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AKWFE B B RERET A B R AR - SRR (29.8% ~ 50.7%) BLEAS / ETERIE (33.8% ~ 62.6%) F
fr 18 {E H A2 2 - SR ARG T 5 718 « B8 (R ) ~ JEH A ($51E Lactobacillus acetotolerans SOR-4 > 4
x 10° cfu/kg ) ~ R HE B ($3F# Lactobacillus buchneri TNC-5 » 2 x 10° cfu/kg ) ~ EEH C ( #:1& Lactobacillus plantarum
L10531 » 2 x 10° cfu/kg ) ~ P D ( BEERG2EER » L. plantarum, Lactobacillus casei » 2 x 10° cfu/kg ) ~ fEHE E ( ##f#
PG + L. acetotolerans SOR-4 ) ~ FE¥H F ( PEFERGZEEM] + L. buchneri TNC-5) o FHRFEEINEZELS » R 4 &
B IR EN - BTSSR > MR - B2V R K A S E T EN T HRFHEAESERE - 4 #tiF
B ELBE L (pH {H ~ B2 ~ FIFEES ) U2 33.8% MR / ETE R R ~ IR BEYZR 50.7% HyHHE
B 62.6% HHEER | BT - H2YI% 29.8% W NGRIRAA Fyie s o REHIRAT » SEERIUGEN IR - SR
P DUBERE L. acetotolerans SOR-4 ~ P52 B 7 B [G]HE a8 1Y P ZR IR (= » THETE L. buchneri TNC-5 1ZIRHE;
7= BURNHIRE MR  HEN RN S - DEE AR RE © 59 L. acetotolerans SOR-4 HL5H38 FyiF
AT BRI e 8

BRG] ¢ SR B - BT

1

Efg AR HEAE O ENEELH - WETHREEZE g EwEABAT (HERAT) MMES VRS
HE &8 HEARHER B MFFEHZR EE 2 — (B > 2003 5 B > 2011 5 -5 - 2018 ) - AR AL P i
TR HUE B E I A R A A (325 » 2018) » Bl S B R G f M =28 &
R (E5 > 2010 ; 55 - 2018 ) » AMMBEME - BiEEBUGEEEN LIAR % - T2 2B I 2
PR SR - BRI T R R AR ERH

EE BHR ] DR B R RO TR (HEEBHY A IRE Rlss LS S8 e - BT SR B B IR R
BENRGE > —MRINE - SRR YHER T2 A E R NE Bz R IR - Rl 2R R MRS e B s
TR BE R R IR M EIER - LB HEE - DIEEINS - ¥R R iR i S R A5 ] FH e R AT A
E[F#REEEE (Rotz and Muck, 1994) - (i #ZEAIlEE Z) N SRR B MBS - HEME - FirEsiE
Vsl - AR pH B LUIHIR BAEYIRYES) - TEZRIREN HEY - HELS2 0T HEEL K - 72
BERPCE T E R B ERZ R BB A& (L) - J/) RS E SRR ] LR PSR A 2 2 Z i (Rotz and
Muck, 1994; Ohmomo et al., 2002) °

B TE BB EENEIMV R EEE F I - FirR (BB SE SRR - I SHET RS 1F
ZERAE » 2RSSR EEERENEEE - WEKRFAITE - HIMNIZBRABEMER 7= - =ML PE
IBREIREL 4 — 6 gt o] UEZREITIRFHIERY - 8% - WEREEAAZEGRTEEE Y S/KR B REIRT T - fE 2
AR E RS EEAETE (Ni e al., 2017) > (HEFE /KB MR K L EY) & Bl B sk e v 2 et - AIFEEETL
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Wb ] LB S R gl RV EZHRS - EERGEE O (% > 2012 5 15 > 2017 5 £55 > 2018 5 Ohmomo
et al., 2002 ) - FHTESTEMEVBA TR F Z AR A E IR AVEE IR - P50 RAF I RE T BAFHVE B IRGE © B
BRI AR A1 R AT REEE LB RAVRZYHESR © FRIMCERE - W RV R BRI G B AR R E Y 27K
B > ARIKFT AR TR S TR BT 20 PRE U S /KR DUB ISR IRFAUR (Rotz and Muck, 1994; Borrean,
etal., 2017) - A TEABRFHIEYIRLE 30% ET - MEEMEAIRESHEYR - SENRET G HEER]H
B > 155 (2008 5 2012 5 2014) HEfTMOKR ~ SR IR EGE S TR BRI - SR LRSS
SBAEF ) ZBRLERRE > KT RE B ENIE - (B Dt W RIIE IR ETHINI -

