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Effects of Quicklime Application Amount on Tobacco Agronomic Traits and Intrinsic Quality in Pengshui Region

LI Ying-zhi, LI Jin-cheng, HU Qiang et al (China Tobacco Guangdong Industrial Co. , Ltd. , Guangzhou, Guangdong 510000 )

Abstract [ Objective | To analyze the effects of the application rate of quicklime on the agronomic traits of tobacco and the quality of roasted to-
bacco leaves. [ Method] A field plot experiment was conducted to study the effects of different application rates of quicklime on the agronomic
traits of tobacco growth period, the chemical composition of tobacco leaves after baking, and the smoking quality. [ Result] Under the experiment
conditions , when the application amount of quicklime was 1 500 kg/hm’ | the growth vigor of tobacco was best, followed with 1 125 kg/hm® appli-
cation amount ;when application amount was 1 875 kg/hm’ , the growth vigor was relatively poor, which was still better than that of control. The
application of quicklime could increase total sugar, reducing sugar, potassium leaf, sugar-alkali ratio, total nitrogen, and chlorine content of to-
bacco leaves, and reduce the content of nicotine. Besides, the application of quicklime could increase the aroma amount and aroma quality after
baking, and improve the quality of evaluation. [ Conlcusion] The application of quicklime is beneficial to improve the quality of tobacco leaves,

and the best application amount was 1 500 kg/hm”.
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Table 1 Design of experiment treatments
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Table 2 Comparison of agronomic traits of different treatments at rosette period

Qb PR PR 5 ZHil IS Ly
Treatment Plant height Leaf Stem girth Leaf length Leaf width
code cm number cm cm cm

CK 25.86 £0.61 aA 8.20 £0.42 aA 4.91 £0.09 aA 39.82 £0.89 aA 19.92 £1.09 aAB
T, 25.93 £1.58 aA 8.80 £0.62 bcAB 4.97 £0.43 abA 40.41 £1.36 aA 19.44 £1.08 aA
T, 29.00 £1.23 bB 9.10+0.32 cB 5.21 £0.28 bA 43.26 £2.36 bB 21.37 £1.66 bAB
T 26.14 £0.86 aA 8.50 +0.71 abAB 4.99 £0.27 abA 39.93 £1.43 aA 20.05 £1.78 aB

T : (AP E NG FREIRTE 0. 05 JKF225 B35 5 RS AR RIRE FRERIRTE 0. 01 /K22 5l 3%

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely

significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 3 Comparison of agronomic traits of different treatments at fast growing period

PUSLE R BR -4 B RS 5
Treatment Plant height Leaf Stem girth Leaf length Leaf width
code cm number cm cm cm

13.00 +0.00 aA 6.84 +0.33 bB 56.46 £1.82 aA 23.98 £1.09 aA

CK 47.40 =0.67 aA

T, 52.13 +1.24 bB 13.90 +0.57 bB 5.92£0.30 aA
T, 60.21 £2.29 dD 15.20 +0.42 dD 6.53 +0.46 bB
T, 56.13 +2.35 cC 14.50 £0.53 cC 6.45 +0.51 bB

55.32+3.12 aA
56.47 £4.84 aA
55.40 +3.22 aA

23.03 £2.59 aA
23.28 £1.90 aA
23.19 £1.84 aA

IR RING TR E 0.05 K T 225 6.8 MBI ALK T REFor e 0. 01 KT 2 5 b i

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely

significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 4 Comparison of agronomic traits of different treatments at mature period

piseiE e PR -4 EN| LIRS 5
Treatment Plant height Leaf Stem girth Leaf length Leaf width
code cm number cm cm cm

CK 83.82+1.29 aA 16.60 £0.52 aA 6.68 £0.29 aA 5.59 £0.11 bBC 48.96 +0.92 aA
T, 94.54 +1.63 cC 19.70 £0.48 cC 7.45 £0.44 bB 5.42 +0.22 aAB 49.00 £3.20 aA
T, 100.94 +1.33 dD 19.70 £0.48 cC 8.24 +0.37 cC 5.63 +0.11 bC 51.57 +1.88 bB
T, 89.57 +1.34 bB 18.80 +0.63 bB 7.49 +0.23 bB 5.35+0.09 aA 48.51 +1.45 aA

T : (AP ENG FREIRTE 0. 05 JKF22 5 B35 5 RS AR RR S FRERIRTE 0. 01 /K22 5 B35
Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely
significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 5 Effects of treatment on main chemical indexes of tobacco leaves
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Treatment Nicotine . X . Two sugar . Potassium-

q P sugar sugar nitrogen potassium chlorine " alkali hloride rati
code o % % % % % ratio ratio chloride ratio
CK 3.67 23.75 22.88 2.60 2.06 0.41 0.96 6.23 5.09
T, 3.96 26.88 24.79 2.50 2.41 0.36 0.92 6.26 6.79
T, 3.33 26.83 25.40 2.32 2.16 0.24 0.95 7.64 9.19
T, 4.15 22.26 21.56 2.17 1.99 0.20 0.97 5.20 9.95
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Table 6 Effects of different treatments on the smoking quality of tobacco leaves
e S oS S e S R U 2 S L2
code Vigour ntration quality amount Aftertaste odor Irritation ~ Flammability Ash content Score
CK EH o+ P&+ 10.75 15.88 18.88 11.75 8.50 3.00 3.00 71.75
T, & LR 11.50 16.13 20.00 12.88 9.13 3.00 3.00 75.63
T, & FRAE 4 11.50 16.50 20.00 13.50 9.13 3.00 3.00 76.63
T, & &+ 11.38 16.38 19.38 12.75 8.88 3.00 3.00 74.75
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