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Study on Improving the Accuracy of Tobacco Leaf Moisture Detection

ZHU Dong-feng, XU Shao-huai ( Huahuan International Tobacco Ltd. , Chuzhou, Anhui 233121)

Abstract [ Objective] To improve the detection accuracy of tobacco moisture, timely and accurately guide production. [ Method ] By carry-
ing out QC group activities, the causes of low accuracy of tobacco leal moisture detection were analyzed throught brainstorming. Through field
test, variance analysis and other methods to determine the three main reasons, practical and feasible measures were formulated. [ Result] The
detection accuracy of tobacco moisture was improved from 69.60% to 81.20% after implementing pre-established countermeasures, increased

by 11.60% . [ Conclusion] The study has a certain reference on timely guidance of threshing and redrying.
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Table 1 Tile and partial thickness contrast test in sample box %

FEfD A it 5
Sample Tile Relatively thickness
1 11.14 10.19
2 11.27 10. 14
3 11.30 10.42
4 11.18 9.91
5 11.14 10.54
6 11.24 10.27
7 11.19 10.18
8 11.26 10.14
9 11.18 10.19
10 11.21 10.27
X4 Mean 11.21 10.23
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Table 2  Stirring and without stirring water statistics %

e/

B AHALD By 2

Without stirring o

Sample Stirring water D-value
water

1 11.53 11.86 0.33

2 11.27 11.56 0.29

3 11.89 12.11 0.22

4 11.79 11.98 0.19

5 11.47 11.76 0.29

6 11.52 11.68 0.16

7 11.39 11.64 0.25

8 12.04 12.16 0.12

9 11.67 11.98 0.31

10 11.38 11.59 0.21
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Table 3 Fast and slow water statistics under 121 °C in X3F grade to-

bacco leaf oven %

Pl PREK T 18 HK 5
Sample Rapid moisture Slow moisture
1 11.78 11.83
2 11.80 11.80
3 11.82 11.86
4 11.77 11.84
5 11.84 11.85
6 11.79 11.89
7 11.79 11.86
8 11.85 11.82
9 11.72 11.84
10 11.74 11.83
34 Mean 11.79 11.84
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Table 4 Fast and slow water statistics under 121 °C in B3F grade to-

bacco leaf oven %

R SV (30
Sample Rapid moisture Slow moisture
1 11.52 11.65

2 11.47 11.73

3 11.57 11.71

4 11.46 11.74

5 11.48 11.68

6 11.58 11.67

7 11.42 11.73

8 11.51 11.72

9 11.42 11.71

10 11.41 11.69
SE-H1{E Mean 11.48 11.70
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Table 5 Corresponding countermeasures aiming at low detection efficiency of rapid oven moisture
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Table 7 Moisture statistics of optimum stirring times %

B, TEFEUREL Stirring times // Pl

Sample 1 2 3 4

1 11.64 11.94 11.74 11.69
2 11.56 11.72 11.86 11.76
3 12.11 11.58 11.86 11.84
4 11.98 12.01 11.64 11.96
5 11.76 11.89 11.87 11.86
6 11.98 12.24 11.69 11.94
7 11.64 11.94 12.01 11.85
8 12.16 11.67 11.72 11.76
9 12.26 11.58 11.84 11.92
10 12.13 11.67 11.86 12.03
7524 Variance 0.064 0.046 0.012 0.011
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Table 8 Detection results of stirring process in sample building process
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Date b Stirring below  Proportion of stirring

fumber 3 turns below 3 turns /%
10 A #A] Mid Oct. 693 88 87.30
10 H FfJ Late Oct. 635 11 98.30
A1t Total 1328 103 92.80
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Table 9 Statistics of water rapid detection accuracy after implementa-

tion
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Fig.2 Comparative statistics of moisture accuracy in finished
tobacco before and after implementation
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