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Abstract

design, the effects of straw moisture content, Ca( OH), dosage, urea dosage and processing time on the quality of corn stalk were studied.

(1.College of Life Sciences, Agriculture and Forestry, Qiqihar University, Qiqihar, Hei-
[ Objective] To study the disposal effects of composite chemical methods on maize straw. [ Method ] Using L,,(4°) orthogonal test

[ Result] The best composite processing conditions of corn stalk were as follows: 4% Ca(OH),, 8% urea, 40% water content, and the effects
of processing for 7 d under these conditions were the best. [ Conclusion] The research could provide theoretical basis and method for more rea-

sonable use of straw stalk for feeding livestock.
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Table 1 The factors and levels of orthogonal test
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Level YA IS ANl I C #3541 Moisture  E A
Ca(OH), Urea dosage Blank content Time //d
dosage // % % %

1 2 2 — 30 7

2 4 4 — 40 14

3 6 6 — 65 21

4 8 8 — 60 28
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Table 2 The main components analysis of corn after composite chemi-
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R HEH *ﬂﬁ?ﬁ R AE  RRIETEAA A
Tost No. Crudfe (,"rude Neutral" detergent  Acid Slelergem
protein fiber fiber fiber
1 6.53 30.46 50.01 36.31
2 7.49 33.85 50.62 41.50
3 6.45 32.93 50.74 37.93
4 8.03 31.77 50.47 40.02
5 4.45 34.55 48.85 41.27
6 4.61 34.76 49.66 41.51
7 12.84 32.12 49.65 37.49
8 18.38 31.55 49.59 39.41
9 5.47 33.99 48.12 40.43
10 9.20 30.01 48.56 39.07
11 7.90 33.06 49.79 41.67
12 17.26 36.34 49.17 43.49
13 3.99 31.64 50.65 42.10
14 9.20 33.69 50.85 36.90
15 13.93 37.19 50.23 43.84
16 17.36 35.78 49.17 43.45
17(XHH8) 3.03 35.85 50.87 43.52
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Fig.1 The estimated marginal mean of crude protein content
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Fig.2 The estimated marginal mean of crude fiber content
50.5 50.2 ¢
ﬁw\?gi 50.0 ﬁw\?ji 50.0
Q= Q=
¢ g8 $gs
T = T =
%2 4.5 B 49.8
BVES RES
#2e #23
385 490 +38 4.6
5] ; ; 4 0.4 ; ; 4
Ca (O) A Ca (OH), dosage /l % JkFFHmE Urea dosage Il %
50.2
39*\ =2 500 j“\ ==
HF S
w g N
Fo oc
%o 4.8 %z
- 8 = D
RED gl
+88 456 \ +53
49.44 ¥ 3 4 b 2 3 4
BFiE) Time Il d 7K Moisture content I %

B3 shitiggga2NmENRSE

Fig.3 The estimated marginal mean of neutral detergent fiber content
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