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Abstract
ly analyzed. Results showed that under SPAD 30-35 and early harvesting, the average price and first-class tobacco proportion were the highest

( Sanming Branch of Fujian Provincial Tobacco Company, Sanming, Fujian
Effects of harvest maturity of upper leaves on yield and quality of tobacco leaves of flue-cured tobacco Cuibi 1 were comprehensive-

and the overall sensory assessment quality were the medium. Under SPAD 25-30 and normal harvesting, the overall sensory assessment quality
was the optimal with outstanding clear fragrance style but relatively poor appearance quality and economic traits. Under SPAD 20-25 and late
harvesting, the score of appearance quality index was the highest with middle economic characters, but the sensory evaluation quality declined
and the fen-flavor style weakened. According to the harvesting mature degree of Cuibi 1 in Sanming Tobacco Area, we should grasp early har-

vesting at proper mature time, which could help to enhance the availability of upper leaf.
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Table 1 Comparison of the harvesting degree of different treatments
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Treatment Main appearance Sgi?)D a{lﬁ
code characteristics vatue
BM1 T IR B K 2/3 28 SOk 2/3 28 30~35
BM2 M sg b FEIREAE Sk A 25~30
BM3 Masgrz B EIREAE Sk 20~25
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the appearance quality of tobacco leaves
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Co(je : Color degree struélure Status Oil content Chromacity Score
BM1 9 8 7 6 6 6 7.55
BM2 9 7 6 7 7 7 7.44
BM3 9 8 8 5 8 8 7.94
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on single leaf weight and eco-

nomic characters of tobacco leaves
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the chemical components of tobacco leaves
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Treatment Total Reducing Total vegetable Total N o pH Starch
code sugar // % sugar// % alkaloid // % % ¢ %
BM1 39.08 37.37 1.88 0.05 1.67 1.98 5.09 12.05
BM2 38.57 33.42 1.76 0.05 1.70 1.90 5.10 14.15
BM3 35.06 32.38 2.50 0.04 1.79 1.70 5.08 11.33
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on the sensory quality assessment of tobacco leaves

Treatment Aroma Aroma Taste Offensive Trrite t'{ (10) Total weighted

code quality ( 10) quantity ( 10) type(12) odor('10) rritation score

BM1 8.1 8.1 9.0 7.7 7.8 82.0

BM2 8.2 8.2 9.1 7.8 7.9 83.0

BM3 8.0 8.0 8.9 7.6 7.8 81.1
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