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Effect of Different Shapes of Frame Basket on Strip Size Distribution
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Abstract
and redrying technology. [ Method ] The effects of different shapes of frame basket on strip size distribution were studied by using tobacco leaves

[ Objective ] The aim was to investigate different shapes of frame basket on strip size distribution to provide a reference for threshing

in Sanming, Fujian Province as experimental carriers. [ Result] Different shapes of frame basket on strip size distribution were particularly evi-
dent ; using rhombic frame basket instead of hexagon frame basket, the percentage of large-sized strips decreased by 13 percentage points, that
of medium-sized strips increased by 12 percentage points, while the percentage of stem content in lamina decreased by 0. 5 percentage points;
the homogeneity of strip size distribution increased while the variation coefficient was less than 5 percentage points. [ Conclusion] The use of
rhombic frame basket on the first stage thresher and the second stage thresher is more reasonable than the use of hexagon frame basket, and

more to meet the needs of the tobacco industry.
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Table 1 Effect of different shapes of frame basket on strip size distribution after threshing
HERBIR . KH o N mhRER  BAIHE(SHQL) -
Shape of frame bas- Grad Large leaf Middle leaf Small leaf Stem content Uniformity Leaf Leait
ket rrade rate//% rate//% rate//% in lamina//% % cal fraits
2 Diamond C2F 55.11 30.11 11.91 1.52 5.71 SN SiAl
C3F 56.57 29.57 11.24 1.58 5.71 Fik 15%
BICHI 55.69 29.99 11.52 1.39 8.18
C3FA 42.13 41.75 13.47 0.74 16.02
HH 52.38 32.86 12.04 1.31 8.91
7Ni1E Hexagon C2FA 41.69 41.10 14. 30 0. 67 4.37 87 1E
C3FA 41.39 40. 81 14.72 0.79 4.97
C23FA 42.50 38.92 14. 56 0.70 2.52
B23F 42.55 41.18 13.80 0.84 2.86
C4FH 41.67 39.80 14.93 0.79 2.88
¥ifH 41.96 40.36 14.46 0.76 3.52
24{d Difference 10. 42 -7.51 -2.43 0.55 5.39
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Table 2 Effect of different shapes of frame basket on strip size distribution after redrying
HERTBIR as N R IR mhf kiR BAIHE(SHQL) ——
Shape of frame Grad Large leaf rate Middle leaf rate Small leaf rate Stem content in Uniformity Leaf trait
basket rade % % % lamina//% % cal fraits
%% Diamond C2F 36. 83 45.27 14.95 1.47 8.59 AE, KTt
C3F 36. 69 44.58 15.78 1.53 10.97 Fik 20%
BICHI 31.50 47.14 17.59 1.26 7.14
C3FA 17.45 57.18 21.38 0.64 8.25
B 30. 62 48.54 17.43 1.23 8.74
75111 Hexagon C2FA 17.90 56.20 21.43 0.63 5.91 M Fr 37 1E
C3FA 16.99 56.59 22.13 0.76 5.24
C23FA 19.57 53.47 21.42 0.68 2.91
B23F 15.35 59. 16 22.18 0.81 3.94
C4FH 15.37 56.32 23.38 0.71 3.08
¥fH 17.04 56.35 22.11 0.72 4.22
2418 Difference 13.58 -7.81 -4.68 0.51 4.52
3 #Hig (3] frrafes B 1915% , 55 JRUREC T S0 L T o e i seman [ 7).
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