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Effects of Different Harvesting Maturity Degrees on Yield and Quality of Flue-cured Tobacco KRK26 in Yunnan Province

JIANG lJi-fei, YANG Shi-bo, WU Gui-cheng et al ( Yunnan Oriental Tobacco Co. , Litd. , Dehong, Yunnan 678400 )

Abstract [ Objective ] To effectively enhance the production technology level and leaf quality in winter and spring of flue-cured tobacco
KRK26 in Dehong Tobacco Area of Yunnan Province. [ Method] We researched the effects of different harvesting maturity degrees on the dry
weight-fresh weight ratio and leaf-stalk ratio of tobacco leaves, appearance quality of flue-cured tobacco leaves, quality and yield of flue-cured
tobacco, and chemical components of tobacco leaves. [ Result] Appropriate maturity standard in lower leaves was full white and shiny main
veins, 1/2 white branch vein and obviously yellow on leaf surface. The mature standard indice of the middle leaves were full white and shiny
main veins, 2/3 white branch vein, uniformly yellow on leaf surface, dry leaf tips and leaves edge, and pale yellow leaf auricles. The maturity
standard of the upper leaves were full white and shiny main veins, 2/3 white branch vein, yellow bubble on leaf surface, markedly increased
[ Conclusion | Different
positions of tobacco leaves could be harvested and cured when achieving the maturity standard, which was helpful to enhance the yield and

quality of flue-cured tobacco KRK26. The tobacco yield, output value,average price would reach 2 250.0 kg/hm’, 62 700.0 yuan/hm’ and

stem and leaf angles, dry leaf tips and leaves edge, pale yellow leaf auricles and a small amount of brown spot disease.

27.8 yuan/kg, respectively.
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Table 2 Comparison of weights of fresh leaves and flue-cured tobacco leaves in different maturity degrees
. AT SRR PHAm BRI AT e -
Position Treatment ~ Total weight of Total weight of Fresh‘ wmght.—dry Mesophyll weight Stalk weight Leaf-stalk ratio
code fresh leave /g dry leaves // g weight ratio g g
TR Lower leaves T, 19 880 ¢B 2 500 bB 7.95 cA 1 848 bA 664 bA 2.78 aAB
T, 21 702 bA 2 646 aAB 8.20 bA 2032 aA 718 abA 2.83 aA
T, 22 819 aA 2 720 aA 8.39 aA 2 002 abA 762 aA 2.63 bB
Rt Middle leaves T, 18 768 ¢C 2632 bB 7.13 bA 2 045 bB 688 bB 2.97 bB
T, 22 908 bB 3186 aA 7.19 bA 2 426 aA 731 bAB 3.32 aA
T, 24 511 aA 3220 aA 7.61 aA 2 421 aA 795 aA 3.05 bB
R Upper leaves T, 13 514 cC 2245 cB 6.02 aA 1 675 bB 602 bB 2.78 aA
T, 16 700 aA 2 890 aA 5.78 cA 1791 aA 625 aAB 2.87 aA
T, 14 420 bB 2422 bB 5.95 bA 1 715 abAB 641 aA 2.68 bB

‘ZT‘_:EW'JKEJ/J\E?%%%/%%%E%(P < 0.05) ; [AFIAFIRE F-hEFRR 22 A4 3% (P < 0.01)

Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences( P < 0.05) ;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely sig-

nificant differences( P < 0.01)
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Table 3 Comparison of the appearance characteristics of flue-cured tobacco leaves at different maturity degrees %
e Hift, Color JICZAJE Maturity degree ReIR IS Phenomenon of baking to bad
;%ﬂs{j Trealmenjl %% )H:%{: %@ /H\—?—J: I‘llzfl e )Z’Ej’*l‘ jj:?jl J:%:FI—J: :II—J:% ;ﬁﬁ ﬂfj‘/—(‘ T‘EJ H‘
osition code Orar/l\ L Mixed Containing M t““ R H t ~ Greened Blue Barn Surface Brown
ge emon ature ipe Hypermature . .

color green leaf veins scald dusting crepe
TR T, 0 0 28 72 100 0 0 30 50 0 0 0
Lower T, 85 0 12 3 0 100 0 0 3 0 0 0
leaves T, 27 67 6 0 0 0 100 0 0 5 7 3
g T, 13 0 34 51 100 0 0 24 64 0 0 2
Middle T, 94 2 3 1 0 100 0 0 5 0 0 0
leaves T, 30 62 8 0 0 0 100 0 0 8 5 3
AR T, 0 0 75 25 100 0 0 0 20 0 0 75
Upper T, 82 10 3 5 0 100 0 0 10 0 2 0
leaves T, 23 72 5 0 0 0 100 0 0 5 8 6
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Table 4 Effects of different harvesting maturity degrees on the yield and output value of flue-cured tobacco

pis: - S5 [ SR ] HhEEIH rp S AR L £ i FHE Bty
Treatment First-class Proportion of first- Middle-class ~ Proportion of middle- Yield Output value Average price
code tobacco // kg class tobacco // % tobacco // kg class tobacco /% kg/hm’ J6/hm’ Jt/kg

T, 58.2 ¢C 39.2 cC 67.1 aA 45.1 aA 2 230.5 aA 50 490.0 bB 22.6 bB
T, 109.7 aA 73.0 aA 33.3 cC 22.1 cC 2 256.0 aA 62 700.0 aA 27.8 aA
T, 96.3 bB 64.2 bB 49.2 bB 32.8 bB 2 251.5 aA 60 735.0 aA 26.9 aA

T FB NG PR 5 (P <0.05) ; UK S 7B a7 22 7B (P <0.01)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences( P <0.05) ;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely sig-

nificant differences( P <0.01)
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Table 5 Effects of different harvesting maturity degrees on the chemical components of tobacco leaves

i
i wm o EEE o wEm BR om0 " ) BoOWEE B-#IY K
Position Treatment Total sugar Reducing nitrozen Nicotine Chlorine  Potassium Boron Zinc Lutein [B-carotene
code % sugar // % %z’ % % % mg/ kg mg/ kg ne/'g ne'sg
T T, 32.14 24.46 1.55 2.09 1.10 3.37 10.4 55.5 51.28 50.21
Lower T, 26.54 17.10 1.12 1.94 0.47 3.64 12.9 64.0 85.36 68.97
leaves T, 29.41 18.91 1.35 1.70 0.63 3.54 11.2 53.2 60.58 46.72
Rt T, 32.99 24.58 1.48 2.50 0.46 2.75 9.9 47.8 65.23 50.40
Middle T, 37.30 26.46 1.33 1.87 0.43 3.58 13.1 53.1 79.91 68.09
leaves T, 31.18 22.77 1.45 1.78 0.81 2.76 11.4 46.8 65.83 50.22
M T, 27.33 24.24 1.74 3.05 0.72 2.35 26.9 40.2 48.68 55.48
Upper T, 31.40 28.41 2.02 3.27 0.71 2.51 25.8 42.3 57.75 58.61
leaves T, 26.52 23.91 1.59 3.63 0.48 3.02 29.3 51.7 72.21 62.76
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