AU FEET s VIR R AR R SR/ B RE RINB I E - hE ISR R 18 (] HHRIEER
PRa A FI R PRI L ATRERE A DR RERE S -

MBI R E

L bk
PR B &l PR T AT R » 105 45 3 H 1 By RIREREE St / E1E R - BB RSN T
FEH o NER 4 NI 24 /NRHRETTERT -
L FHRpEE
FHHPIFMOREE S 53 Ry 7 3 o AT T AR © HEfE K (B8 - CK) ~ BEFERE 3 A ( H BRIk L. aceto-
tolerans SOR-4 >4 x 10° cfu/kg ) ~ @RI B ( HEF & L. buchneri TNC-5 22 x 10° cfu/kg) ~HfdpEIE C (G EL.
plantarum 110531 » 2 x 10° cfuw/kg ) ~ PEEERFE D ( BEEEE] > ST E DR - L. plantarum, L. casei »
2 x 10° cfu/kg) ~ HfEEIE E ( BT + L. acetotolerans SOR-4) ~ BEfEFRIH F ( BEE] + L. buchneri TNC-5) «
PSR Y FRE R E e\ TR P BT R - HItEEEEN RSN T2 —8 - BEERKMEDESS
5] BRNEZEBBSH - 558 1 kg 0 IR0 | mL KECHRRERE - %E - GRRH 4 5 - I7F 18 {HAREE - H
EFATREEE -
1L 73477774
() =B RIAEE T+ RS s B AR BB AT 2% B HUE > 17 80°C HERZIZ RN » FHEE I /E (crude protein, CP)
SEMRIE AOAC (1984) 2 772 0I%E 5 IE e84k (acid-detergent fiber, ADF) ~ H15e 484 (neutral-detergent fiber,
NDF) AllfiH& van Soest (1991) J77ALUELEZEMIE (Ankom 200) » F—HRAmE® 2 X - AsBBFrAMRl 2 28
dHpmnR 1 -

T EERRGHE B AN ER R AVEZY) R S A B2

Table 1. Dry matter content and chemical compositions of oat and oat/alfalfa after wilting for different hours

Forage Wilting Dry matter Crude protein Neutral detergent fiber ~ Acid detergent fiber
Hr. % % dry base
Oat 4 29.8 15.45 60.73 35.81
24 50.7 16.74 59.02 36.91
Oat/alfalfa 4 33.8 18.48 53.49 28.95
24 62.6 16.50 55.68 33.26

(i) FEZEMSE T - pHAE R 20 g #riEF AR INZRaR/K 180 mL » FTHF 8% DA S 5T E 2 (8 - FLBE -
TBE ~ Nl S LB 272 LURAE AR 8% Jones and Kay (1976) HYJ7EH#E(T » RERTZIUHE i 28 BUR AL B P58+
BERE > SEHPREL 0.05 N tetrabutyl ammonium hydroxide (TBAH) JiEE £ pH & 8 » 70°C THLEZ - NIAE & FNH
VAR > Gk TBAH JRJE & » I AZE & benzyl bromide BRI LRSI S IE » KR LB RE > FELLRAR @M
f# (Shimadzu, GC-2014) 73 fr& & o IKF TR AN ~ TR ABRE &0 GHE Zf - Wik ~ T IR
DU E B2 Ao thE TRy - FRR 3 TR SR R R E RS> (Flieg’s score) » 557 40 DU T RIRNFAT
FHL ~ 40 — 60 43 By Tl HEAZ ~ 60 — 80 43 Rt AE T ~ 80 73 DA Rdd TR E BRIV -

