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Effects of Different Tobacco-loading Methods on the Output Rate and Quality of BFO
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search Center of Tobacco and Health, University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei, Anhui 230051)

Abstract
comparative test of tobacco baking was carried out between tobacco basket loading and hanging-rod loading.The results showed that BFO ratio
of tobacco basket loading was significantly higher than that of hanging-rod loading.The proportion of high grade tobacco under the tobacco bas-
ket loading treatment was significantly higher than that of hanging-rod loading, and the proportion of low grade tobacco under the tobacco bas-

In order to investigate the effects of different tobacco-loading methods on the output rate and quality of BFO in Southern Anhui, a

ket loading treatment was extremely significantly lower than that of hanging-rod loading.The total aroma component amount under the tobacco
basket loading treatment was 1 146.612 wg/g, which increased by 4.61% than that of hanging-rod loading( 1 096.112 wg/g) .There was no sig-
nificant difference in the content of main chemical components and sensory evaluation quality between the two tobacco-loading methods.The to-
bacco structure baked by tobacco basket loading method was loose and soft. Therefore, compared with hanging-rod loading method, the tobacco
basket loading method significantly increased the output rate of BFO and tobacco leaves’ grade structure, and improved the aroma and appear-

ance quality of tobacco leaves.
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Table 1 Ratio of BFO and different tobacco grades in different tobacco-loading methods %
PN A AR fIREEAH
Tobacco loading B2F B2FO High grade B3F B3FO Medium BK GY Low grade BFO
methods tobacco grade tobacco tobacco
R 2 AR 53.80 aA  9.23aA  63.03aA 22.67aA 5.18aA  27.85aA 6.72bB 2.53 bB 9.25 bB 14.41 aA
Tobacco basket
loading
HEAE 2R 46.81 bB 8.65bA 5546 bB  22.65aA  4.66bA  2731aA 1170 aA 553 aA  17.23 aA 13.31 bA

Hanging-rod loading

T BN /NG B4R 225 35 (P<0.05) 5 [RIFIAR R RS 5 Blom 22 5 . 35 (P<0.01)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant differences ( P<0.05) ;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely

significant differences (P<0.01)

22 AREFEAFAXIEMERLERMINTENZIE
1l AN TR AR 7 0 S AR I A A R AN TR A 2 A
14 E AR H A (63.03% ) A\t 35 o T HE 74 M (55.46% ) 5 A
(IR KA 52X PP S G 09122 S5 A S8 5 5 AR 5 e R R 55 A
FEBII(9.25% ) HEAHESHENA (17.23% ) A1 46.31% , 225740 b 2
(P<0.01) o JXRIIHAEEHE ARG J5 M AE S 4540 1 35 b T4k
PRI o

RS A8 2 ph M P SO o TR 3R DX A o A [ 2
075 2R 5 I M- S5 R 25 R A T 22 S, R WL - 454 P
Jote FAT I 2 5, P A 2 MR M A 1 A v 25 4y LR o
MR AR I SR B | B SR AR R G AN T B ) 4] B

B BRI o

23 AEFEMEAXIEMEEXZRSBFNE e E
B AA R B b SO B 22 ) ) L (DR 5 38 B B & T
Wl AR BT A AT . B R — B R A Rt =2
2ERLAY i S E R A B B R 18% ~ 30% , i
JiObE 5 5 16% ~28% , KBS 75 £ 2.5% ~3.5% , VA T 152.0% ~
3.0% M FoR=1.5%, 458 5 0.3% ~0.5% , ik J5 0/
BB =0.9 38 JER/ TR 6~ 13, PGk =4, %I R b 2
B2FO [ EZALF A S ZER AR E (R 2), FE L
RO B A AR B R PN, PR LG AR 3 B, R L FD
A ST,

#2 AEFEFNXT B2FO TELZHFHILLE
Table 2 The main chemical components comparison of B2FO under different tobacco loading methods
o4y = ; o 4 s/ o A S bE/ e A o At et A -
P pias mak CEW mmen RN pgen maren waTam  w
Tobaceo loadi Total sugar Reducing T t"i“ e v Nicotine Reduci Total nitrogen  Potassium Chloride Potassium
Otﬁ’“:ﬁ cading content sugar ;{d d suf.gar content e 1{(,1/11g content ion content  ion content /Chl-
methods % content iul;;ng % ]\?iu(‘goﬁne % % % oride
% s otine

