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Effects of Quality of Alfalfa Silage by Different Wheat Bran
Mixing Levels
Jae Soon Shin, Young Ho Cha, Hyuk Ho Lee, Jeong Gap Kim, Hyun Ju Jin and Ki Young Jeong

Summary

To find out the optimum mixing level of wheat bran to improve the quality of st cut Alfalfa silage, this trial

was carried out at two-year's Alfalfa monoculture field of the National Livestock Research Institute, Suwon,

Korea, from May 1955 to Oct. 1995. The results are as follows.

. According to the increase of wheat bran mixing level, DM content was high from 23.19%(nil) to 35.70%(40%

mixing), pH of silage were low from 5.51(nil) to 4.45(40% mixing), but there were not significant at 20%

mixing or more(P>0.05).

59 in the 20% mixing level.

. Also it was appeared to the same trend at Lactic acid content and in the Flieg's score of silage it was highest as

. In chemical component of silages there were not significant at 20% mixing or more in crude protein, crude

fiber and ashes content, 30% mixing or more in ether extract and 10% or less in NFE content(P>0.05).

significant(P>0.05).

. TDN, NEL and StE contents were low as adding level was increased, respectively, but there were not

As mentioned above the results, desirable mixing level of wheat bran to Ist-cut Alfalfa to improve the quality

of silage was 20% of fresh weight.
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Table 1. Evaluation data on the dry matter content, pH and organic acid fermentation of Alfalfa

silages treated with wheat bran

Dry matter Acidity of Organic acid(% in DM basis)
Treatment . Flieg's score
content(%) silage (pH) Lactic acid Butylic acid Acetic acid
Wheat bran 0% 23.19° 551° 3.25° 0.50 117 48
10% 27.63° 4.70% 3.18° 0.40° 0.90* 53
20% 33.50° 4.54* 4.67% 0.62° 091* 59
30% 35.31° 4.46° 5.46® 0.74® 1.17¢ 55
40% 35.70° 445" 5.76° 0.71* 1.36* 55

* Flieg’s score : 0~20 =

class V, 21~40 = class IV, 41~60 = class I, 61~80 = class I, 81~100 = class 1.

** same letter are not significant defferent at 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 2. Chemical components of Aifalfa silages treated with wheat barn

Treatment Crude protein EE Crude fiber Ashes NFE

Wheat bran 0% 6.13¢ L2 7.47¢ 2.81¢ 82.40°
10% 7.80° 1.61¢ 7.99" 3.25% 79.33%
20% 10.12* 2,10 9.26* 3.70® 74.82%
30% 10.56* 2.49° 9.99° 414 72.82¢
40% 11.15* 2.33% 10.10% 4.35® 72.06

* same letter are not significant defferent at 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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Table 3. Total digestible nutrient content(%), Net energy lactation and Starch value equivalent of
Alfalfa silages terated with wheat bran(DM basis)

Treatment TDN (%) NEL (Mlkg) StE (StE/kg)

Wheat bran 0% 62.81° 5.65° 582.70°
10% 60.85* 5.60° 580.30°
20% 60.92° 5.56° 574.70°
30% 58.13° 5.37° 555.74°
40% 59.10° 5.34° 553.27°
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same letter are not significant defferent at 5% level by Duncan’s multiple range test.
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