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Effects of Classification and Selection on the Usability of High Grade Tobacco Leaves in Yunnan Province

CHEN Chang-qing, LIU Xiao-hui, LU Qiao et al ( Research Center of Shenzhen Tobacco Industry Co. , Lid. , Shenzhen, Guangdong
518109)

Abstract [ Objective ] To analyze the effects of classification and selection on the qualified rate of grade and quality of tobacco leaves, to pro-
vide technical support for improving the security level of tobacco leaf raw material and meeting the demand of tobacco formulation. [ Method ]
Comparative analysis was carried out on the qualified rate of grade, chemical component, neutral aroma component and smoking quality of ra-
ted and unrated high-grade leaves in Yunnan Province. [ Result] The rated high-grade leaves in Yunnan Province enhanced in different de-
grees in the aspects of the qualified rate of grade, chemical component, neutral aroma component and smoking quality. [ Conclusion] Classifi-

cation and selection significantly enhances the industry usability of tobacco leaves.
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Table 1 Sampling inspection of crude tobacco grade in industry-commerce deal

R FREL TRAL TR TR TR I BHER
Grade Inspection number // 4% Mixed low //# Mixed section /{1 Mixed color /41 Mixed subclass //# Qualified rate // %
C2F 500 74 28 30 19 69.8

C3F 500 61 38 28 31 68.4

B2F 500 67 19 16 47 70.2

TS 5 MR, B 100 48,
Note : Five batches of samples were inspected,with 100 bundles per batch.
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Table 2 Sampling inspection of tobacco grade after classification and selection

E Eili e RAK TRARAL RBif TRRIZH BHEAR
Grade Inspection number /4 Mixed low /4§ Mixed section //# Mixed color /41 Mixed subclass /4 Qualified rate // %
C2F 500 25 13 8 2 90.4

C3F 500 31 11 9 5 88.8

B2F 500 35 6 5 6 89.6

E A 5 bR, B 100 48,
Note; Five batches of samples were inspected ,with 100 bundles per batch.
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Table 3 Comparison of chemical components before and after classification and selection

452 £z Susiip e psbii 5 B B A /B /A
Grade of Before and after Total glucose Reducing Nicotine Potassium Chlorine Glucose/ Potassium/
tobacco leaves selection % sugar// % % % % alkali chlorine
C2F Pk 29.71 25.51 2.71 1.55 0.47 10.96 3.30
Pk 32.35 26.21 2.57 1.58 0.39 12.59 4.05
C3F PRk 28.59 23.63 2.39 1.54 0.51 11.96 3.02
Pk S5 31.56 25.16 2.51 1.61 0.45 12.57 3.58
B2F PRk 20.82 16.97 3.34 1.26 0.67 6.23 1.88
itk 21.54 17.88 2.96 1.39 0.60 7.28 2.32
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Table 4 Comparison of neutral aroma components before and after classification and selection ng/'g
kU __ C2F : __ C3F : __ B2F :
Aroma component Pk ks Peikir Peikle Peikri Peike

Before selection After selection Before selection After selection Before selection  After selection

S Furfural 25.03 26.14 24.88 25.12 18.55 18.95
JifiliF Solanone 42.72 58.07 40.38 46.42 65.14 66.39
R HE Benzaldehyde 0.95 1.16 1.10 1.06 0.78 0.86
5 — HI3E -2 — B 5-methyl-2-furfural 3.44 3.89 3.09 3.20 3.04 3.11
HHEEE Furfuryl alcohol 8.48 10.23 8.22 8.98 4.67 5.05
B — K Ifii] B-damascenone 48.66 50.87 43.06 47.74 23.31 23.96
FH-FL AR Geranylacetone 3.33 3.26 4.04 4.28 3.47 3.60
R H i Phenylcarbinol 22.54 24.03 18.56 19.36 15.18 14.87
258 >4 i Tonone 8.08 10.16 7.86 7.64 6.08 7.35
3-(4,8,12 - =HIL+=ke) Femkn 3-(4,8,12- 3.80 3.76 4.80 4.52 5.47 5.79
trimethyltridecyl ) furan

T ESRBERE TR Dihydroactinidiolide 4.86 4.89 5.04 5.12 7.04 7.56
5 & =BV Megastigmatrienone IV 20.05 21.80 19.98 20.52 16. 66 17.43
5 =45 HA Il Megastigmatrienone Il 6.36 6.79 6.04 6.47 5.87 5.64
& =M HAll Megastigmatrienone [[ 16.54 17.38 16.01 16.92 13.33 14.06
F 5 = #5 T Megastigmatrienone | 4.39 4.76 3.96 4.18 3.91 4.22
S B R FENER Farnesyl acetone 8.67 8.12 7.22 6.68 4.78 4.89
HH —J#& Neophytadiene 895.42 960. 28 831.56 848.74 742.43 748. 66
Jit Total quantity (NTHF#H — /% Not including  227.9 255.31 214.24 228.21 197.28 203.73

neophytadiene )
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Table 5 Comparison of sensory smoking quality before and after classification and selection

PRIERTE

TS5

Grade of tobacco  Before and ﬁfj&ﬁ(g) EIHRO) %15/:&‘(9) @J{%ﬂi (9) ff;[ﬁ%(‘)) é}]%(Q) f»ﬁ(f@{(‘))
leaves after selection Aroma quality ~ Aroma volume  Offensive odor Irritation Remaining taste Vigour Concentration
C2F P iy 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 7.0 7.5 7.0
PRik)5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.0 7.5 7.0 7.0
C3F Pk 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
Prik)m 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 7.0
B2F PRLLHT 6.5 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 8.0 7.5
PRik)n 7.0 7.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 7.5 7.5
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