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Effects of Well-cellar Specification and Filling Time on Growth, Yield and Quality of Flue-cured Tobacco in Well-cellar Transplan-
ting Technology

LI Jian-ping, SUN Jing-guo, SUN Guang-wei et al
Abstract
ent well-cellar specification and filling time on growth, yield and quality of flue-cured tobacco were carried out in Lichuan. Results showed that

(Tobacco Research Institute of Hubei Province, Wuhan, Hubei 430030)

In order to select the best well-cellar specification and filling time in well-cellar transplanting technology, the experiments of differ-

the well-cellar specification with a diameter of 10 ¢cm and the filling time at the 20th day after planting were best in well-cellar transplanting
technology. In this treatment, the agronomic, economic characters and internal chemical compositions of flue-cured tobacco were better than
that in other treatments. Therefore, the results provided technical support for the application of well-cellar transplanting technology and the im-
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provement of flue-cured tobacco yield and quality.
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Table 1 Comparison of agronomic characters of different treatments

at prophase of flourishing

e M % 2 K Maximum leaf //em
T l ’jt Plant Leaf Stem > .

r(eja fmen height number girth IS L
code em P om Length Width
TK1 67.2 20.9 7.8 59.7 31.4
TK2 64.9 20.9 7.6 58.4 28.8
TK3 67.4 21.2 7.8 61.6 30.8
TK4 71.8 21.2 7.9 62.4 31.8
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Table 2 Comparison of agronomic characters of different treatments

after topping

T i
b P -4 ZEMl Upper leaves  Middle leaves
Plant Leaf Stem cm cm
Treatment . .
code height  number  girth
cm H‘ cm J£/< ﬁ {/i ﬁ

Length Width Length Width

TK1 137.4 20.7 10.5 65.2 19.9 72.4 27.2

TK2 137.9 20.2 10.0 64.8 20.3 72.1 27.1

TK3 139.3 20.9 10.3  64.3 19.3 72.7 27.2

TK4 139.6 21.2 10.3  66.6 20.6 72.8 27.3
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Table 3 Comparison of root indexes of different treatments

LA 1R
POELE Ry TR MR A EARK
Treatment Main root Root volume Total root
code length //cm em’ length per unit soil

volume //em/m’

TK1 16.0 109. 1 294.1
TK2 13.3 132.0 250. 4
TK3 18.0 164.8 492.5
TK4 26.0 134.7 314.8
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Table 4 Comparison of economic characters of flue-cured tobaccos of

different treatments

| L
QPGS FraE it FHE Proportion of
Treatment Yield Average price Output value upper and
code kg/ hm? Ju/kg I/ hm? middle class
tobaccos//%
TK1 2 580.30 26.19 67 694.55 90.73
TK2 2 661.30 26.09 69 433.35 89. 69
TK3 2 6717.80 26.13 69 970. 95 89.12
TK4 2 714.85 26.21 71 156.25 89.75
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Table 5 Comparison of chemical component contents of tobacco leaves of different treatments AN %
fi e e S A FH Totl e &K o
Position Treatment code Nicotine Reducing sugar carbohydrate Total N
gt TK1 2.11 21.61 32.25 1.96 2.60 0.17
Middle leaves TK2 2.21 24.31 33.31 1.91 2.19 0.16
TK3 1.80 21.48 33.81 1.88 2.44 0.19
TK4 1.83 23.08 33.43 1.84 2.44 0.15
40y TK1 2.58 22.84 30.87 2.35 2.04 0.18
Upper leaves TK2 2.60 23.94 31.97 2.23 1.90 0.14
TK3 2.54 24.31 33.46 2.15 1.90 0.15
TK4 2.47 22.89 30. 09 2.32 2.09 0.18

3 #FigEitig

IEABARBAIE L2 EF AT AL T T AL
N R BB AR I35 v A 2 TR b 2 2 3, 75 3
HE TS A0 AR A SR B PR (e A AR TR R
— PR T I R AR PR T IR AR AR
AR R /INEE A2 FIE B A SR 8 T [ - 2L g
HERIRRALE R AT, B MR A 7 e, R PR I AR
NGRS I ey SRe (i SPNE R Sy B G

