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Effect of Forage Sweet Sorghum Instead of Corn Straw on Nutrient Digestibility, Body Weight Gain of Lambs
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Gansu 730050;2.Key Laboratory of Yak Breeding Engineering, Lanzhou , Gansu 730050)

Abstract [ Objective | The experiment was conducted to study the effects of substituting forage sorghum for corn straw on production performance
and nutrient digestion and metabolism of lambs.[ Method ] 30 healthy weanling lambs with same weight [ (27.9+2.5)kg] and 3 month old were
randomly divided into 3 groups, with 10 lambs in each group. The first was the corn straw control group, the second was the sweet sorghum straw
group, and the third was the sweet sorghum straw group. The experiment lasted for 84 days comprised 14 days transition period and 10 days adap-
tation and 60 days trial period. [ Result ] There was no significant difference in the production performance of the lambs between each group
(P>0.05), but when the corn straw completely replace 50% with 50% sweet sorghum straw, lamb daily gain than in group one (complete corn
straw) as high as 4.21 g, and completely replace the corn straw, the daily gain was 14.22 g lower than that of the group one. DM digestibility in
the group two was significantly higher than that of group one (P<0.05) ; the apparent digestibility of OM of the group two was significantly higher
than that of group one (P<0.05); CP apparent digestibility of differences between the each groups was not significant (P2>0.05) ; NDF apparent
digestibility of the group two and three was significantly higher than group one (P<0.01); Ca apparent digestibility differences between the each
group was not significant (P>0.05) ; P apparent digestibility of group two was significantly higher than group one and three (P<0.01). [ Conclu-
sion]50% sweet sorghum straw instead of 50% corn stalk has a significant effect on lamb fattening, but completely replacing corn stalk is not

good for lamb fattening.
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Table 1 Formula of fodder %
p 5P/ S -2 ST S s N MEE (RI3E)  KEMI SHFA ikagie] Wik s

KLI\IE/E -~ ‘h7k o . ~ N ~ (5] Tl—

-~ Corn Sweet sorghum Molasses Soybean Rapeseed Cottonseed  Concentrated s

Treatment ) Corn . Total

straw straw (beet) meal meal meal feed

I 24 0 50.7 5 3.4 6 6 4.9 100

I 12 12 50.2 5 3.9 6 6 4.9 100

I 0 24 49.7 5 44 6 6 4.9 100

TE AR 32 B AR RER VNIRET IR ORI PR O VEER OB I TR AN A A 2R TRUTR R S AR I, P R JT R TR B Fe
70 mg/kg Zn 41 mg/kg . Cu 8 mg/kg I 0.7 mg/kg Mn 24 mg/kg.Se 0.3 mg/kg Co 0.3 mg/ke; A4 ZETiIRH} .V, 2 500 [U/kg V23 TU/kg
Note : Concentrate feed: cottonseed meal, urea, sodium bicarbonate, malt root, corn protein powder, flour, salt, mountain flour, mineral premix and vitamin
premix etc. Among them, mineral premix:Fe 70 mg/kg,Zn 41 mg/kg,Cu 8 mg/kg,1 0.7 mg/kg,Mn 24 mg/kg,Se 0.3 mg/kg, Co 0.3 mg/kg; vitamin
premix: V,2500 [U/kg,V, 23 IU/kg

F2 WKWAREFRKTE(KTFEM)
Table 2 Nutrient levels of fodder (air-dry basis)

AbEEZH DE CP NDF Ca P TEMY Ca/P FNDF
Treatment MJ/kg % % % % Starch // % %

I 12 16.4 32.13 0.6 0.3 32.51 2 18.43
I 12 16.4 30.88 0.6 0.3 31.93 2 17.25
I 12 16.4 29.68 0.6 0.3 31.69 2 16.06
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Table 3 Effect of forage sweet sorghum on the lamb production performance

IR TE AR Jb: i H 3 H R it (RS
AbFRH - . ; . : : A
Treatment Starting Ending Full time Daily gain Daily feed Feed utilization
i weight // kg weight // kg gain // kg g intake // kg rate // %
I 28.31+0.86 46.67+1.31 18.36+1.10 262.22+15.77 1.88+0.07 7.31+0.28
I 28.52+0.78 47.17+1.29 18.65+1.06 266.43+15.15 1.90+0.07 7.26+0.30
I 28.13+0.74 45.49+1.06 17.36+0.74 248.00+10.61 1.79+0.04 7.34+0.33
P 0.942 0.615 0.628 0.628 0.408 0.985
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Table 4 Effect of forage sweet sorghum on the lamb nutrient digestibility %
DM 0L OM FM CP #00 N 0 NDF % Ca W P W
4 T T T peaitEs PURISERAS T A=
JLBLIEE] -
Treatment Apparent Apparent Apparent Apparent Apparent Apparent Apparent
reatmen digestibility digestibility digestibility retention digestibility digestibility digestibility
of DM of OM of CP of N of NDF of Ca of P
I 63.58+2.28 67.22+1.60 65.78+5.67 66.74+7.60 55.17+0.23 61.62+3.28 69.97+2.50
Il 72.32+2.72 74.05+2.63 80.24+1.28 72.15+2.02 70.01+3.38 62.74+1.32 70.95+1.40
| 73.80+2.25 75.65+2.06 70.45+3.42 61.09+3.33 73.73+2.32 58.42+2.26 39.87+2.95
P 0.027 0.042 0.061 0.578 0.000 0.487 0.000

RS KRS FRER R 25 5 i 3 (P<0.01) AR/ NG FEEFOR 22 57 1 3 (P<0.05)
Note; Different small letters mean notable differences (P<0.05), different capital letters mean extremely notable differences ( P<0.01)
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Table 2 Effect of scion freshness on grafting survival rate
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24 BEEREEOR 2017 4 10 1R L R R, (huds)  number mumber %
HE 3 AP SRR R IR 2.6 ke, AR N 0.4 ke iy 12K SHaE %
‘ o . \ R 15 Bk ,55 42 8 47 85
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Table 3 Effect of sealing moisturizing shading on grafting survival rate
P BEHECH) 15 wrpnCy)  CEIRECD gamimron  eRiEkcn
Grafting time Number of grafting Numl.)er of sealed unsealed Sealed survival rate Unsealed survival rate
plants ( buds) live buds live buds % %
6 A 1—2H 15 Bk, B dt 46 A4~ A 52 4 41 5 89 7.7
6 H3—4H 15 #, % F:}F 55 4~ , A% 48 4> 47 85 4.2
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