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Effects of Farmyard Manure Dosage on Tobacco Leaf Quality of Pengshui Tobacco Area
TIAN Wei — hua
Abstract

yard manure dosage on tobacco leaf quality were researched in 2015 by randomized block test. [ Result] Compared with the control, different

(Pengshui Branch of Chongqing Tobacco Company, Chongqing 409600 )
[ Objective ] To research the optimal farmyard manure dosage for tobacco leaf in Pengshui Tobacco Area. [ Method] Effects of farm-

treatments of applying farmyard manure had relatively great impacts on the appearance quality of tobacco leaf. And T; treatment (2 250 kg/hm’)
was better in general. The effects of treatments on chemical components were mainly reflected in total sugar and reducing sugar contents in middle
leaves. Among them, total sugar and reducing sugar contents in T, treatment(2 250 kg/hm’®) and T, treatment(3 000 kg/hm’) reached signifi-
cant level compared with those in control. Qutput value in T, treatment(2 250 kg/hm’) was relatively high, reaching significant level compared
with the control. [ Conclusion] T, treatment(2 250 kg/hm®) has the optimal effects. And 2 250 —3 000 kg/hm’ farmyard manure is suggested

to be applied during production.
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Table 1 Comparison of appearance quality of middle tobacco leaves in different treatments

Aib 3 TR ] = i iz S
Treatment Maturity Leaf structure Identity 0il content Chromacity Total score
CK 8.5 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 38.5
T, 8.5 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 38.5
T, 8.5 8.5 8.5 7.5 7.5 40.5
T, 8.5 9.0 9.0 7.5 7.5 41.5
T, 8.5 8.0 8.0 7.5 7.0 39.0
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Table 2 Comparison of the appearance quality of upper leaves in different treatments

pis: A L] Sty i U s
Treatment Maturity Leaf structure Identity Oil content Chromacity Total score
CK 7.5 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 36.5
T, 7.5 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 36.5
T, 8.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 8.0 38.0
T, 8.0 7.5 7.5 7.5 8.0 38.5
T 7.5 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 36.5
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Table 3 Comparison of chemical components in middle tobacco leaves in different treatments

[} S [ ol ERAT
Rk Jiﬁ*ﬁ PR TER p A A Difference o %‘ t
Kb Total Reducing A . . Total Potassium-
Nicotine Starch Potassium Chlorine . between .
Treatment sugar sugar nitrogen chlorine
% % % % two sugars .
% % % % ratio
CK 30.6b 26.9b 2.31a 4.21a 1.90a 0.45a 2.24a 3.7 4.27
T, 31.7b 27.8ab 2.42a 4.14a 1.83a 0.40a 2.16a 3.9 4.63
T, 32.1ab 28.5ab 2.31a 4.26a 1.85a 0.40a 2.31a 3.6 4.30
T, 32.3a 29.1a 2.32a 4.31a 1.86a 0.43a 2.33a 3.2 4.23
T, 33.2a 29.3a 2.46a 4.52a 1.89a 0.47a 2.47a 3.9 4.06

T« [RPVEAIR /NS T REAR R R 22 5w B35 (P <0.05) ¢

Note: Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences (P < 0.05).
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Table 4 Comparison of chemical components in upper tobacco leaves in different treatments
s —— e P2 -
I‘_ll S d =1 =1 A
Ak lﬁ*ﬁ PR TEK i A AR Difference WS& ke
Ab P Total Reducing R . . Total Potassium —
Nicotine Starch Potassium Chlorine . between .
Treatment sugar sugar nitrogen N chlorine
% % % % % % % two sugars ratio
%
CK 24.3a 20.0a 3.50a 5.24a 2.0a 0.49a 2.31a 4.3 4.08
T, 25.4a 21.0a 3.59a 5.17a 1.9a 0.45a 2.47a 4.4 4.22
T, 25.5a 21.3a 3.54a 4.91a 2.3a 0.57a 2.13a 4.2 4.04
T, 26.2a 21.6a 3.34a 4.96a 1.9a 0.46a 2.27a 4.6 4.13
T, 26.0a 21.5a 3.40a 4.87a 2.0a 0.48a 2.33a 4.5 4.17

T RPNV /NG PR R 257 B3 (P <0.05) .

Note: Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences (P < 0.05).
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Table 5 Comparison of economic characters in different treatments

SEL ey farey) .
B T i - -
Qb3 Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of M . Yi
) . 1 ean price ield Output value

Treatment first-class middle-class mid-high grade Se/k Ko/ hm = hm?

tobacco // % tobacco // % tobacco // % 8 g/hm JU/
CK 50.6b 46.3a 96.9a 23.31b 2 067.00a 48 181.80b
T, 50.8b 45.3a 96. 1a 23.48b 2 088.00a 49 026.30ab
T, 52.4ab 43.7a 96. 1a 23.89ab 2 161.50a 51 638.25ab
T, 53.2a 43.4a 96. 6a 24.41a 2 179.50a 53 201.55a
T, 53.7a 43.2a 96.9a 24.06ab 2 169.00a 52 186.20a

T [FPVEI R /NS TR R R R 22 5 B35 (P <0.05) .

Note: Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences (P < 0.05).
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