KT RN 2 R R AR S 7 T2 2B vh Tl g
VR WREL Sy T T R AR T AL RS S -

PR ]9 KA A R B R oo 5 Tl A R DG 9 820, 2%
PHAE BSR4 R R, T DM X N R 7 ST
TR AR T R 5 em FLEFHER /NG, &
ZEB I TAE AR S SEAT 3R e bk 5 - BB A
FER], B I B LN AR AT E AR A 7.5 emx
18.0 cm 8.5 cmx18. 0 cm AYALHRIEMEAR MR (B ok &
IS
ZFFE AR T ALK S 3 A F B[] X6 4 4R
AR R E I R RIS B, A R AR T TFL A LA
(TF#% 50 1)



50 BHR LA F 2023 £
Yi/N, 43904 0.527 5.0. 245 6, 2 X AE S A (4] (55, XUERE AT, 5. BT IR AR B X B I HO B PR R U

NG

(2)2005—2019 4F-HF5Y DXAR A H I B 55 5 T AR 45 2 3
R N A F, 2019 A T ARG B 45 KAE, 4 Sk 7. 27 A
3.75 km® X 587X 2013 4F G LRSI KRB E T A%
DIMISE o 5 7 o B DX 3l e AL B S0E 18 nJ si/ AS #, 2013
AETT BRI KA, 4 6. 62 ko i+ e 741 7 7 B [X kv
TR 2 B /N A #2019 47 o ARG B de/IMEL, 430l ok 7. 75
6.75 km®, |5 Fe4ilik 24. 38% 24.24%

(3)2005—2019 4FFR4&- %90 H B A R KA, &
T — v 7 T P R T UK, 3K 3. 35 km? HIR O S
W — T R s P 6 R P R s
PR 35 B X8R, RS TR0 9004 3. 04,1, 82 T 1,46 km’ K
T8 55— 7 6 R DX R T R/ N, L R 26—
e B RN B 55— R X R T B I
0.01.0.05 km®.,

WS TF I HRA KEIF X 2005—2019 4 3
Landsat 18 BGAR , SR FH UH — A w4 5508 1 R 46 112 1)
OIRT T PRI S DX AR 7 o B I 25 o AR EA T T R S8 0
Mr BTG5 R RE A X [ SR SRR NG X AR s 2 41
PE—E RHEK IR B 2%, (AR EHIN IZF T
Landsat TM/ETM/OLI 3285 5, 18 1< 4 0 782 55 )3 X 581X
T AR AR IEAT T 3@ BRI 5T, 1 485 SR e 57 7 B — A
Pl 35 RS PRI T2 B T IX K IREE | IS )
R LA Je 28 ST e 2 50 X AR A PR BRI A O , fn ]
T B2 A SR AL 2 28 B B X B X A AR R 25
FZE ST B2 A Ja i X A A P45 12 R W T 9% ) B 22
Jril,

B2 ik

(1] SR, LH G, XRNEE. £ SPOTS BRI P A g | LM
JEHRAI ] [ L BENE, 2012,24(3) : 146-153.

[2] T, oy, BOKE, 5. S5 DRI STH IR
NHLT]. BRI, 2017,31(4) :843-850.

[3] L, # AL, XU, . WorldView—2 TR I @Rk LIPS
ARTSHI B[ ) ] BRI, 2018,32(2) :392-397.

TN T]. M, 2018,37(12) :2251-2259.

[5] SUN J Y,WANG X H,CHEN A P et al. NDVI indicated characteristics of
vegetation cover change in China’s metropolises over the last three decades
[J]. Environmental monitoring and assessment,2011,179(1/2/3/4) .1~
14.

(6] 7B, BRRK, T, %5 28T RS I GIS (M T80 | LI TR B s
LY. [+ PristEERk, 2020,32(1) :232-236.

(7] A, i, 7, 5. BT e PR 1o L RS R & e T
5T DA T A R o I ] B PRI, 2015, 27 (4) : 15—
121.

[8] BifFFs, ok, Thesr. B LIRS | LA @ R 5T e ) ]
+RIFIEE,2009,21(2) :1-8.

(9] B fAIkER, L% TR m R A L S sl L
[J]. 55 ,2020,39(4) :946-952.

[10] XI37, imfRte, s, TR L SR S o4 .

HIFEAS(RIEE.,2019,17(1) :41-46, 1.

[11] 5255, 2000, £k TEIEEREIRAn LTk SR & PR R
[J]. &R(E 55 T4HE,2018,33(5) : 158-160.

[12] Dbk BT R AT L B E TR ST ] R A &
4JE,2017(22) 1183, 185.

[13] b MR P M. BT e AN LIERAIT L B A T ]

RBF4T1],2017,41(3) :499-503.

[14] BEPRA. EREYARE = Al (LT SR fg m L) ] (st
& 2017(12) ;70-71.

