LZHRAFRIEE, J. Anhui Agric. Sci. 2022,50( 1) :37-39

ZREXEEARETE T LLFR

ROE RS G KR

HES

(BJePa 2 M 7 2 ) 2 i 24 W), RV 42 725000)

(AW RBETTRRMEBEMEG AL F X, REFHEANLY, [FEJRABMEF TS REATE HEFEINTE

FROGTUART GHERKAL IBE ER BEREIK BB ZFFERE, [ER]Z5F S B YERES, YKL, RE
BARBRZIBGER P, AARZERDBRRBEIF, BRORERK B, AR T G5 X DE0 =5 A I P SFm
Bl Rt EEZFFRRPARAL, [SRIHBESFETYETETRBR AN,

KEEE W H W KA s
HESES S572  XERIAE A
XEHS  0517-6611(2022)01-0037-03
doi ; 10. 3969/j. issn. 0517-6611. 2022. 01. 010

FEHRIE (AR ) 4RI245(OSID) ; (414

Comparative Study of Different Seedling Raising Methods of Flue-cured Tobacco at Ankang Tobacco Area
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Abstract

( Ankang Branch of Shaanxi Tobacco Company, Ankang, Shaanxi 725000)

[ Objective ] To find out the production mode suitable for flue-cured tobacco seedling at Ankang tobacco area and to improve the

progress of seedling technology. [ Method ] Flue-cured tobacco floating seedling, wet seedling and two-stage seedling were selected for compar-

ative study on seedling growth, seedling quality, agronomic status, disease resistance and economic traits. [ Result] As for the float seedling

treatment, emergence rate was relatively high, the seedling time was relatively short, the seedling growth vigor was relatively strong, the tobac-

co seedling quality was medium, the growth vigor was good from rosette to vigorous growth stage, and the resistance of tobacco plants was

strong ; different seedling methods had no obvious effects on yield, output value, average price, proportion of upper and middle tobacco, single

leaf weight and other economic traits. [ Conclusion ] Application of flue-cured tobacco floating seedling was suitable at Ankang tobacco area.
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Table 1 Comparison of seedling growth periods of different treatments
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Table 2 Comparison of seedling quality of different treatments
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Table 3 Comparison of agronomic traits of different treatments at 30 d after planting
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Table 4 Comparison of agronomic traits of different treatments at 40 d after planting
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Table 5 Comparison of disease index of different treatments
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Table 6 Comparison of economic characters of different treatments
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level ; different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely

significant differences at 0. 01 level

x7 FELGEREMARELE
Table 7 Comparison of appearance quality of raw tobaccos
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