(i) 455t @ 5UERAS Ll SAS #EE (2002) 2 GLM procedure #E7T 8 75 5347 - FRUE Rl ~ E/KR (ZFEEH)
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F PR > & TIEN Ryl e R > DIBEE I (Duncan’s test) JUBR AR T I HY 22 BT -

w R

MEHRF S B B 7 0 A

AFBIMREI AT EEER SRR 1> Z8 4 /NRERE RGHES | BTEHIEZYIRAE 30% £ > 208 24 /R
BHIEZVIZR 7B Ry 50.7% o 62.6% - iEpk —FEM Bz RIEB B a2 AR oK RE AR - #25 / BERE
HHERE S EERENEE - 0 - BREEES ERIEREE - NPT o ry S Ehers (895 2/3 ) -
TR (R 2) ©Z2VPRERAERAE T8 pH HABEEE - MRIATABE - [EFRERZYR - 8
BRI R )R RO B SRS ¢ B B S RIS il B - DURAORL B2 ~ PR B e
FPNR R S RCE RS . LR S BRI YIRS RA BES » Her SN TR ERE © ARG E
SRR BES ML S N T B RE - T BUR - M0k 2R R B ITERER T AR T
FIASCENER -

T2 EVIRREEEEE  HE BEBERE BT R
Table 2. Analysis of variance for the silage quality of oat and oat/alfalfa silages affected by different dry matter contents and

inoculation treatments

Mean square

Source of variance df

pH Flieg’s score  Acetic acid Propionic acid Butyric acid  Lactic acid
Dry matter (DM) 1 439" 21.0 259.5" 0.50 326" 161.7"
Inoculants (I) 6 0.51" 1,941.9™ 527 0.14 0.80 226"
Materials (M) 1 0.44 8.4 182" 0.68" 3.82° 0.1
M x DM 1 0.92" 8,142.9" 0.7 0.72" 3.12° 474"
MxI 6 0.23" 545.7" 347 0.13 0.82 8.2"
DM x I 6 0.78" 1,570.1" 44" 0.09 0.62 14.3"
M x DM x I 6 0.12 158.0 44" 0.10 0.70 327
Error 67 0.05 80.9 0.22 0.08 0.31 0.5
"P<0.05.
" P<0.01.

11 PERERREAE A [FIRZYIR AR N HYZRIR

F 3 Ry(REZY)ZR B A FEIHEGR O TAVF IR R - NEEEEEF N 18 (M AR BE AR T
5355 L. buchneri TNC-5 (B B ) ~ L. plantarum L10531 (BEEE C ) KpG2EE + L. buchneri TNC-5 (23 F ) %
PRIR SR EMR T LI A BT > HAEKK 0.5% DL LS & T MES » RIFRAE - SR PR S R L.
acetotolerans SOR-4 (JFZ# A) » H pH (& 3.86 ~ FHH7aTI> 95 » FLBE & Fy 8.66% » i (P < 0.05) (B HA & 18R
> HAURBAERG S + L. acetotolerans SOR-4 (jEFE E ) B fERGEE (B D) Mg » & pH 43Rk 4.43 &
477 > ABE 2R Fy 4.93% F 3.20% » L2770y 4.03% F 5.32% » 35BERYI 3 RIAE S B ] BEss 4l

