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Research Progress in Woody Forage Silage
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Abstract: With the rapid development of animal husbandry in China, the demand for high-quality roughage is growingly increasing,
and the supply of forage is more and more scarce. Therefore, it is important to exploit new forage which can alleviate the shortage of traditional
forage. Woody forage is a new type of forage that is characterized by abundant resources, high yield and high crude protein content. Reasonable
development and utilization of woody forage may alleviate the shortage of forage resources. Silage is an important storage method of woody forage ,
which can preserve forage nutrients with high quality. In recent years, more and more researches have being focused on woody forage silages.
This paper summarized the nutritional characteristics, quality of natural ensiling, improvement methods of woody forage silages, application
of woody forage silages in livestock production and brought out suggestions for future research, aiming at providing reference for the utilization
and development of woody forage silages.
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