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Effects of the Harvesting Methods of Upper Leaves of Flue-cured Tobaccos on the Quality and Benefit of Flue-cured Tobacco Leaves
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Abstract
three kinds of upper leaf harvesting methods, including conventional two-times harvesting, one-off harvesting and one-off cutting with stems.

(Liangshan Company Dechang Branch of Sichuan Tobacco Company, Dechang, Sichuan
The effects of different harvesting methods on the quality and economic benefit of tobacco leaves after curing were studied by using

The results showed that compared with the conventional harvesting, the economic benefit and appearance quality of the upper tobacco leaves
were significantly improved, and the internal chemical composition was significantly optimized, but the single leaf weight decreased slightly.
The whole curing time with stem was 24 h longer than that of conventional baking, and the labor cost, coal consumption cost and power con-
sumption cost were higher than those of conventional and one-off curing methods. Considering the quality and benefit of tobacco leaves, the up-

per one-off harvesting and stem cutting are suitable for the upper leaf harvesting in Dechang County.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on the single leaf weight of different leaf positions g
A B g S LRI 55 2 M 55 3 iHfir 55 4 555 M 5 6 i
Treatment The 1st leaf The 2nd The 3rd The 4th The 5th The 6th
code position leaf position leaf position leaf position leaf position leaf position
T, 10.7 a 114 a 11.7 a 12.9 a 12.1 a 12.0 a
T, 10.3 ab 109 b 11.6 a 124 a 114b 114 b
T, 9.8b 10.6 b 11.0 b 11.8 b 10.6 ¢ 11.7 ab

T ITRRNG TR 005 KT BN E

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the economic characters of

tobacco leaves

AbFRG SRR LB AL RS LA B
= Proportion Proportion Proportion Av 'I
Treat-  of high-class  of middle-class  of high- and Verage
ment tobaccos tobaccos middle-class 7%}[:
code % % tobaccos // % g
T, 55.92 ab 31.79 b 87.71 b 22.35 b
T, 61.02 a 2775 ¢ 88.77 b 22.74 b
T, 57.86 b 32.39 a 90.25 a 2321 a

TE: RIFIAR/NG FREFRIRTE 0.05 K225 3%
Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the baking process of toabccos h
PLELE e AR BT A A E TN FE I T Bt
Treatment Earlier stage Middle stage Late stage Earlier stage Late stage Stem drying ;F \t 1
code of yellowing of yellowing of yellowing of color fixing of color fixing stage o
T, 12 24 32 36 24 34 162
T, 12 24 32 36 24 34 162
T, 12 26 40 42 26 40 186
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the leaf appearance quality of tobacoo leaves
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Treatment code Leaf position Color Structure Maturity Status Oil content Chromacity
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on the major chemical components contents of tobacco leaf B2F

S B I EIR B Ik R R A

Treatment code Total sugar Reducing Protein Total N Nicotine Tf)tal. Tot.al ‘

% sugar // % % % % N/nicotine sugar/ nicotine

T, 25.78 22.59 10.63 2.49 3.69 0.67 6.98

T, 25.50 22.55 9.18 2.24 2.79 0.80 9.14

T, 24.26 21.96 8.660 2.26 2.74 0.83 8.85
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Table 6 Effects of different treatments on the comprehensive economic

benefits of tobaccos gt/ kg
) ) on S "
wmgs ok 8 B ok
A RUSA ’ :
Treatment Labor Average Baking
Energy Total . .
code cost . price benefit
cost baking cost
T, 5.25 1.50 6.75 22.35 15.60
T, 5.25 1.51 6.76 22.74 15.98
T, 5.71 1.74 7.45 23.21 15.76
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