F 4 FyrmRo YRR - WIREMRIAE = - S ERD AR AT (HEIEESy 47 e r #2
B o PEERR B T DI L. buchneri TNC-5 HNEYoy 55 (& - B & BB & ST - HABEE A 25 B
FEER LIRS > SIS E T £EEN - SEHE P BERE3EE X L. acetotolerans SOR-4 4 A G & &
43 B 2.97% Fr 2.84% » B8 (P < 0.05) = A S B4H Fo B51& L. buchneri TNC-5 4127 0.84% & 1.10% -

%5 B(RESY)RIIR | ETE 2 HITFRIE 0 BRBEE L. buchneri TNC-5 BLEHERG S + L. buchneri TNC-5 &
A FRI Ry AT HE2 F 4R - HA AT A BB Y 5 i s B B A i BBV - H i - 8578 L. acetotolerans
SOR-4 ~ FHfEFEEE + L. acetotolerans SOR-4 =ZHMY pH {457 Bl Fy 4.40 ~ 4.08 F7 4.26 ; A& =57 A5 5.10% -
5.94% K 5.94% ; FHFEES 5y RI By 82.7 ~ 87.3 J 82.3 » FHIfH{E o

R 6 RmicVIRAA | BiE 2B R DB M S - FrARHEE IR 1L 415 — 67.0 e
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EHES > HHERERE  JISHREEHESS  JREENT 028 — 0.57% i - ARS8/ 0.05 —
0.64% [H] » BHBURIN AT =40 B - BUREYIREENZIR - ER S KR (RRETE AR ERE B = AR -

® 3. FEEHNEEZYREE BT ERE

Table 3. Effect of inoculants on silage quality of oat with low dry matter content

Treatment’ Dry matter pH Flieg’s score  Acetic acid Propionic acid Butyric acid  Lactic acid
% % DM
Control 23.9° 4.59% 48.0 8.28" 0.03 0.05° 0.21°
A 26.8° 3.86° 94.8° 1.50° 0.03 0.10° 8.66"
B 23.8° 5.40° 24.3° 4.60™ 0.80 2.26" 0.34%
C 25.4% 5.07" 35.5% 5.44° 0.68 0.66" 0.54%
D 25.5% 4.77% 53.0™ 5.32° 0.02 0.05° 3.20°¢
E 26.2% 4.43° 66.3° 4.03° 0.04 0.06° 4,93
F 24.5% 5.13* 30.3¢ 4.84" 0.58 1.58% 1.56

"Control: no inoculation, A: inoculated with L. acetotolerans SOR-4, B: inoculated with L. buchneri TNC-5, C: inoculated
with L. plantarum 110531, D: inoculated with commercial inoculant, E: inoculated with commercial inoculant and L.
acetotolerans SOR-4, F: inoculated with commercial inoculant and L. buchneri TNC-5.

&b ¢4¢ Means in the same column with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

F 4. PREHN SRS B E R
Table 4. Effect of inoculants on silage quality of oat with high dry matter content

Treatment’ Dry matter pH Flieg’s score  Acetic acid Propionic acid Butyric acid  Lactic acid
% % DM
Control 48.4" 5.65° 47.3¢ 1.23%° 0.016° 0.054 0.84°
A 48.6™ 4.77° 72.3%¢ 1.16™ 0.023" 0.078 2.84°
B 50.2° 4.76° 55.3% 1.28% 0.028" 0.020 1.10°
C 53.4° 5.08° 84.0" 0.56° 0.029° 0.019 1.57%
D 48.2" 4.51° 92.5° 0.84 0.026° 0.017 297
E 50.0™ 5.04° 81.3% 0.78" 0.032° 0.015 1.78%
F 47.3° 4.90° 65.3"¢ 1.50° 0.045" 0.061 2.07"

"The same as Table 3.
¢4 Means in the same column with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

RS PHEHPMEREYIRHE / BiE 2B E R
Table 5. Effect of inoculants on silage quality of oat/alfalfa with low dry matter content

