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Effects of Different Nitrogen Application Amount on the Yield and Quality of Tobacco Leaves after Irrigation in Lettuce Field
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Abstract
effects of different nitrogen application amount on the yield and quality of K326 were studied by field experiment. [ Result | After planting tobac-

[ Objective ] To study the effects of different nitrogen fertilizer amount on the yield and quality of tobacco leaves. [ Method ] The

co soil after water immersion, nitrogen amount of K326 flue-cured tobacco varieties in field production was 108. 75 kg/m’ pure nitrogen, pro-
portion of superior tobacco was up to 74. 30% , the highest average price was 33. 86 yuan/kg. Comprehensive evaluation of quality was better.

[ Conclusion | In general, the quality of tobacco leaves is similar to that of conventional rice fields.
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Table 1 Change of soil nutrient
WA N N
S S N R
Qb3 H Organic Total Total Total hydrol . Available Available CEC
Treatment p matter nitrogen phosphorus potassium Zit:zg};sr:s phosphorus potassium mmol/kg
g'ke g/'ke g'ke g'ke mg/ke mg/kg mg/kg
17K 7 Before soaking water  5.28 30. 42 1.97 2.00 12.92 182.92 108. 60 236. 74 104. 59
25 After soaking 5.74 27. 14 1.81 1.76 12.87 155.43 101. 98 160. 41 100. 18
JKFGH Rice paddies 5.61 28.22 1.96 1.54 10. 40 151.30 67.54 146. 69 106. 24
x2 EREXBEBEH
Table 2 Field growth period of each treatment
WAE [5i - -
s Ko AR St OB 10" = U R Y =i SR T
Transplanting . . Budding Topping . :
Treatment period Spherical period period period Mature stage Mature stage Field growth period,//d
T, 03-05 04-20 04-29 05-09 05-18 06-28 113
T, 03-05 04-20 04-29 05-10 05-18 06-28 113
T, 03-05 04-20 04-29 05-10 05-18 06-28 113
T, 03-03 04-18 05-02 05-11 05-23 07-04 121
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Table 3 Agronomic characters of tobacco of different treatments at re-

settling stage

e W T T AT
Treatment Plant height Stem circum- Pitch Effective leaf
reatmen cm ference//cm cm number//Ff
T, 35.7 7.6 2.4 9.3
T, 35.3 8.0 2.5 8.6
T, 37.0 8.2 2.4 8.3
T, 37.1 8.1 2.2 8.6
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Table 4 Agronomic characters of lower leaves of different treatments before roasting

b 2 W AR It Sand leaf //em J#E - Lumbar leaf//cm Tt Parietal lobe//cm
ozt Plant iﬁ" ht Stem IIJI h Effective leaf 3 e 3 e 3 e
Treatment an . ' ircumference 1 ¢ number S L S I Kk L
cm em cm A Length Width Length Width Length Width
T, 81.70 8.50 3.93 16. 30 65. 00 27.30 60. 70 24.20 51.90 14. 40
T, 98. 30 9.80 4.13 17.30 70.75 30. 00 60. 60 24.90 51.30 17.00
T, 92.70 9.30 3.77 18. 60 65.75 28. 50 66. 80 23.30 53.10 14. 30
T, 101. 00 10. 50 4.00 18. 60 71.65 29.13 72. 10 72. 10 59. 00 17.20
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Table 5 Disease occurrence of each treatment % ®6 FABEERZFIER
— - - — Table 6 Main economic characters of tobacco leaves treated with dif-
g ESRREE WAERR ORI ferent treatments
Treatment Incidence Incidence of bacterial Incidence of
reatmen of mosaic wilt disease climatic spots o P B FAHEE A
T, 5 00 — — AT Pro duﬁion Output Avc'rage Fine Singl'e leaf
Treatment Ko/ hm? value price tobacco weight
T, 1.50 — — g/hm I/ hm” Ju/kg ratio//% g
Ty - - — T, 1815 60 394. 50 33.27 70.70 7.12
T, 9.00 — 0.05 T, 1965  66537.15  33.86 74. 30 7.30
S, o T, 2 070 69 822.00 33.73 70. 40 7.30
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Table 7 Chemical composition of tobacco leaves treated %
i % T ik S b A K0 u
Treatment Level Nicotine Total sugar Reducing sugar Total nitrogen
T, B2F 3.13 24.83 22.77 2.15 2.04 0.20
C3F 1.64 33.20 28.51 1.54 2.39 0.26
X2F 0.98 32.15 26.96 1.43 3.20 0.31
T, B2F 3.17 25.65 25.02 2.05 2.05 0.36
C3F 1.89 29.38 26.74 1.76 2.40 0.34
X2F 0.99 34.21 30.75 1.40 3.15 0.48
T, B2F 3.75 23.26 21. 68 2.35 2.04 0.36
C3F 2.33 22.60 18.85 1.92 2.80 0.36
X2F 1.10 29.52 26.73 1.67 3.39 0.47
T, B2F 3.10 26.27 23.01 2.47 1.73 0.28
C3F 2.24 32.17 26. 14 1.65 1.64 0.29
X2F 1.32 29.14 23.37 1.74 2.58 0.21
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Table 8 Results of tobacco

7

leaf evaluation in each treatment

AU

28 Je XY \ LAY
GRS Smoking  MOUE gk AU maer oz B unew e i
volume of Mixed L Total . g . Comprehensive

Treatment Level — aroma taste Irritating ~ Strength ) Smooth  Softness  Concentration aluati
quality aroma gas score evaluation

T, C3F  8.10 8.00 9.00 7.70 7.80 8.00 32.80 4Nk BEmW EE FREIEK

T, C3F  8.20 8.20 9.20 7.80 7.80 8.00 33.40 AR BEEM i IR

T, C3F  8.10 8.20 9.10 7.70 7.60 8.00 33.10 BN B i PN

T, C3F  8.30 8.30 9.30 8.00 8. 00 8.00 33.90 4k A h JR IR
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