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Abstract
curing stage in bulk curing barn,on the basis of wet-bulb temperature of 40 °C ,three treatments of dry-bulb temperature of 50,53 and 55 C

In Gannan tobcco area,in order to explore the effect of dry-bulb temperature on the quality of roasted tobacco leaves at the lately

were set to compare the changes of appearance quality, color index, chemical composition, sensory evaluation and economic characteristics of
roasted tobacco leaves.The results showed that with the increase of dry-bulb temperature at the lately curing stage, the appearance quality of
roasted tobacco leaves showed a downward trend ,and the front color was slightly lighter, and the difference was not significant.Some color inde-
xes such as L,b,C,and coordination of chemical components, sensory evaluation, aroma, economic characteristics of roasted tobacco leaves all
increased first and then decreased, and T2 treatment was the largest; AE showed an opposite trend,and T2 treatment was the least. At the lately
curing stage , properly increasing the temperature (53 °C) of dry-bulb could improve the brightness and saturation of tobacco leaves,and signifi-
cantly reduce the color difference between the front and the back,and be conducive to highlight the strong flavor characteristics, promote the

coordination of chemical components,improve the quality of tobacco leaf evaluation,and improve the economic benefits of tobacco growers.
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Table 1 Evaluation score of appearance quality of roasted tobacco leaves
fief - - Frat . .
s e it e g ey i i s
Treatment s Ay Color Maturity o Identity 0il content Chroma Total score
ratio ucture

T1 6.70 a 8.50 8.00 8.50 8.25 8.50 8.50 8345 a
T2 6.60 a 8.25 8.50 8.25 8.50 8.25 8.25 8343 a
T3 6.60 a 8.00 8.25 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 80.63 ab

TE : [RISNEE 5 AN R /INE SRR AN R AL B 22 7 W 25 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference at 0.05 level
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Table 2 Changes of color index of roasted tobacco leaves

B HEH

Treatment Front and back L ¢ b AE ¢ " L
T1 1F Front 58.69 a 12.44 a 44.64 ab 12.79 a 46.34 a 0.28 a 7443 a
7 Back 65.40 a 8.09 ab 34.66 ab 35.59 ab 0.23 a 76.86 a
T2 1F Front 59.75 a 12.13 a 45.87 a 11.63 b 47.44 a 0.26 ab 75.19 a
H Back 65.34 a 841 a 36.37 a 3733 a 0.23 a 76.98 a
T3 1F Front 59.07 a 12.03 ab 45.51 a 11.96 ab 47.07 a 0.26 ab 75.19 a
¥ Back 65.21 a 8.34 a 3593 a 36.89 a 0.23 a 76.93 a

T : [FISEUE G AN R /INE 5B R oR 22 53 1. 2% (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference at 0.05 level

2.3 AEGEXEFEMLER SR o
SR At ST A B RS b, 2 R O I 5 AR B P A
F A R R AT SR R TR, R
(e b BRAE S MR -AE22 J r HEATSE T e i SR W 3. — i
YR LBTRE WA 27 B33 FL B 30 JWE 18% ~ 22% , S5k
20% ~26% , M, 1.5% ~3.5% , AR 1.5% ~3.5% , 5 55+ >

2% A F 0.3%~0.8% , B 4 6.5% ~8.5% , JEHKS < 3.5%,
WL 8~ 12, R I < 1, A4 b>4" 7" L e 3l B i
B I SR B T UE M R R R T X R A bR SR
A, oAt Ak 2 143 YA A T 066 ORI 3EE ‘B 1R PN 156 T 8 1 A X
JEFIEIRPLIT ™= X, bl AR A E R o AR BN
T1>T2>T3, Wi R 5T R L 2008 L DU 2R EAH SO,



186 AR AL

2021 &£

A RES E (5 T BRI B XA G B PR R A . ks
WY R VPR FRI T2>T1>T3, fifi i ()5 1) BRpai
TR EE R T, Ao o3 Db IR 52 SE TS W R 3, A B R) 2

SRR SIS R, 3 A AL EE AL
ST EIAE TREHR AR

®3 BRBHLZRSSHR

Table 3 Analysis of chemical components in roasted tobacco leaves

MBS R OBFRSE e o SMEE R A S AL J P, .
hb ¥ Total Reducing Jﬁm ? = Total Cl & K & i El ﬁt\ R ﬁjtﬁj E'hi %’iw i N;E:f}ﬁ ke P %fﬁ %L[ﬁ By
Treat- sugar sugar reotme nitrogen  Cl content K content rotein Drare Susar B e T |

content content content alkali alkali chloride
ment content content content % . . . score
% % % % % Yo ratio ratio ratio

Tl 32.15 28.53 3.20 1.99 0.60 2.77 8.97 5.51 10.04 0.62 4.62 83.19 a
T2 29.77 25.90 2.75 2.09 0.51 3.24 10.11 5.48 10.98 0.77 6.35 83.26 a
T3 29.04 25.62 2.60 2.27 0.54 3.20 10.13 5.33 11.17 0.87 5.93 82.84 ab

T : RIS AN )/ NG R n AR R b B ) 22 5 . 35 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference at 0.05 level
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Table 4 Sensory evaluation results of roasted tobacco leaves

#hk .
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ER L omw TV WU g KT it R ey R e i
Treat- Aroma Aroma ) Offensive L Remaining X Combusti- Total

Note . . Density Irritation logical . Ash color
ment quality quantity odor flavor bility score
strength
T1 11.5 ab 16.0 15.5 7 8 10.5 5 5 5 795 a
T2 12.0 a 16.5 15.5 7 8 11.0 5 5 5 80.5 a
T3 11.5 ab 16.0 15.5 7 8 11.0 5 5 5 80.0 a

TE : [RIFV B AN R/ NG R R A R Ab B 22 5 . 35 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference at 0.05 level
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Table 5 Comparison of economic characters of roasted middle tobacco

leaves
- LS L A6

A L AL D) Kyt
Qb3 The proportion ‘fp S dl Mean
Treatment of superior ar(l)d ?Jperie;)r price

tobacco,// % tobacco // % kg
T1 85.16 b 96.46 ab 30.68 ab
T2 89.00 a 97173 a 3130 a
T3 87.35 ab 97.19 a 30.80 a

TE : [ 55 AR NG S B3R AN A A 3R] 22 57 1 3 (P<0.05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference at 0.05 level
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