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Effects of Different Yellow Covering Treatments on the Baking Quality of Green and Green-returning Tobacco Leaves
WANG Hua-guo, YAN Fei, LI Wen-biao et al
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Abstract
tom tobacco leaf K326 as raw material, the yellow covering process was increased before baking, 2 kinds of different biologics compounds were

( Chuxiong Company of Yunnan Provincial Tobacco Corporation, Chuxiong, Yunnan
[ Objective | To improve the baking quality of green tobacco and green-returning tobacco. [ Method | Taking four slices of fresh bot-
) p g q y oL g g g g

sprayed to study their effects on the economic traits, physical appearance, plastid pigment, routine chemical components and sensory evalua-
tion quality of roasted tobacco. The suitable yellow covering process technology was explored. [ Result] The curing time of two kinds of yellow
covering treatments could be shortened 66 hours, the green content of tobacco leaves decreased after baking, and the yellow-smoke rate was
highest in T, treatment. Carotenoid-chlorophyll ratio of T, treatment was slightly better than that of T, treatment and better than that of control.
The content of total sugar, amino acid, starch and protein in tobacco were significantly affected by yellow covering treatment, and all of them
had higher contents in tobacco in T, and T, treatment. The sensory evaluation quality of tobacco in T, treatment was better. [ Conclusion] The
yellow covering treatment could improve the baking characteristics of green tobacco and green-returning tobacco, improve the inherent quality
of roasted tobacco, which provided a new way for effective utilization of green tobacco and green-returning tobacco.

Key words Yellow-covering treatment ; Green tobacco ; Green-returning tobacco ; Baking quality

AR SR WA AT 200 B8 2 R - gt ) K, H A P A A%
O, St B R IAOC T ST AR SRR T AR K

B ARTR Ty S KO B8 G A 40 o 7R A AR 2 4 A T
W ARAL B, LA K 73 75 B A 83% ~85% o M ARAHIM: K 733K

HEA X HE I BBV T B RA U T AR KSR & (H szbrk
FEHCRERGANE &L, SEUE R R B EE i R BB
G AR SEHE LALRIIE . A, R S B TR 0 A N Y L B
FE A5 PR A 2450 R 754 DR H A BT A A A
R A AR  ARMERLIE A BRI 52w R Y b AT R
T T A RN RS o BT RIS A, BTN EEE A
AR T2 T SR T R TR A Y
PR BOR E R 2B, B AT, a1 L ar s i iR
AL 7 ARG SR T BOR TR 9 N 5 R -
PR e WL HGE . ZE B WIS TR IA) 5 B AL B SR S M
IR TR JELIE T RZ I

1 H#5HE

1.1 RIEH R KT 2018 457 H 16 H—2018 47 A 23
H ZEAE M 728 B AR R0 Ll S VR AR T, alA
T 2 FIE 4 i A R K326,

12 RBigIt R E 3 AL, A 3 KE R &
PR EG B L3R 1, AbBE T, T, MR T 2GR

E&UWH
EERT

W E B8] & dg B o S AT R E SR B (2017YN21)
EALE(1974—), 5, =@ BAEA, R, AFMEHIZA
PR A, x BAEE ,AFZFAEYRE LR,

i EE 2019-02-20

B LR ESRE Wt AP0, SR J5 A B 2~ 3 h B AR
OB B TG, (R IR A 35 ~42 °C HIXHE
J¥ 90% ~95% A5 # it} i) 36~48 h,,

Fx1 ERERWIGIT

Table 1 The experimental design in each treatment mg/kg

b3 e o (TUERORE BIEROM o
Neutral Alkaline . .

Treatment Amylase Ethylene Streptomycin
protease protease

T, 2 000 3000 500 1 000 0.35

T, 1 500 2 000 500 1 500 0.35

T, 0 0 0 0 0.35
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Fig.1 The baking process of ordinary baking room in conven-

tional baking treatment
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Table 2 Comparison of grade structure of tobacco leaves after baking

in different treatments %
L5425 Grade
e :%SJED rade _
Treatment X2F X3F ) Feta 4
Variegated leaves Green leaves

T, 22.26 bB  41.19 bB 27.96 bB 8.59 bB
T, 27.10 aA  48.94 aA 15.67 ¢C 8.29 bB
T, 1891 ¢cC  24.39 cC 41.36 aA 15.34 aA

T BN AlNG 1R 2253 135 (P<0.05) 5 [P [l S 5Bk

INFESH B3 (P<0.01)

Note : Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
differences ( P<0.05) ;different capital letters in the same column in-
dicated extremely significant differences( P<0.01)
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Fig.3 The appearance comparison between yellow covering tobacco and roasted tobacco
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Table 3 Comparison of plastid pigment content in tobacco leaves among different treatments

