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Effect of Field Propagation Technology of Indigenous Bacteria on the Quality of Tobacco Leaf

WANG Yong-li',CHEN Jian-jun’ ,DOU Bao-yun’ (1. Shandong Linyi Tobacco Co. ,Ltd. , Linyi,Shandong 276000;2. Jiangsu Tobacco
Industry Co. ,Ltd. , Nanjing,Jiangsu 210000 ;3. Feixian County Agriculture Bureau, Feixian,Shandong 273400 )

Abstract [ Objective | To study the effect of field propagation technology of indigenous bacteria on the quality of tobacco leaf,we discussed the
feasibility of further reducing the amount of chemical fertilizers. [ Method ] NC102 were used as the research material in the trial field of Feixian
in 2016, we set three different processes T, T, and CK (control) to study the effects of different treatments on the agronomic traits, economic
traits , appearance quality and sensory quality of tobacco leaves. [ Result] The tobacco plants treated with indigenous bacteria grew well. In the
agronomic traits, the effective leaf number was more, the disease resistance was higher,the leaf area was bigger,the organization structure was
good , the field uniformity was higher. In the economic traits, T, was the best,yield,, average price,output value of area yield and other economic
indicators were the highest,the followed was T, ,yield, average price and output value were the lowest in the control group. In the aspects of the
original smoke appearance quality,two processing groups of tobacco plants were roasted in orange,tobacco leaves had the oil content and the
structure was loose , which was superior to the control group. In terms of sensory quality, the two treatments were slightly improved , the miscella-
neous gas was reduced, the irritation was reduced, the aftertaste was improved, and the overall sensory quality was improved , which was superior
to the control group. [ Conclusion ] The field propagation technology of indigenous bacteria has a significant effect on improving the quality of to-

bacco leaves.
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Table 1 Experimental treatment kg/hm’
HLAE Base fertilizer JB AL Topdressing
AbE KPS EIRAL KBS ZOE Wy %5 TR WAL 8k TR HH i) B35 AWML
Treatment  Compound Soybean cake Field propagation  Potassium Diammonium Potassium Field propagation Compound microbial
fertilizer fertilizer agent sulphate phosphate nitrate agent fertilizer
CK 525 600 0 255 75 75.0 0 75
T, 300 600 225 150 45 52.5 30 75
T, 300 600 300 150 45 52.5 45 75
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Table 2 Growth period of different treatments

Hi S . S rPOAETTGY B SERGY TT —_
Ab 3 R Seedling Seedling BRI Ak P;H Central Maturity Maturity j( HAEFN
. . Transplant Squaring . . Field growth
Treatment  Sowing date emergence formation <tage stage flowering stage of stage of eriod //d
stage stage e 8 stage bottom leaf upper leaf p
CK 03 -02 03 -15 04 -25 05 -01 07 -11 07 -18 07 -26 09 -05 128
T, 03 -02 03 -15 04 -27 05 -01 07 -13 07 -19 07 -26 09 -08 131
T, 03 -02 03 -14 04 -26 05 -01 07 -14 07 -19 07 -27 09 -07 130
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Table 3 Botanical traits of different treatments
e Ar = o] 41 H: K3 Growth potential
I N 1 SO v o S LI e e S
Treat- Plant Leaf Leaf Angle of DlameFer Filed Mature i T 25 d HJF 50 d
ment shape shape color stem and of maim uniformity property Seedling 25 days after 50 days
leaf veln stage planting after planting
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Table 4 Agronomic traits of different treatments

M % EN5| iR LIS it
s Plant height g Stem circumference Pitch Leaf length Leaf width
Treatment Leaf number

cm cm cm cm cm
CK 117.7 b 19.7 a 9.8 a 5.6b 62.8 a 30.7 b
T, 120.3 a 20.4 a 9.5 a 5.7 ab 62.7 a 31.3 ab
T 120.4 a 20.6 a 9.9 a 6.1a 62.2 a 31.8 a

T [FPVBAE R /NS TR R R R 2257 B3 (P < 0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P < 0.05)
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Table 5 Pests and diseases situation of different treatments

SRTE AGEBE R SRR FABEET KR PN

Mb 3 Virus disease Climate spot disease Black shank Corner spotfire Brown spot
T Gk RRE RWR Wi Jowk IR Gk WERR RORR IR
ment Incidence Disease Incidence Disease Incidence Disease Incidence Disease Incidence Disease

rate // % index rate // % index rate // % index rate // % index rate // % index
CK 3.54 1.15 4.63 1.45 0 0 0 0 1.68 0.89
T, 1.95 0.98 2.89 1.01 0 0 0 0 0 0
T, 1.57 0.58 2.55 1.05 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 6 Economic traits of different treatments
b5 7 5 fi P LR Lol
Treatment Yield // kg/hm’ Average price// 70/ kg Output value /75/hm*  First-class tobacco rate /%  First-mid tobacco rate // %
CK 2 103 24.74 52 028.22 42.23 92.63
T, 2262 26.59 60 146.58 45.63 95.28
T, 2313 26.33 60 901.29 44.96 96. 65
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Table 7 Evaluation on original smoke appearance quality of different treatments
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Treatment Color Maturity Leaf structure Identity 0il Chroma
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Table 8 Evaluation on original smoke sensory quality of different treatments

il FRUK R W 3k S R LN
Treatment  Aroma quality Aroma quantity Concentration Momentum Miscellaneous gas Irritation Aftertaste
CK 5.8 5.8 5.8 6.0 5.7 5.5 5.8
T, 6.0 6.0 5.8 6.0 6.0 5.8 6.0
T, 6.2 6.0 6.0 5.8 6.0 6.0 6.0
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