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Effect on Tobacco Leaf Quality and Economic Benefits of Different Loose Leaf Bulk Curing Ways
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Abstract
and traditional curing on tobacco leaf quality and economic benefits were studied,in order to provide theoretical support for the extension of loose

[ Objective | To explore the measures for saving labor force and energy ,and improving quality and efficiency ,the effect of loose curing

curing. [ Method ] The test was divided into two parts, choosing the 8 — 12 position leaf with consistent quality, setting three treatments as loose leaf
pile,loose leaf inserted and traditional curing( CK) ;choosing the 8 — 12 position leaf with consistent quality, setting four treatments as loose leaf
pile,loose leaf inserted ; Differences of the amount of labor, economic benefits the appearance evaluation and the coordination among treatments
were analyzed. [ Result] The results were as follows: Loose leaf pile was limited to increase the capacity of curing barn,but the amount of labor
can reduce over 60% ;Loose leaf inserted skewer was effective for increasing the capacity ,more than 15% ,the amount of labor can reduce over
40% . Loading tobacco weight of loose leaf inserted skewer was 65 —75 kg/m”,and the loose leaf pile was 55 =65 kg/m’. Loose curing can reduce
effectively veins leaf ,but increase the motley leaf. The overall quality of loose curing was all higher than traditional curing, especially in several
aspects as colour, maturity ,oil. [ Conclusion] According to the comprehensive evaluation of the quantity of tobacco,the amount of labor,the ap-
pearance evaluation and the coordination,the quality and economic benefits of the loose curing were better. It can be further popularized in South
Anhui Tobacco area.
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Table 1 Evaluation standards of flue — cured tobacco appearance
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Table 2 Tobacco weight and labor amount of different loading ways
LB B SENH T IR TR B A £ T3
Treatment Loading Man hour for Man hour for unloading Amount change Labor change
A weight // kg loading tobacco// A/h tobacco // \/h % %
H:4E (CK) Traditional curing 3780 +36 a 66 +8.7 a 20+1.0 a 0 0
HEH-454F Loose leaf inserted 4375 +156 b 32+3.0b 17.5+£1.5b 15.74 -42.44
HUHHE L Loose leaf pile 3835+192 a 24 +3.5 be 10£1.0 ¢ 1.50 -60.47
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Note ; different letters in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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Table 3 Flue — cured tobacco colour of different loading ways %
b P ES ERLES RS
Treatment Yellow ratio Cyan ratio Proportion of non basic colors
H:AT (CK) Traditional curing 93.1+2.0 a 4.0+0.20 a 2.9+0.40 a
T FF Loose leaf inserted 90.5+2.2 a 4.2+0.30 a 5.4+0.53 b
UM HERL Loose leaf pile 78.6£3.5b 1.2+0.36 b 20.3+3.50 b

T RIS R FREFORTE 5% KV T 2253 3%

Note: different letters in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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Table 4 Flue-cured tobacco appearance of different loading ways i

AbF it A Sy U] i fuy:3 A

Colour Maturit Leaf thickness Leaf structure Oil Color degree o
Treatment Y g Score

(0.15) (0.25) (0.10) (0.20) (0.15) (0.15) i
FE#T ( CK) Traditional curing 6.0+0.20 a 9+0.5a 7£0.26 a 9£0.40 a 7.5+0.50 a 7.0+0.26 a 45.5+1.75 a
W8T Loose leaf inserted 7.8 +0.98 b 9+0.0 a 7+0.50 a 9+0.50 a 8.5+0.44 b 7.5+0.50 ab  48.8+1.14 b
FOH-HEL Loose leaf pile 6.9 +0.36 ab 9+1.0a 7+0.20 a 9+0.35a 8.5+0.50 b 8.0+0.50 b 48.4 £1.61 ab

T : [P R F-RERIRTE 5% KT T 225 3%

Note: different letters in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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Table 5 Flue — cured tobacco chemical composition of different loading ways
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it pad R JE [ . ) R F A 3
A Niitﬁij:la— %Aofﬁ R%(ﬁﬁ?w Total # Chlorine Total Su, *ﬁ;yj 0~ D?Efﬁie
Treatment 1 Hong potassium % nitrogen gars e ’ ’
mide // % sugar // % sugar // % % % tinamide %

HFT(CK) Traditional curing ~ 1.96 £0.07 a 34.77£2.94 2 29.74+1.56 2 2.82+0.11a 0.41+0.08 a 2.08+0.38 a 17.75£1.51a5.03£4.24 a

BT Loose leaf inserted  1.59+£0.09 a 35.31 £0.89 a 30.63+2.80a 2.70+0.13 ab 0.370.04a 2.17+0.12a 22.25+1.26 a 4.68 +3.63 a

