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Effects of Different Picking Methods on Quality of Upper Leaves of Hong-Da
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Abstract

models: (4 to 6) one-time harvest, with a stem of harvest, harvest twice,statistical analysis was carried out on the appearance quality, internal

( Yunnan Provincial Tobacco Company Baoshan Company, Baoshan, Yunnan
[ Objective | Study on the method of improving the baking quality of upper leaves of Hong-Da. [ Method ] Comparative study of three

chemical composition coordination, economic characters and sensory evaluation quality of cured tobacco leaves. [ Result] The results showed that
with the upper leaves harvested two times compared with the model of piecewise one-time harvest and harvesting with stalk, leaf weight de-
creased, leaf appearance quality, chemical composition, internal coordination of economic traits and sensory quality are improved significantly,
especially to improve the overall 4 —6 tobacco leaves quality effect. Comprehensive evaluation showed that the upper leaves were the best for sin-
gle time picking and baking, followed by stalk picking and roasting, and the performance of two times was poor, and the difficulty of baking was
high, the proportion of variegated was high, and the aroma content was low. [ Conclusion ]It is recommended that the upper leaves of safflower
Jinyuan in Baoshan tobacco planting area can adopt the mode of “one by one picking or baking” or “taking the stem with one time to roast”.
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Table 1 Comparison of single leaf weight after roasting in different grilling modes
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Treatment 1st leaf position 2nd leaf position 3rd leaf position 4th leaf position 5th leaf position 6th leaf position Average weight Compared with

o R 2 2 g F 23 20 o F treatment(3) // %
@ 11.21 b 12.86 b 13.46 b 14.66 a 14.12 a 13.55 a 13.31 b -0.84
@ 10.68 ¢ 12.42 ¢ 12.98 ¢ 14.36 b 13.92 b 13.24 b 12.93 ¢ -3.65
® 11.51 a 13.02 a 13.66 a 14.68 a 14.14 a 13.53 a 13.42 a —
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Note : Different small letters within the same column represent significant differences at the level of 0. 05
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Table 2 Appearance quality of tobacco leaves under different harvesting modes
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Table 3 Chemical composition in tobacco leaves unde different harvesting modes %
- 5y wERE BA - L A Tt
sugar sugar N ratio ratio ratio ratio
D(1~3) 4.38 19.30 17.10 2.52 2.63 0.26 3.97 12.54 4.41 0.58 1.13 10. 12
@(1~3) 4.15 21.80 19.80 2.63 2.55 0.28 3.65 12.94 5.25 0.63 1.10 9.11
®(1~3) 4.71 18.15 18.04 2.75 2.47 0.24 3.58 14.46 3.85 0.58 1.01 10.29
D4 ~6) 4.65 19.98 18.67 2.57 2.61 0.21 2.73 13.26 4.30 0.55 1.07 12.43
(4 ~6) 4.58 18.99 18.04 2.65 2.57 0.23 1.89 13.36 4.15 0.58 1.05 11.17
®(4~6) 4.79 16.70 16.60 2.67 2.26 0.20 2.28 15.99 3.49 0.56 1.01 11.30
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Table 4 Economic characters of tabacco leaves under different harvesting modes
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Treatment  Leaf position leaf // % lass leaf // % P St/ ke Compared with
© ¢ class 16 ¢ ¢ © treatment 3 // %
@ 1~3 9.3 54.5 15.6 21.93 19.06
4~6 26.2 65.0 10.2 25.20 4.30
1~6 17.7 59.7 12.9 23.77 6.69
@ 1~3 8.1 51.4 16.2 20.88 13.36
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Table 5 Evaluation on smoking quality of tobacco leaves under different harvesting modes
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