ZHRAFRIEE, J. Anhui Agric. Sci. 2018,46(35) :94-96,168

ER1ISERAIERNTEE - EFrMERARIREAR

.

on 1,23 s 4 4y 55 aml,2)3 34 5 S n1,2.3 12 1,2,3
%’Tﬁé\\/i ,7%@5& ,ﬁi?ﬁﬂ?%{ ,/M‘f/ﬂ:\\/%' ,%lijﬁi’ ’E‘;ERA "g g 77}}":&5\ ,?%H}] ’

1,2,3 0 1,2,3
Ll—r ﬁ% » 2 ,iii

(L PG R RRABE w5 3BT IERT , L P T 03060052, 725 538 -5 0 ST 3R LU DY 4 5 SE 30 2, L7 35 i 0306003 3. AR A 2 -+ 25 S AR 4 Bk A
BRI R BRI A SR %, LNVERE 03003154, YTPGAO K%, YT PYRE 5 330045;5. VLGS 7 H AT 3, TIPE R & 330044)

WE (B9 REFOFWERIAERMERAROTRE, [FR]FATERI SHALEGFTLREREN FES FHRRSAEE
IR A0 EILH AT S AT T F R I AP B4 L SRR, (SR 541 5 34ENTESE 42102 vhm® ki
EALEH 12.2%, FTHhRHMEH 84.5%, H A HAEARLF Fw— L FOHARIERJ LN ETARFZFLE, & T a4
BEEETHRREEN0%LE, [#]F4 152 EEA AR F, LARS RAARERKT 2E, B EHF R
R K 3 ARH,

XER SAE HFLER SEE BN

FESES S514 XEIRIAES A XEHS  0517-6611(2018)35-0094-03

Study on the Grass Yield, Nutritive Value and Feeding Effect of Jinmu No. 1 in Red Soil Region of Southern China

PING Jun-ai'** | XIE Guo-qiang*, ZHANG Fu-yao'*” et al (1. Sorghum Institute,, Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Jinzhong,
Shanxi 030600;2. Shanxi Key Laboratory of Sorghum Genetics and Germplasm Enhancement, Jinzhong, Shanxi 030600;3. Key Laboratory of
Crop Gene Resources and Germplasm Enhancement on Loess Plateau, Ministry of Agriculture, Taiyuan,Shanxi 030031 ;4. Jiangxi Agricultural
University, Nangchang, Jiangxi 330045)

Abstract

na. [ Method] The grass yield, nutritive value and apparent digestion rate of nutrients of S. bicolor Jinmu 1 in red soil regions of southern Chi-

[ Objective ] The research aimed to discuss the feasibility of Sorghum bicolor L. as green forage in red soil regions of southern Chi-

na were studied. The feeding trial on goat was carried out and the feeding effects of Jinmu No. 1 were studied. [ Result] The hay yield of Jin-
mu No. I was 21. 02 t/hm’, the crude protein content in the plants was 12.2%, and dry matter’ s digestion rate was 84.5%. When the test
goats were fed with S. bicolor, adding some amount of concentrate could increase the weight gain effects and economic benefits. The appropri-
ate adding proportion of concentrate in total dry matter’s intake was about 30%. [ Conclusion] The feed quality and feeding effects of Jinmu
No. 1 as green forage were better than that of Pennisetum purpureum, so it should be popularized to be planted in red soil regions of southern

China.
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Table 2 The grass yield statistics of Jinmu No. 1 in each stubble
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B4 HL AT L% 1. ! 63.45 7.18
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Table 1 The feeding situaions in each treatment
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Table 3 The determination results of conventional nutrients of Jinmu No. 1 in each stubble %
X T4 HEH HHET 2 B TARBE LY i 5 h
Stubble No. DM CP CF EE NFE Ash Ca P
1 10.52 12.32 26.26 2.63 44. 65 14. 14 0.92 0.46
2 11.36 11.16 24.41 2.72 50. 67 11.04 0.92 0.19
3 10. 67 12.50 23.40 3.06 50. 42 10. 62 0.87 0.18
4 19. 89 12. 84 20. 69 2.56 56.25 7. 66 0.84 0.19
{8 Average 13. 11 12.21 23.69 2.74 50. 50 10. 87 0.89 0.26
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Table 4 The feed intake comparison of diet in different treatments

Koz Feed intake//g/ (kg - d)
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I 9.57 7.75 0 17.32 44.75 0
I 6.44 7.02 1.72 15.18 46.25 11.33
I 5.63 7.15 3.71 16. 55 43.20 22.78
v 5.09 5.60 5.02 15.71 35.65 31.95
\Y 5.00 5.84 6.03 16. 87 34.62 35.74
M 8.10 7.06 4.28 19.44 36.32 22.02
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Table 5 The weight gain effect of test goats in each group
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Group Daily weight gain Feed conversion rate Average feed intake Feefl cost Average weight gain WelghAung cost
keg/d % ke/ H Ji/kg keg/ 2 kg

I 0.084 eD 5.45 138. 652 20.17 7.560 2.67
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Iir 0. 153 edBC 12.03 114.429 27.13 13.770 1.97
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\Y 0.263 aA 17.85 132. 582 39.91 23.670 1.69

M 0.111 dC 10. 37 96.352 24.48 9.990 2.45
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Note: Different small letters in the same column indicated signficiant differences(P < 0.05) ;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely

signficiant differences( P < 0.01)
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