&% LS MR a LR b SRR EHH MR 2tk
Grade Treatment ~ Chlorophyll a//wg/g  Chlorophyll b//wg/g Total chlorophyll //wg/g  Carotenoid // wg/g Carotenoid-chlorophyll ratio
X2F T, 52.47+0.52 bB 28.59+8.96 bB 81.06+£19.42 bB 290.95+32.82 aA 3.59+0.47 aA
T, 34.66+6.03 cB 26.92+12.65 bB 61.58+18.53 cC 237.93+13.24 bA 3.86+1.03 aA
T, 77.69+5.55 aA 35.31+14.37 aA 113.00+19.91 aA 222.22+1.86 cB 1.97+0.33 bB
X3F T, 60.34+2.05 aA 38.35+2.84 bB 98.69+1.98 bB 295.92+12.18 aA 3.00+0.15 bB
T, 31.70+3.37 bA 27.14%11.26 cC 58.84£14.60 cC 237.56+14.64 bB 4.04x1.12 aA
T, 63.48+7.02 aA 44.12+18.24 aA 107.60+24.90 aA 228.51+10.00 ¢B 2.12+0.51 ¢B
00 T, 47.36+3.84 bB 34.28+7.85 bB 81.64+9.58 bB 221.67+13.70 bB 2.72+0.35 bB
Variegated T, 49.24+3.45 bB 28.89+4.75 cC 78.13+8.10 bB 236.26+5.94 bB 3.02+0.24 aA
leaves T, 64.56+7.72 aA 46.78+15.10 aA 111.34+22.80 aA 245.98+3.61 aA 2.21+0.50 ¢B
TE: gﬁ%ﬁﬂﬂgﬁ TEPRAN R B AR A RN T REOR 22 53 35 (P<0.05) 5 [ —ZE Ui 6] — S bn A [ AL BRI bR A A 6] K5 Rk 7R 22 5
E(P<

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same index of the same level of tobacco among different treatments indicated significant differences ( P<0.05) ; different
capital letters in the same index of the same level of tobacco among different treatments indicated extremely significant differences( P<0.01)
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Table 4 Content comparison of conventional chemical components in tobacco leaves after baking among different treatments

BESLY) R T EEE SR AT A R EEG AR
S Qb Ether Total Potassium  Reducing Total Chloride Total - Amino
. . . . Starch Protein .
Grade Treatment extract sugar ion sugar alkaloid ion nitrogen P o acid
% % % % % % % ¢ ¢ me/g
X2F T, 430aA 2990 aA  225aA 21.00bA  1.34aA  0.08 bA 2.14 aA 0.67 ¢B 6.32 aA 9.37 bA
T, 4.10aA  27.10aA  1.99aA 2410 aA  1.17 aA 0.13 aA 2.25 aA 0.96 bB 5.85 bA 10.50 aA
T, 420aA  2580bA 173 bA  23.60aA  1.04 bA  0.15 aA 2.37 aA 1.72 aA 6.70 aA 9.97 aA
X3F T, 4.00 aA  26.00 aA 241 aA 1950aA 1.05aA  0.17 aA 2.32 aA 1.04 bB 6.01 bA 8.88 aA
T, 440 aA  2320bA  254aA  19.00aA 129 aA  0.10 bA 2.22 aA 0.84 ¢B 5.90 bA 9.79 aA
T, 440 aA  21.60cB  231aA  2020aA 123 aA 0.20 aA 2.16 aA 1.73 aA 6.11 aA 7.17 bA
e T, 350aA  1890aA 259 bA  1530bA  1.00aA  0.22 aA 2.45 aA 1.85bA  6.44 bA 9.77 aA
Variegated T, 440 aA  2020aA 3.08aA 1830aA 1.13aA  0.13 aA 2.47 aA 1.57 bB 7.24 aA 10.22 aA
leaves T, 4.60aA 1600 bA  2.80aA 1470bA  1.07aA  0.19 aA 2.33 aA 2.09 aA 7.49 aA 8.57 bA

T« i) — S ] — SR AR AR L BRI AT AN [N G 1R 2253 3 (P<0.05) 5 [l — ARG ] —FE R A R b B IR AT A RS 7 B R 225+

W3 (P<0.01)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same index of the same level of tobacco among different treatments indicated significant differences( P<0.05) ; different
capital letters in the same index of the same level of tobacco among different treatments indicated extremely significant differences( P<0.01)
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Table 5 Comparison of sensory evaluation quality of tobacco leaves after baking among different treatments

5k gy ORI R e Aok e K0 B g
Grade Treatment Amma Aroma - Miscellaneous Density  Irritability ~ Aftertaste Flammability Gray Total Strength
quality amount smell value score
X2F T, 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.0 7.0 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.24 N
T, 7.0 5.5 6.5 6.0 7.0 6.5 7.0 7.0 6.39 N
T, 6.5 5.5 6.5 6.0 7.0 6.5 7.0 5.5 6.24 N
X3F T, 6.5 5.5 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.33 BN
T, 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 7.0 7.0 6.63 BN
T, 6.5 5.5 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.33 BN
Zr Ao 4R T, 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 7.0 7.0 6.78 JN
Variegated T, 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.0 6.70 BN
leaves T, 7.0 6.0 6.5 6.0 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.54 BN
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