Treatment’ Dry matter pH Flieg’s score  Acetic acid Propionic acid Butyric acid  Lactic acid
% % DM
Control 33.0° 4.40™ 82.7° 2.11° 0.014* 0.055 5.10%
A 31.4% 4.08° 87.3" 2.29¢ 0.010® 0.006 5.94°
B 30.5° 4.63° 51.3° 4.84° 0.015° 0.013 1.84°
C 31.4% 433" 69.0° 3.84° 0.011* 0.011 441"
D 32.8° 453" 62.3% 3.93" 0.000° 0.012 3.98%
E 32.1% 4.26% 82.3 2.55¢ 0.013* 0.037 5.94°
F 30.9% 4.62° 53.5°¢ 5.06 0.004* 0.012 2.98%

"The same as Table 3.
%<4 Means in the same column with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).
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6. PHEHNEYRHE  BiE 2 FmE R
Table 6. Effect of inoculants on silage quality of oat/alfalfa with high dry matter content

Treatment’ Dry matter pH Flieg’s score  Acetic acid Propionic acid Butyric acid  Lactic acid
% % DM
Control 60.7° 5.25° 41.5° 0.32° 0.039® 0.009 0.05°¢
A 63.3" 5.17° 43.8% 0.28° 0.035° 0.006 0.07°
B 61.8" 4.78° 53.0° 0.57 0.040® 0.005 0.40%
C 62.2* 5.08% 51.8%¢ 0.32° 0.037° 0.008 0.22%
D 62.3* 5.06% 67.0° 0.32° 0.037% 0.006 0.41%
E 62.1° 5.00™ 61.8% 0.39° 0.045" 0.009 0.45%
F 61.0% 4,83 57.5% 0.55° 0.046" 0.012 0.64°

"The same as Table 3.
%<4 Means in the same column with different superscripts differ (P < 0.05).

S

FHRre I R AR AR R B - A B LA F I ai2adEEER - H2 S HATHRE » MR
FERRIE ~ 27K% - KBMKbEY & E - HRRBEERE I RRAFEES - HRFEGIEET - —HE g
HAAY R R R - R ERIEAVGER GIFE 28 - 1R 3 2% 6 BUn » K - SRR - S5
2 ETE 4 HEBGERIFERE - DRGNS - RINGHEE BEREZYIRHEE | 575 (33.8%) » RyErc)de®
(50.7%) ~ (REZP)ZRHEE (29.8%) » Hxi= Fymbiz Yz e ds | 51g (62.6%) » HAMEZ 205 5.1% (% 5) ~ 0.84% (%
4)~021% (3 ) K 0.05% (52 6) ° 529153 30% /oA — AR Rl E 1 B IR OE - 5% (2018) HYIHSE RIS
TRAEAR UG R T & 2 (8 A RS AB SN 3% — 5% B> MAFENSEE 021% (£ 3)  HEMK
K HREREEZ Z8 &8 Ry 8.28% (£ 3) » #EMFTREEARIFHFET (18 #H ) T £ E A EEEAR (Rotz and
Muck. 1994; Borreani et al., 2017) ; [M{KFZVIZAVHEE | E1E (33%) (ERIFRIF T Th4ERAE(E BARREAYFR B -
R EEA EREEEE RS - SRS - NEEARIREHEEAR - P EREN - Ni e al.
(2017) LA MEREIE 5EE R 7k (denaturing gradient gel electrophoresis, DGGE) K K tH{XE ¥ (next-generation sequencing,
NGS) fifdE )7 7% » il AFRER - FEIERKEEFITRRIVEAEEL - SBFITRT - REAKEMEAHEE
o HEADBEEFTAINEATFIESIPREE - K2 @A S - SEEFTRNEAEEDARE KL - EB5F
[EI PR T SRR [E] o F AR F IR 2 FH S ER B S/ NEK B & (Leuconostoc spp. and Pediococcus spp.) Fs
T FEIEAKRDLABEIEEE (Lactobacillus spp.) B > 1M E 75 R ARG EKE & (Enterococcus spp.) 5 F ° 55 Rotz and
Muck (1994) k2 Ohmomo ez al. (2002) 3537~ HZAZEE T » FHHTATHHSE I LIERE & EMmRIHHI DIALBAR G & £
BRI 14872 55 Zhou et al. (2016) ¥175 7 R ORR A F AV » AEIFERE THYES AR EE A —
Borreani ef al.(2017) FRA[E E7KE T RATFEENESEREAE -