[15] Ehsees, X, xUsdas. ki IPEE s A MBS D 1A E
AL ] PRRAEA,2019,1(4) :49-53.

[16] FREL, Sk, RIS, & ST ARG LR LR FE A S B E bR
[J]. R ERG1544R,2017,35(4) :461-468.

[17] B5m, X225, My, % iU NI E A RS S aniR [ )], ok
2243 ,2017,42(5) :1085-1092.

[18] SEZEHL, ikE58 , &0, 55 L s A B E Tt [ ] AR
=4 2017,36(2) : 193-200.

[19] EHHE. BErem X SeAIaTRRA S E R 7T [ 1], 2ol
Rl2,2020,48(8) :207-211.

[20] £, M, Bsca, % T ANLERAER AR FHEUIR I A& TR A
[1]. THRERISE4E 2020,42(9) - 1085—1095.

[21] &1L, Jobil B 5. T AW BB AR EEan L igEsh
AN ROR L], g2z, 2015(5) :91-94.

[22] MHFE 5, X E 2R, S R L A T AN AR N T
X[ T]. FhER,2019,28(4) :111-114.

(23] BEAENI, 535 %, S, FRIETR L ST = 4R o R R R B 7
FHIBIR I AZAEIRREL ) . 48R 111,2019(3) :35-40.

[24] BHEE, B, SR, S5 Mot E R AR ARSI Y
WAL ] AR SRR, 2017,33(7) :577-585.

[25] 44, s, F 200 MAHE ISR ARLED 7= SR IS I i 7 A
[J]. i THE,2020,29(4) ;38-43.

[26] B, XA E Tk, 55 AT @R L A R SOV
TR RAAFT) ] SRS R, 2013,28(5) :934-940.

G G G S G S S S G G G G S G S S S O S O O S GGG S G S G S S S S S S SO SO S Sy

(EBF 32 7R)

HAR 10 em FTFLEHFTHL (G5 20 d BB 4 Mk
T BB IR LGRS 20 d A2 (AT
FLEFTHL) AR R B e At . L, I3 U RS Ak R R
JHEAE 10 em FTFLARFTFL ARG 20 d A2 358 3 Fl
TR XA AR R R E L SE b bk PR PR R Kk
B LA B AL

S

[ 1] B0, XU, ) 1| ANIAT RIS B e R R A S 3 B e
AL BRI . (L5 R AF,2015,43(11) 1 125-128.

(2] BRIE, 24k, Tl 5. R ER AR MR A N R ™ P

Qe[ J . TTPEA 44, 2015,27(6) - 73-75,79.

[3] #ckifs, IR, 24058, 5. RARETT ARME A K & MR
JFRELEORANR ) ] TIPSR, 2014,26(3) :50-53,57.

(4] Flele, B, 27, FR 2 0L, 5. NIRRT O™ et A 521
(1] PEAllA#4R,2015,27(11) :31-34.

[5] SGHARA, AR, 17T, . S SRR BT et i (1] 5t

PNA RS, 2018,46(6) :51-55.
[6] FEUAR, B, FUH, 5. REFERBEEG AT BINE KA & K r=H
EAFIMT . TEPOARAAR, 2021 ,33(4) :69-T73.
[7] Wt 5 2 R ad R e bR ot L . VEYIIEST, 2015,29
(S2) :833-836.
[8] SK/IME, BRAERR, B0, . I N H 2 NI B AR R AT
[J]. Bl Rl ,2016(11) 1 71-72.
[9] WpEkER, s Py, B, 5. ISR s R R 5 X S R 1]
SRR AR B M TR [ ]. TLPEAR L 4R, 2020,32(1) - 55~
6l.
[10] [ARAsh, SEFTRN, 225, 5. EEMR /N AR A S MR & 75 M
AR AL ] bR R, 2016,55(2) :374-376,405.
[11] Zfkatte, BHIDNR, Fokt, 55 FFEBAO BIRNTINRIE N 4 =4 &
FISEMAL) ). 22l R, 2020,48(24) :27-29.
[12] BfZ245, SERRAA, (a2, 5. o s s s e e o[
bR RS ,2017,56( 14) :2699-2701.
[13] 2598, 505 iARE, 55 HEU NIRRT =W BRI B IR A K
=I5 J]. g7l ,2015,46(6) :991-995.
[14] AR, B, B5e, 5 HEARARTT AR 2RSS B R~
JFRERL) ], Rl 55K, 2018,38(3) :8-10.



