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Study on Main Risk Factors of Yield Loss of Flue-cured Tobacco in Yichang
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and Rural Affairs Bureau of Wufeng Tujia Autonomous County, Hubei Province, Wufeng, Hubei 443413 )

Abstract
and the impacts of various adverse risk factors on the loss of flue-cured tobacco yield were analyzed. The results showed that abnormal tobacco

Investigation and research on the field management, curing, storage, purchase and other links of tobacco loss were carried out,

leaf curing loss was the main yield loss in Yichang tobacco area, especially the curing loss of the disaster tobacco leaf. In view of the difference
of tobacco yield loss among different tobacco planting levels, specific production guidance measures were put forward in order to further reduce

the loss rate of tobacco yield and improve the benefits of tobacco planting.
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Table 1 Distribution of survey points
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Table 2 Comparison of the loss rate of different types of abnormal tobacco leaves during baking
FEIEH LAt L RHER Atk SRR JE A R Frifii2e
Abnormal Severilyx Number of Percentage Average 1.055 rate Standard
tobacco leaf occurrence /P % after baking//% deviation
g AL % 35 40.70 0.46 0.34
Diseases and insect pests tobacco i 11 12.79 1.77 1.11
Eoy 7 8.14 4.48 2.01
/N 53 61.63 1.14 b 1.62
A g1 Black storm leaf =2 3 3.49 0.58 0.39
e 2 2.33 3.24 1.55
H 1 1. 16 7.00
/N 6 6.98 2.70 b 2.60
[Ep/N &40 % 3 3.49 0.51 0.26
Natural disaster leaf h 4 4.65 5.68 5.30
i} 8 9.30 7.98 2.36
VNS 15 17. 44 4.93 a 4.32
JAC R ER B 3 3.49 0.70 0.62
Defatted and deficient leaves 2] 8 9.30 1.81 1.01
H 1 1.16 5.00
VN3 12 13.95 1.55b 1.41
St Total % 44 51.16 0.19 0.36
i 25 29.07 2.96 2.74
EiY 17 19.77 6.28 2.76
J583 86 100 2.09 2.96
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Note: Different lowercase letters after the values in the same column indicate significant differences at the 0. 05 level

2.2.2 GEFRMHE IS & 3 R UL, AN [ A KP4
AT BRI A RSP > K> 5 K-, B 5 2
FRHERY N R KSR > R OKF- | BRI 2 A HE Y Ik
>RSI KF o AN RIS JE A B4 T 5 0 4t )5 <
PIARRARHET AR (2. 39% ) > K- (2. 05% ) > K-
(1.19%) o /KA S TR H R AR I 45 2 B8R (43

B 1.66% .1.65% ) , HUCZH M (5 0.25%) o HK-F-H
A B MR 35 B R AR (4393 1 2. 80% 2. 30% ) ,
FLUCRAEIIA (i 1. 05%) o AP HHA 1 FRRE AR 45 S K
(15 5.30%) ,FLUCGRHIAM (5 1. 45%) , /N7 2O (o
0.41%) ,

2.3 MAMFGEIRR WAL, A 29 A RUA AR G



44 B A

2021 &£
8r [ &kF 30 ] Bk s 4 FH8kE 130
& [ ot - 25 2.5,
= of kT = =
s WNEZ2] = 20 2.0 E
& 4 2 15 L5 2
N‘- A ““' 10 1.0 “‘{‘
X o M . X
w k¢ ES B
£ 5 10.5
- R
0 - 1 1 ol 1 = rl Ll rl
FkEet | BBt AR T A i
XA Type A Type
B2 FREFEKEERAIEE SRR KR b E 5 FREFEKFREREEZERKET
Fig.2 Comparison of abnormal tobacco curing loss rate of to- Fig.5 Comparison of tobacco selling loss rate of tobacco farm-

bacco farmers with different planting levels
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Fig.3 Comparison of normal tobacco curing loss rate of tobacco

farmers with different planting levels
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Fig.4 Comparison of tobacco leaf storage loss rate of tobacco

farmers with different planting levels
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Fig.6 Comparison of tobacco leaf loss rate after curing by to-

bacco farmers with different planting levels in 2018
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