RehbRatH 6 TR « 3 AHFFMEE —EIR Dl B © JREE A (L. acetotolerans SOR-4) ~ FZE B (L. buchneri
TNC-5) Je i3 C (L. plantarum L10531) » 78 2 FHEEPRE Ry a3 D ( BZEERI > L. plantarum ~ L. casei) » [ #7#E 3
TEECRAYEETE E (L. plantarum ~ L. casei ~ L. acetotolerans SOR-4) K EZPE F (L. plantarum ~ L. casei ~ L. buchneri TNC-
5) o ZRERE AR EFZYR AR THIRIRA — BRRinE > UM A~ D~ EAVFRIRERE > MEHEB-C L FH
SRR AT ORI - BERIR D B EE R A B RIREE IR RS o AR R L R RN o AslEE ATt
IR R i st PTG oo Fr BT TEREORTTE © Bt L. plantarum ~ L. casei ¢ L. buchneri &% 75 {7 B H FHYE
(Ohmomo et al., 2002; Holzer et al., 2003; Nishino and Touno, 2005) » L. plantarum %58 A MG - R0 E AERY
AR R EFAEN BT - (CHEABEREER BN 5 L. buchneri RSB AL BEER - NINEYHAVERR &5
IRl 2l es o MINBEERBEM: » i L. acetotolerans RIA R 2 FINERSNEITFEEIT - AASEGEE > BifE
DA L. buchneri, TNC-5 B2 JEFS AR AR » RNMEFA / ZFgERK > FEIRPAREINT fe 2 ERUEES (£ 3 ) #EHIPIRETE
RIITHE T S RE SRR EE SR - FENS T RREAVES) - SEE C (L. plantarum L10531) BlpG3E
IR RIS A » ] AR B S R R e W ARA RS FF AR - S sEm R M AT BE S L. casei B L. plantarum
HIATERLR © L. acetotolerans J&—TEIM L1 ~ MTEAERE ST GRAY[EVE FLIE E % H 0 AR EOREN 5 44E - —
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PR B 555238 (BEntan et al., 1986; Piao et al., 2019) » ZRIMA{E 5 5 AT HRAN 22 283 L. acetotolerans 115 If
FYZ= E EAH P H ERAEES (Li and Nishino, 2011; Muck, 2013; Han et al., 2014; Ni et al., 2017; Han et al., 2018; Xu et al.,
2019) - HIZEE T ARERE HEE T MEEE F - Han ef al. (2014) Jz Han et al. (2018) 2718 L. acetotolerans HERFFT
AEEREEHE (TMR) REXFRFITRE 2T - FERFERERVHLFEZE A L. acetotolerans ¥ » FBRH:
AfRERMTHALEETT -

FERHET ARSI 708 RS F TR N 285 4Y) - STEEYEM R K BRI EZE TS
T FEEH)) (Muck, 2013; Zhou, et al., 2016; Xu et al., 2019) » ZEEM LR ] DIETE N B EANEREF AL - #E7R
CAIMPRHIRRE ~ SHEL7E - EREAIIE B E T S E Rz I > RAEA R0V - (E0 R 5B sE R - SR S
FrA U ER&F S TE -

A

B RO | EE I RINRERCRIN S - EERRZYPREEIES Y 34 — 51% [H]  BERE[EE AR SEHE  7] LA
UEFFIFERSEMEIRES » 55 L. acetotolerans SOR-4 ELGREE Fy 75 I H 71 HE FH VB

