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Table 1 Technical parameters of corn silos
&5 o Gig .
ST IR .y #iE
Silos Silos i ) Weight/

Dimensions/m Remarks
No. type kg

1 B 2.0X2.0X2.0 1000 NGk

2 Al 2.0X2.0X2.0 1000 PN E

3 WO 1 2.0X2.0 333 PN R

4 WHE 2 2.0X2.0 333 430 d B 1K

5 HoHE 3 2.0X2.0 333 15 d B 1
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Table 2 Changes of water content in maize

o IK 4y & it Water content/ % TR/ EH Ay S
Silos N Decrease/
Silos No. . / -

1212 0118 0215 0222 0301 0311 0315 0412 0419 0524  percentage point
1 24.4 24.2 22.9 24.2 16.1 15.1 17.1 14.1 12.8 12.1 12.3
2 21.1 23.9 20. 3 19.2 17.8 17.1 15.6 14.5 13.4 12.9 8.2
3 20.7 23.7 23.8 24.1 23.7 20. 2 22.1 15. 8 14.3 15.2 5.5
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Fig.1 Water change trend of maize
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Table 3 Changes of fatty acids in maize

o= A& Wiz Fatty acids /(mg+100 g!)
Silos g
12-12 01-18 02-15 02-22 03-01 03-11 03-15 04-12 04-19 05-24
No. Increase range
1 84.0 73.9 91.7 92.3 124.0 56. 4 95.6 66.8 62.3 109. 0 25.0
2 55.1 150. 0 105.0 94.5 122.0 61.3 111.0 105.0 80. 1 115.0 60. 0
3 64.0 111.0 136.0 98. 8 148.0 73.6 111.0 80. 4 89.0 142.0 78.0
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Comparison of water content,fatty acid value,bulk density and mildew grain of three types of grain storage in bulk
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Table 4 Changes of bulk density in maize

45 Z # Bulk density/(g+L")

Silos
12-12 01-18 02-15 02-22 03-01 03-11

S Jn i £ I

03-15 04-12 04-19 05-24

No Increase range Average value
154 695 666 721 656 682 721 656 686 685 696 25 686. 4
2 54 692 644 748 700 723 731 692 705 712 721 60 706. 8
354 666 672 723 673 678 692 669 686 676 679 78 750. 0
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Study on the Technology of Temporary Storage
of Corn After Harvest in Northeast China

LI Chang-hao, WANG Hai-ling
(Grain Design Institute of Heilongjiang, Harbin 150030, China)

Abstract ; Based on many field investigations of grain storage farmers in Heilongjiang Province, the present situ-

ation of temporary storage of corn in Heilongjiang Province after harvest is known. In view of the two methods

of temporary storage and storage of corn in bulk, which are common in northeast China, three grain-storing

farmers in Bayan County, semi-humid area of Heilongjiang were selected three temporary storage methods of
steel corn were used to carry out the full-scale storage experiment, which were used to lie on the ground, to

make a simple wooden structure small granary, and to build a temporary storage warehouse of steel corn by

means of regular examination of water content, fatty acid value, bulk density, moldy rate and other indexes of
the experimental temporary storage corn ears,the data were statistically summarized,and the trend charts were

drawn,and the data were compared judging the influence factors of the post-production loss of maize, compa-

ring and summing up the management of turning grain on the ground in the late period of the experiment by the

frequency of turning grain once in 15 days,once in 30 days and no turning. The results showed that the main

factors affecting the post-production loss of corn were water content, fatty acid, mildew rate and so on, thus

judging that the indexes of corn stored in the equipment were obviously better than those stored on the ground.

The decreasing effect of the temporary storage of steel small grain silos was better than that of wooden small

grain silos,and some suggestions were put forward for the problems in the temporary storage test and the mat-

ters needing attention in its application.

Keywords: temporary storage corn after production;steel small grain silos; wooden small grain silos;bulk pile
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