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Study on the Extension and Application of Biomass Bakery in Chuxiong Prefecture of Yunnan Province
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Abstract By comparing with the traditional coal-fired intensive bakery, the fuel cost and electricity cost of biomass bakery increased 0. 35
and 0. 05 yuan /kg. The employment cost of biomass bakery decreased than that of traditional coal-fired intensive bakery, the employment cost
of biomass bakery for drying tobacco leaves decreased 0. 27 yuan/kg, the decreasing amplitude reached 40. 3%. In terms of environmental
protection and economic benefits, biomass bakery increased than the traditional coal-fired intensive bakery, the discharge of CO,, SO, and CO

( Chuxiongzhou Branch of Yunnan Tobacco Company, Chuxiong, Yunnan

all decreased. The proportion of superior tobacco leaves, the proportion of medium tobacco leaves and the average price of tobacco leaves in-

creased compared with the traditional coal-fired intensive bakery.
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Fig.1 Comparison of the energy consumption between biomass

bakery and traditional coal-fired intensive bakery
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Table 1 Comparison of the environmental protection benefits between

biomass bakery and traditional coal-fired intensive bakery
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Table 2 Comparison of the economic benefits between biomass bakery and traditional coal-fired intensive bakery
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Table 3 Effect of different pesticide treatments on peanut yield
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