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Abstract
ganic acid in silage pineapple residue. [ Method | The fresh pineapple residue with water content of 65%—75% was filled in a sealed plastic si-
lage container with the volume of 2. 0 L, samples were collected on the 7" 14" 21" 28"  and 35" days after the fermentation. And pH , nitrite,
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[ Objective ] To discuss the effects of different fermentation time on pH, contents of nitrite,ammonia nitrogen , soluble sugar and or-

ammonia nitrogen , soluble sugar and organic acid were determined. [ Result ] pH of silage pineapple residue was significantly lower than that of
fresh pineapple residue( P<0.05) ,that on the 21*,28" and 35" days after the fermentation was significantly higher than that on the 7" and
14" days (P<0.05). The nitrite content of silage pineapple residue was 3. 50—11. 13 mg/kg. The soluble sugar content of silage pineapple res-
idue was significantly lower than that of fresh pineapple residue( P<0.05) ,the soluble sugar content on the 28" day of silage was significantly
higher than that on other silage time ( P<0.035). Ammol/Lonia nitrogen concentration in silage pineapple residue on the 28" and 35" days was
significantly higher than that on the 21" day (P<0.05). The contents of acetic acid, propionic acid and lactic acid in silage pineapple residue
was significantly higher than that in fresh pineapple residue (P<0.05). And the contents of acetic acid, propionic acid and lactic acid on the
28" day was the highest, which was significantly higher than that on the 7" day (P<0.05). After 14 days,the contents of lactic acid, propionic
acid and lactic acid were gradually stabilized (P>0.05). The content of butyric acid in silage pineapple residue was lower than that in fresh
pineapple residue (P<0.05) and that was the lowest on the 35" day (P<0.05). [ Conclusion]The optimal silage utilization time for silage

pineapple residue was 28 days.
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Table 1 Effects of fermentation time on pH,contents of ammol/Lonia nitrogen,nitrite and soluble sugar in silage pineapple residue

. S i AT A
Time,/d pH Nitrite content Soluble sugar Ammonia nitrogen
mg/kg content//% content//g/kg
0 5.23+0.02 a 5.74+0.09 ¢ 18.10+0.07 a 0.26+0.01 ¢
7 4.35+0.01 b 6.51+0.09 b 10. 75+0. 08 ¢ 0.36x0. 00 be
14 4.31+0.00 b 3.50+0.00 d 9.50+0.24 d 0.37+0.01 abe
21 4.25+0.02 ¢ 10.94+0.73 a 10. 64£0.27 ¢ 0.32+0.06 ¢
28 4.23+0.02 ¢ 7.54+0.09 b 16.03+0.77 b 0.50+0. 06 a
35 4.23+0.01 ¢ 11.13+0.09 a 11.4120.17 ¢ 0.47+0. 08 ab
P {E P value 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0.024
PR SEM 0.11 0.83 0.96 0.03

T [FFIA RVNG FRER7R 22 57 B35 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant difference( P<0. 05)
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LTI RAGA ) I 5 5 3 8 TR BE AL (P<0. 05)
Sy 5 177. 17% 206. 82% ,254. 07% ,317. 85% Fil 206. 56% ;
T RELA N R & 2 TR ARG, 2353w 311 11%
(P>0.05) \394.44% (P<0.05) ,530. 56% ( P<0.05) \611. 11%
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Table 2 Effects of fermentation time on organic acid content in silage pineapple residue

. Zmakt e TR Akt L S
Time//d Acetic acid content Propionic acid Butyric acid Lactic acid Lactic acl.d/

g/kg content//g/ kg content //g/ kg content//g/kg Total acid
0 3.81+0.03 ¢ 0.036+0. 007 ¢ 0.027+0.002 a 4.48+0.10 b 0.54+0.00 ¢
7 10.56+3.55 b 0. 112+0. 036 be 0.019+0. 002 ab 25.66+10.30 a 0.70£0.01 a
14 11.69+3. 13 ab 0. 142+0. 068 ab 0.015+0.007 b 23.16+6.82 a 0.66+0.01 b
21 13.49+0. 84 ab 0. 191+0. 046 ab 0.014+0.002 b 30.48+0.99 a 0.69+0.01 a
28 15.92£0.03 a 0.220+0. 000 a 0.014+0.002 b 32.92+0.22 a 0.67+0.00 b
35 11.68+1.50 ab 0. 152+0. 036 ab 0.005+0. 000 c 23.62+3.68 a 0.67+0.01 b
P& P value 0.013 0.033 0. 080 0.016 0. 000
FrifElR SEM 1.200 0. 020 0. 002 2.980 0. 020

T [RFIA RV NG R R7R 22 57 .35 (P<0. 05)

Note; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant difference( P<0.05)
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