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Comparison of Baking Efficiency and Quality after Different Curing Methods in Dense Barn
BAI Ling-zhi, CHEN Zhi-jie
Abstract
pole barn baking, baking, the comb type smoke clamp spear bake 3 bulk curing barn different loading equipment cost, loading quantity, labor
costs, energy costs and economic characters of tobacco after baking were compared, selected for intensive barn. Smoke way. [ Result]With the
conventional hanging pole loading mode, loading method of tobacco clips and the spear loading method of equipment cost was high, could reduce

(Hengyang City Corporation, Hunan Provincial Tobacco Companies, Hengyang, Hunan 421001)
[ Objective ] To provide the reference for optimizing the charging mode of dense barn. [ Method ] Based on the conventional hanging

the link of tobacco curing labor costs, energy costs decline; smoke clip and spear leaf loading tobacco baking comprehensive benefit was higher
than that of the hanging pole, and leaf plug but higher than the skewer loading method of tobacco clips; the chemical composition of cured tobac-
co leaves baking the spear leaf coordination. [ Conclusion ] The spear loading method is suitable for the bulk curing barn, the most worthy of pop-

ularization and application.
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Table 1 The cost of baking equipment with different charging methods
B E 1% £ Matching equipment $EfHHE Loading capacity // kg/ 5
. . i i o HEIEVEL TR AR
i e T iy o A I SRiL Baking Equipment cost
Treatment Device Unit Price Number Cost of dry tobawo  Fresh tobacco Dry tobacco limes Ji/ ke
name T/ A/ It/ weight weight

@ HAE 1.50 800 1200 3 560 433 5 0.55
@ Tt e 5.72 350 2 000 4 570 569 5 0.70
® A3 KR 20.00 120 2 400 6 160 763 5 0.63
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Note: Cost per kilogram of dry tobacco equipment = Cost of single room/The average dry weight of tobacco/ Baking times
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Table.2 Investigation on amount of labour used with different charging methods

JH T4 Quantity employed // 4~/ 5+

T .
KA
{{ifﬂ Dry t9b§cco i Thi Mty T et f;iz'f jﬁ”ﬁfiﬁ
reatment weight Into the Out of Baking - — ) —
ke/ By barn the barn management Total B tobacco// 7/ kg
@ 433 7.50 1.60 2.00 11.10 555.0 1.28
® 569 5.25 1.00 2.00 8.25 412.5 0.73
® 763 6.50 0.50 2.00 9.00 450.0 0.59
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Table 3 Investigation of baking energy consumption with different charging methods

FEREE I Energy consumption

FHHFERE Dry tobacco energy consumption

THHE THHFEIAERE
Qb3 Dry tobacco H, i, Dry tobacco
Treatment weight Electric (éﬁal Electric Ciﬁl average energy
ke/ B3 kW - h)/ o T/ k oa consumption // JC/ kg
(W 75 e/ ke kg
) 433 401.3 837 0.74 1.93 2.67
@) 569 432.4 1 035 0.61 1.82 2.43
® 763 537.5 1335 0.56 1.75 2.31

TE: 0.8 70/ (kW - h) B BT 1.0 T/ kg
Note : Electricity fees 0.8 Yuan/kg, Coal cost 1.0 Yuan/kg
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Table 4 Comparison of grade structure and average price after roasting with different charging methods

5 N SR A A
Grading structure of roasted jiapine A CK Compare with CK
QbFR tobacco leaves // % Average
freatment R AR T e NEERT Hf
First-class Medium Low J Fully good middling Average price
tobacco tobacco tobacco tobacco // % gt/ kg
@ 49.32 42.64 8.04 23.52 — —
(@) 47.21 43.92 8.87 23.26 -0.83 -0.26
® 44.69 44.48 10.83 23.14 -2.79 -0.38
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Table 5 Statistics on cost saving and efficiency increase with different charging methods Ju/kg
T TR TR TAORBAIT O THEERA Al DA
Qb h . .. . : Saving and
Average purchase Dry leaf coal Dry leaf electricity Dry leaf employed Equipment Bake . .
Treatment . . . . increasing
price consumption fees quantity cost earnings .
Economic
@ 23.52 1.93 0.74 1.28 0.55 19.02 —
@ 23.26 1.82 0.61 0.73 0.70 19.40 0.38
® 23.14 1.75 0.56 0.59 0.63 19.61 0.59
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Table 6 Comparison of chemical components of flue cured tobacco leaves after different cigarette filling methods
4hEm W R R SA it LL
Treatment Reducing Total Nicotine Total Sugar

reatment sugar // % sugar // % % nitrogen // % base ratio

) 20.3 25.2 3.06 2.52 8.24
@ 18.8 23.1 2.92 2.49 7.91
® 19.8 24.7 2.82 2.26 8.76
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