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Abstract

This article explores the potential application value of grubs (beetle larvae) in crop straw treatment,
and analyzes their ability to decompose straw and their comprehensive impact on soil environment
based on their biological characteristics and straw degradation requirements. Through experi-
mental verification of the digestion efficiency of straw by grubs, a new model for straw resource
utilization based on grubs was proposed, and a three-in-one resource recycling model path of
“straw degradation - grub farming - soil improvement” was proposed. Provide new ideas for the
harmless treatment of straw and agricultural ecological cycle.
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Figure 1. Physical photo of the grub
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Table 1. Degradation efficiency of different types of straw by grubs
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Figure 2. Degradation efficiency of different types of straw by grubs
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Table 2. Results of enzyme activity detection and analysis in the gut of grubs
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Table 3. Organic matter, total nitrogen, available phosphorus, and microbial diversity index of straw residues after metabolism

by grubs
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