I HERY Loose leaf pile 1.69+0.34 a 36.40 £0.87 a 32.48+2.21a 2.51+0.14b 0.35+0.06a 2.11+0.08 2 22.13+4.50a3.92+1.46 a
T ISR FRERIRAE 5% KV F 2257 2

Note: different letters in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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Table 6 Smoking quality of flue-cured tobacco in different treatments v

BRI FRhE St YA Sl TR [58  J% HifE FUS

Qb3 Aroma Volume of Miscell- Delicate X Dry Mellow - Agreeable By
. Thrill . . Sweetness 5

Treatment quality aroma aneous degree (0.10) sensation feeling (0.10) aftertaste Score

(0.15) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) : (0.10) (0.10) : (0.15)
HAT(CK) 6.5+ 6.30 + 6.2+ 6.33 = 6.17 + 6.13 + 6.23 + 6.00 + 6.30 = 56.17 +
Traditional curing 0.5a 0.17 a 0.2 a 0.15a 0.15 a 0.12 a 0.25 a 0.30 a 0.30 a 0.21 a
#i4F Loose 6.3+ 6.03 + 5.9+ 6.03 £ 5.93 + 6.00 = 6.07 £ 6.00 + 6.10 £ 54.37 £
leaf inserted 0.1a 0.15 a 0.1a 0.06 b 0.12 a 0.50 a 0.12 a 0.50 a 0.17 a 0.86 b

1 PR E FRERIRTE 5% KT 253 B3

Note ; different letters in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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Table 7 Tobacco colour of different loading weight for the same loading way

s seqiit sk HoRk fef I
Treatment Loading weight Yellow Cyan Proportion of non Subgroup
reatment kg/m’ ratio // % ratio // % basic colors // % rate // %
B FT Loose leaf inserted 65 92.8+2.04 a 5.1+1.35a 2.1+0.53 a 7.2+2.96 a
75 85.5+0.50 b 3.4+0.66 a 11.1+1.77b 14.5+1.80 b
HLHHETK Loose leaf pile 55 89.9+1.77 a 1.6 £0.69 a 8.5+0.50 a 10.1+0.96 a
65 67.2+2.55b 0.7+0.44 a 32.1+2.52b 32.8+2.43 b
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Note ; different letters under the same treatment in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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Table 8 Tobacco appearance of different loading weight for the same loading way

S L N
fHE ASE ke dEl i 0

Ab P Loading . Leaf Leaf ;!

Treatment weight Color y Maturity y thickness structure oil p Score

ERGERS 65 7.5+0.50 a 9.0+0.40 a 7.0+0.50 a 9.0+0 a 8.5+0.87 a 48.5+1.65 a

Loose leaf inserted 75 8.0+0.40 a 9.0+0 a 7.0+1.00 a 9.0+0.87 a 8.5+0.87 a 49.0+1.87 a

M ik 55 6.7+0.29 a 9.0+1.32 a 7.0+0.87 a 9.0+0.50 a 8.5%0.50 a 48.2 +0.76 a

Loose leaf pile 65 7.0+0.87 a 9.0+0 a 7.0+1.32 a 9.0x1.32a 8.5+0.87a 48.5+3.97 a

T RIS AR B N AN R P REORTE 5% KV R 225 2

Note: different letters under the same treatment in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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Table 9 Tobacco chemical composition of different loading weight for the same loading way

e DaALRn 4 A JET 4 P4
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hb 3 Loading Nicotin- Total Reducing Total . Total M*ﬁ%
" . . Chlorine . Sugar/ Difference
Treatment weight amide sugar sugar potassium % nitrogen Nicoti id %
kg/m2 % % % % 0 % 1cotinamiae ‘0
N 1.51 + 34.86 = 30.14 = 2.66 = 0.33 + 2.08 + 23.13 + 4.72+
HOTH AT 65 0.07 a 1.00 a 2.5 a 0.08 a 0.07 a 0.18 a 1.63a  2.2la
Loose leaf inserted 25 1.66 + 35.75 « 3111+ 2.73 = 0.40 2.25+ 21.57 + 4.64 +
o0se leal mnserte 0.13 a 2.19 a 2.33a 0.08 a 0.06 0.23 a 0.98 a 2.13 a
P 1.70 + 37.09 = 32.99 + 2.46 = 0.35 2.13+ 21.91 + 4.10 +
HLAfE 33 0.15 a 1.98 a 2.45 a 0.19 a 0.12 a 0.29 a 1.83 a 3.59 a
Loose leaf oil o 1.69 + 35.71 = 31.96 = 2.56 = 0.35 + 2.09 = 21.20 + 3.75 +
oose el pre 0.12 a 2.21a 1.07 a 0.07 a 0.06 0.06 a 2.07 a 1.53 a

T RIS RAE B N AN R PR TE 5% KV R 2R 2

Note: different letters under the same treatment in the same column mean significant difference at 5% level
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