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Effect of Dry-wet Bulb Difference on Quality of Flue-cured Tobacco Leaves in Early Yellowing Stage
QIU Rong-jun', LIAO Xiao-lin', XU Wei’ et al
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Abstract
composition coordination, grade structure and average price of flue-cured tobacco leaves were studied, which provided technical support for re-

(1. Huichang Branch of Ganzhou Tobacco Company, Huichang, Jiangxi 342600;
Using Yunyan 87 as the material, the effects of the initial stage of roasting tobacco leaves on the appearance quality, chemical

ducing the proportion of green and miscellaneous tobacco leaves and improving the quality of flue-cured tobacco leaves.The results showed that
the treatment of top wet-dry bulb difference of 1 “C has the best comprehensive performance.The appearance quality of flue-cured tobacco leav-
es was better, the grade structure and the proportion of orange tobacco leaves were the best, and the proportion of low-grade tobacco leaves and
green tobacco was the lowest. With the increase of wet-dry bulb difference, the grade structure and the proportion of orange-yellow tobacco de-

creased, and the proportion of green tobacco and low-grade tobacco increased.
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Table 1 Appearance quality of flue-cured tobacco leaves
I . T 540y i
position Treatment Color intensity Maturity structure Oil content Identity Chroma
T Lower part T, Wb - A BARL AT - T ol
T, Wit H+ J B A+ sk ol
T, T el - BiFA- A i+ -
T Central section T, TRATG B - A B H g h
T, g Gl A+ B A T T
T, g H+ - BiFA- f S+ oy
7 Upper part T, A o it A TN - T JE- b
T, g iR A B+ A+ Fig )5 S+
T, B S+ S B A+ 5 i
x2 BEBEMHLERSSHT
Table 2 Chemical composition analysis of flue-cured tobacco leaves
=y
\ - " e SR
SR Ak A B bl ﬁ»—i% By A EEln Ratio of total Potazsium o)
Grade Treatment Nicotine T otal Total Reducing Potassium  Chlorine Protein total nitrogen chloride Total
nitrogen sugar sugar sugar to 1o ratio score
nicotie nicotine
X2F T, 2.28 1.72 36.36 27.65 3.72 0.05 8.28 15.91 0.75 74.40 147.23
T, 2.14 1.65 36.92 27.63 3.57 0.05 8.01 17.29 0.77 71.40 147.85
T, 2.64 1.72 37.67 29.38 3.28 0.05 7.92 14.25 0.65 65.60 138.61
C3F T, 2.81 1.63 36.63 30.79 2.91 0.05 7.17 13.02 0.58 58.20 131.43
T, 2.95 1.77 36.22 30.26 2.90 0.13 7.88 12.29 0.60 22.31 100.52
T, 2.92 1.67 37.09 31.77 2.88 0.05 7.29 12.72 0.57 57.60 131.76
B2F T, 3.87 1.96 24.08 21.29 3.23 0.34 8.05 6.22 0.51 9.50 64.44
T, 3.86 1.95 24.01 21.29 3.31 0.35 8.03 6.23 0.51 9.46 64.47
T, 3.74 1.92 26.30 23.16 2.87 0.46 7.94 7.03 0.51 6.24 65.93
S T, 2.99 1.77 32.36 26.58 3.29 0.15 7.83 11.72 0.61 47.37 114.37
Average T, 2.98 1.79 32.38 26.39 3.26 0.18 7.97 11.94 0.63 34.39 104.28
T, 3.10 1.77 33.69 28.10 3.01 0.19 7.72 11.33 0.58 43.15 112.10
x3 BEEMHEREN
Table 3 Grade structure of flue-cured tobacco leaves
SRR AL AR AR e s B HOALLE  ZRE@IALLE]  WEEE LA Fre el
Tobacco Qb3 Proportion Proportion MRUCA E Average Proportion  Proportion of Orange- Lemon-
leaf Treatment  of superior of medium Low %mOkB price of green miscellaneous yellow yellow
position smoke // % smoke // % proportion ///% Ju/'kg tobacco// %  smoke// % ratio // % ratio // %
TR T, 0 93.34 6.67 17.53 0.79 92.87 6.34
Lower T, 0 93.27 6.73 17.24 1.43 91.46 7.1
part T, 0 86.47 13.53 17.44 4.75 86.47 8.78
g T, 72.57 22.76 4.67 29.14 2.53 2.13 91.82 3.50
Central T, 71.51 22.56 5.93 28.94 3.92 2.01 89.71 4.36
section T, 58.41 31.53 10.05 27.20 6.35 3.71 81.98 7.96
B T, 59.47 37.46 3.07 21.29 0 3.07 96.93 0
Upper T, 61.81 34.34 3.85 21.39 1.77 2.10 96.15 0
part T, 55.94 37.24 6.82 20.49 4.75 2.07 93.18 0
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Table 4 Chemical composition of flue-cured tobacco leaves

o o . o et B L R L
A4 , syt i J A . - . p
Tobacco A Mwﬁ Total Reducing Total %EF % &I ”.:ﬁ Ratio of Ra-llo of total T%%
leaf orade Treatment  Nicotine susar . nitrosen Potassium  Chlorine Protein tolal' sugar nitrogen to Score
e gt 8 & 8 to nicotine nicotine
X2F T, 2.28 36.36 27.65 1.72 3.72 0.06 8.28 15.91 0.75 137.31
T, 2.14 36.92 27.63 1.65 3.57 0.06 8.01 17.29 0.77 138.33
T, 2.64 37.67 29.38 1.72 3.28 0.06 7.92 14.25 0.65 129.87
C3F T, 2.81 36.63 30.79 1.63 291 0.06 7.17 13.02 0.58 123.67
T, 2.95 36.22 30.26 1.77 2.90 0.13 7.88 12.29 0.60 100.52
T, 2.92 37.09 31.77 1.67 2.88 0.05 7.29 12.72 0.57 131.76
B2F T, 3.87 24.08 21.29 1.96 3.23 0.34 8.05 6.22 0.51 64.44
T, 3.86 24.01 21.29 1.95 3.31 0.35 8.03 6.23 0.51 64.47
T, 3.74 26.30 23.16 1.92 2.87 0.46 7.94 7.03 0.51 65.93
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