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Effect of Full Biodegradable Film on Yield and Quality of Flue-cured Tobacco

PAN He-ping' , YANG Tong-long', ZHANG Ji', GAO Wei-chang’* et al (1. Qiandongnan Tobacco Company in Guizhou Province,
Kaili, Guizhou 556000; 2. Guizhou Academy of Tobacco Science, Guiyang, Guizhou 550081 )

Abstract [ Objective] The aim was to study effects of full biodegradable film on yield and quality of flue-cured tobacco. [ Method ] With K326
as test materials, through field experiment, effects of different size, color full biodegradable film on flue-cured tobacco growth period, agro-
nomic traits, economic traits, yield and quality were studied. [ Result] The growth period and agronomic traits of flue-cured tobacco had no
significant difference among treatments, economic traits were best by covering 1 m(width) x0.010 mm(length) black full biodegradable film,
while tobacco qualities were best by using 1 m(width) x 0. 008 mm(length) black full biodegradable film. [ Conclusion] The study can pro-

vide theoretical basis for popularization and application of full biodegradable film.
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Table 1 Comparison of flue-cured tobacco growth period in different

treatments
Jast 2z T Ry T A
Treatment Transplanting ~ Topping Mature stage Mature stage of
reatment period period of foot leaves top leaves

@ 04 -27 06 -18 06 -22 06 -15

04 -27 06 -20 06 -24 06 -15
® 04 -27 06 -18 06 -22 06-13
@ 04 -27 06 - 16 06 -22 06 -13
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Table 2 Comparison of agronomic traits of tobacco plants after 1 d

topping in different treatments
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Table 3 Comparison of main economic traits of flue-cured tobacco in different treatments
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Treatment Average yield Mean price Output value Upper grade tobacco Middle grade tobacco

reatmen kg/hm’ It/ kg I6/hm* rate // % rate // %
@ 1948.5 19.19 37 395.9 18.40 51.96
@ 1596.0 15.57 24 843.0 11.17 41.45
® 1626.0 17.23 28 028.4 14.52 46.41
@ 1933.5 17.00 32 872.8 11.81 55.37
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Table 4 Comparison of physical structure of tobacco leaves in different treatments
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Grade Treatment Leaf length // cm Leaf width //cm Single leaf weight /g Stalk ratio // % Leaf density // g/m’
C3F @ 57.10 20.44 7.03 27.97 60.29

®) 57.19 20.76 7.02 26.72 65.22

® 57.29 21.18 7.40 26.30 65.93

@ 56.42 20. 69 7.50 26.17 74.08
B2F @ 51.47 16.80 7.83 26.23 97.28

@) 53.96 16.87 7.65 24.86 92.64

® 52.47 17.44 7.96 23.78 99.01

@ 53.35 17.19 7.85 24.26 96.42
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Table 5 Comparison of chemical components of tobacco leaves in dif-

ferent treatments

5 ' e SRR A/ B/
U - Ak HE/ B . Total sugar/ Nitrogen/  Potassium/
Grade Treatment Sugar/alkali . . .
reducing sugar alkali chlorine
C3F @) 13.98 0.88 0.76 6.68
@ 14.02 0.86 0.74 6.29
® 17.30 0.85 0.80 6.69
@ 15.51 0.85 0.69 3.85
B2F ® 9.43 0.95 0.68 5.50
@ 9.25 0.91 0.61 5.60
® 11.44 0.88 0.67 7.74
@ 9.62 0.92 0.54 3.74
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Table 6 Sensory evaluation results of tobacco leaf in different treatments

5% T N ST S\ ST N A 3] w4
Grade Treatment Aror'na Arorr}a Taste Mixed gas Irritating Strength Burning Ashy Total score
quality quantity property

C3F @ 7.0 7.0 7.2 5.4 6.3 i B V3 32.9
©) 7.5 7.5 7.5 6.8 7.0 i B U3 36.3
® 8.0 8.0 8.2 7.3 7.3 & Erg x 38.8
@ 7.7 7.7 7.8 7.1 7.2 i B 3 37.5

B2F o) 6.7 6.7 6.2 5.2 6.2 LiiZN LG VS 31.0
® 6.7 6.8 6.7 5.7 6.4 (PN LG V3 32.3
® 7.7 7.8 7.8 7.0 6.9 [P Erg x 37.2
@ 7.7 7.9 7.8 7.0 7.0 [P B 3 37.4
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