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Study on Key Indexes of Quality on Tobacco Leaf Cutting
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Abstract

permissible deviation and qualified rate of both the cutting distance and the cutting angle were studied on C3F grade tobacco leaf of Fangcheng

(Technology Center, Tianchang Tobacco Co. ,Ltd. , Xuchang , Henan
[ Objective ] In order to control the quality of tobacco leaf cutting, the key indexes were studied during the cutting. [ Method ] The

County Nanyang, Henan Province. Sensory taste was the main mean to evaluate the tobacco quality. The influences of Permissible deviation of
the cutting distance , Qualified rate of the cutting distance , permissible deviation of the cutting angle on the quality of cut tobacco leaf were ob-
served by smoking evaluation together with conventional chemical analysis. [ Result ] Results show that while the permissible deviation of the
cutting distance was within 1 em, the qualified rate of the cutting distance was above 90% , the permissible deviation of the cutting angle was
within 20°, the qualified rate of the cutting angle was above 85% , the quality of leaf cutting was stable. Therefore, the four indexes can be
used as the key indexes of tobacco leaf cutting in quality control. [ Conclusion] The research can provide necessary technical support for the

popularization and application of tobacco cutting technology.
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Table 2 Effects of different cutting distance on the smoking quality of Fangcheng C3F

Y AR Wiy R Tl FUS Js¥ix
Cutting distance/cm  Aroma quality /4>  Aroma quantity /43  Offensiive taste // 4} Irritancy // 43 After taste /43 Total scores // 43
28 6.7 5.8 5.6 5.5 5.7 5.99
29 7.0 7.1 6.5 6.0 6.1 6.69
30(CK) 7.1 7.2 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.79
31 7.1 7.3 6.6 6.2 6.2 6.83
32 7.5 7.6 6.7 6.5 6.5 7.15
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28 29 30 (CK) 31 3 angle //° % % sugar// % %
478E Cutting distance /| cm 0(CK) 259 0.26 27.6 161
10 2.78 0.29 28.2 1.51
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Table 4 Effects of different cutting angle on the smoking quality of Fangcheng C3F

Y AR HRE A S NS JEvi
Cutting angle //° Aroma quality /4>  Aroma quantity /43  Offensiive taste // 3 Irritancy // 43 After taste /4% Total scores // 43
0(CK) 7.1 7.2 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.79
10 7.1 7.1 6.5 6.0 6.1 6.72
20 7.0 6.9 6.4 5.9 5.9 6.57
30 6.6 6.4 6.1 5.5 5.5 6.15
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Table 5 Effects of different qualified rate of the cutting distance on the smoking quality of Fangcheng C3F
ot the . R e i Atk o
cutting distance/ % roma quality /4>  Aroma quantity /4>  Offensiive taste /4% Trritancy // 43 After taste // 4% Total scores // 4y
100( CK) 7.1 7.2 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.79
95 7.0 7.1 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.73
90 6.9 7.0 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.67
85 6.7 6.8 6.3 6.1 6.2 6.52
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Table 6 Effects of different qualified rate of the cutting angle on the moking quality of Fangcheng C3F

T o e i wht s it Aok s

cutting angle // % Aroma quahty //4%  Aroma quantity /4  Offensiive taste // /3 Irritancy // 43 After taste // 4y Total scores // 43
100( CK) 7.1 7.2 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.79

95 7.1 7.2 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.79

90 7.1 7.1 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.76

85 7.0 7.0 6.6 6.1 6.2 6.70

80 6.8 6.8 6.5 6.0 6.2 6.55
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Table 3 Variation of available potassium content in 200 cm soil layer

before sowing and after harvesting

g EEER AT
s Available potassium Available potassium
A RE rg—i{% content // mg/ kg storage // kg/hm’
Year depth  $&FPET  WUE FERITT WOk e
cm Before After Before After
sowing harvesting sowing harvesting
2014—2015 0~20 100.4 83.3 283.1 234.8
20 ~40 94.7 93.8 284.1 281.4
40 ~ 60 95.4 94.6 286.2 283.8
60 ~ 80 81.4 80.2 253.2 249.5
80 ~ 100 84.1 60.8 262.8 190.0
100 ~150  70.0 65.7 564.0 528.6
150 ~200  82.3 74.1 671.4 603.8
0 ~200 2604.9 2372.0
2015—2016 0 ~20 127.3 104.0 359.1 293.2
20 ~40 101.0 94.0 303.0 282.0
40 ~60 116.7 95.0 350.0 285.0
60 ~ 80 119.0 82.3 370.2 256. 1
80 ~100  99.0 69.0 309.4 215.6
100 ~150  81.0 60.0 652.6 482.7
150 ~200  81.2 58.7 662.2 478.1
0 ~200 — — 3006.5 2292.8
Sy 0~20 113.9 93.7 321.1 264.0
Average 20 ~40 97.9 93.9 293.6 281.7
40 ~60 106.0 94.8 318.1 284.4
60 ~80 100.2 81.3 311.7 252.8
80 ~100 91.6 64.9 286. 1 202.8
100 ~150  75.5 62.9 608.3 505.7
150 ~200  81.7 66.4 666. 8 540.9
0 ~200 — — 2 805.7 2332.3
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