ZENRK

TAPRE - BREESA ~ #OCE ~ TR~ BIETE - 2008 o pRFVE - BENE R B B Y ORI ] B 2 POKE B T s B H YR
& o ZHEWTIT 41 1 153-162 ©

TAPRE ~ BREEA SR - ISR - 2010 - FRMCEECKHEIEY) 2 SUE B BRI B e R AENTFE 43 © 339-350 -

TAPRE ~ R~ BREES. - 2012 » REIMRE/K TORIIBRT 4B - WEEDTIT 45 © 355-368 -

TAPRK ~ BREEA. - 2014 - MR - BEE S S IS RS TORBRrREERa E M GAEMR IR E MR8 - BENTIT 47 ¢

187-194 -
TAPRE -~ ERE -~ BUETE - B - 2017 - PR AEHRIE S/ BERE S E IR g o BENTI 50 ¢ 134-
139 -

E4PRE ~ R - BREE A - 2018 - PSR B E PR A I E TR - BEEMTST 51 ¢ 286-292 -

KA ~ E4PRE - R - BRFER - 2018 » BRI R EWEHN Z Bl A & - a8 ROE I B gt - SaEise 51
16-23 -

PRZE A ~ E4PRE IFERE - BUETE - 2011 (RALRHE ARVA R ESHRIE BT — 15508 (Digitaria) PR BLE TS (Medicago
sativa) JEFE © BEENTSE 44 1 37-50 o

PR~ BERETE - FHEDH - FERSC C IRE SR BAER - 2018 o EE AT WIERIS IR SRS LAREE > SO
SPl o BEERTSE 51 ¢ 217-223 ¢

AR - B4R BB - BFEA - 2012 - HIFEARVETE K HEE P mENEE - AT 45 1 209-
216 -

HRE - MR - FFERE - 2003 « 2085 TR E BB E 2 5 - BETIE 36 1 45-52
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Abstract

The purpose of this study aims to investigate the effect of different inoculants on four-set materials ensiling, including
oat with dry matter content 29.8% and 50.7%, and oat/alfalfa mixture with dry matter content 33.8% and 62.6%, respectively,
for a period of 18 months. The inoculation includes the following 7 treatments: control (no inoculant), Treatment A (inoculated
with Lactobacillus acetotolerans SOR-4, 4 x 10° cfu/kg), Treatment B (inoculated with Lactobacillus buchneri TNC-5, 2 x
10° cfu/kg), Treatment C (inoculated with Lactobacillus plantarum 110531, 2 x 10° cfu/kg), Treatment D (inoculated with
commercial inoculant, L. plantarum and Lactobacillus casei, 2 x 10° cfu/kg), Treatment E (inoculated with commercial
inoculant and L. acetotolerans SOR-4) and Treatment F (inoculated with commercial inoculant and L. buchneri TNC-5). The
material was treated and sealed in a vacuum bag separately, with four replications per treatment. From the results of variance
analysis, material, it showed that dry natter content and inoculation were important factors that affected silage fermentation.
In addition, there were interaction effects among these factors. The overall performance (including pH, fermentation quality
and Flieg’s score) of oat/alfalfa with dry matter content 33.8% was the best among these four-set materials, followed by those
of oat with dry matter content 50.7% and oat/alfalfa with dry matter content 62.6%. The overall performance of oat with dry
matter content 29.8% showed the worst performance. In most conditions, the fermentation quality of inoculations was better
than that of control. However, the treatments inoculated with L. acetotolerans SOR-4, commercial inoculant, and commercial
inoculant with L. acefotolerans SOR-4 had better silage quality. On the contrary, the effect inoculated with L. buchneri
TNC-5 was poor. The results of this study showed that oats and oats/alfalfa inoculated with homo-fermentative inoculant
performed better during the long-period preservation. Further, L. acetotolerans SOR-4 had the potential for developing as the
silage additive.
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