940. 95 29.8643.28 6.12+0.76
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