HREE 2 A 13 a 35a .96 a 98 a 15 a 98 a .06 a 45 a SSa
JREE 2 AR 19.13 18.35 0.96 2.98 6.15 2.98 2.06 0.45 4.55
Tobacco basket loading

“F2¢ M Hanging-ro .00 a .20 a .96 a 19 a 23 a 19 a .04 a .37 a 54 a
HAEAL K Hanging-rod — 21.00 20.20 0.96 2.79 7.23 2.79 2.04 0.37 5.54

loading

VE: B RIRLING F-RE o 22 5 i 5 ( P>0.05)

Note: The same lowercase letter in the same column indicated no significant difference( P>0.05)
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Table 3 Comparison of aroma components content of B2FO between different tobacco loading methods ne'g
TR " 2-Z 3K - BRI 3-Z N 2 om
A= e e - e ! . L ST g
Tobacco loading S . 2—ethyl 2-acetylp- 3-acetyl- o
Pyridine Thiazole 1 Pyrrole - 1 Quinoline 2-acety- Indole
methods pyridine yridine pyridine ]
pyrrole
R %% 4 Tobacco 1.8 0.078 0.004 8 0.38 0.029 0.13 0.052 0.28 0.73
basket loading
HA %% 4 Hanging- 2.0 0.081 0.004 6 0.44 0.031 0.33 0.057 0.88 0.90

rod loading

TR
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Tobacco loading Neophvtadi Mecasti Megastic Megastic Megasti Tisoamyl ~ 3-methyl croton- Leaf 2-N-pent
methods eophytadiene egastig- egastigm- egastigm- egastigm- alcohal aldehyde -N-pent-
matrienone-1  atrienone-2  atrienone-3  atrienone-4 ylfuran
JREE %% 4 Tobacco 966 32 15 4.1 16.00 0.71 0.84 0.52 0.45
basket loading
HA2E M Hanging- 913 3.6 18 3.6 0.93 0.93 0.80 0.36 0.37
rod loading
2-HE Y v 2-Hg-2- N, N,
. — - 3-Fp A 3 E=0ia E=0ia . 2-
TR T R I A R 24 M
. 2-TH -1 AFE-2 R D SRR
Tobacco loading Amyl 2-methyltet- 2-methyl-2- A A TR
3-oxhydryl- Oxidizing Oxidizing Furfural 2-acety-
methods alcohol rahydrofuran- heptene- 2,4-heptanal .
2-butanone alcohol-1 alcohol-2 Ifuran
3-ketone 6-ketone
JHEE % 4 Tobacco 0.55 0.85 1.8 0.91 0.28 0.12 29 0.82 0.73
basket loading
HAEHAH Hanging- 0.64 1.00 2.7 1.10 0.28 0.13 29 0.79 0.77
rod loading
3-HR-2-
; B an S—-H gk 2- Lt e
HE A — 1=l T ; E s . - 5
R AR ORI o e ReUKE pootbm sty YT RCE
Tobacco loading 3-methyl-2- Benza- : v-butyrr-  Phenylace-
Linalool 5-methyl- Isophorone  B-lemonade  2-acetyl-5-
methods cyclopentene- Idehyde . olactone  taldehyde
furfural methylfuran
1-ketone
JH %5 4 Tobacco 0.029 0.52 1.1 0.85 0.063 0.27 0.083 0.49 2.0
basket loading
HAEBE K Hanging- 0.034 0.54 1.3 0.99 0.066 0.28 0.085 1.20 3.1
rod loading
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Tobacco loading Acetop- . . . B-damas- . Geranyl Phenylm- o
Furfurol a-terpineol B-dihydro- Geraniol Hyacinthin
methods henone d cenone acetone ethanol
amascenone
JR 2 AR Tobacco 0.038 1.7 0.21 0.8 23 0.65 7.1 13 5.0
basket loading
HAE%E 4 Hanging- 0.045 2.5 0.25 0.8 22 0.72 6.8 19 6.7
rod loading
LR Y - G SPARH
) k AL ] i 1. A‘ % /. % . Y
AR B-SBEW KW TR Methyl ester  fepbpyis  CRCTRE WRREITER gy g g
Tobacco loading ; . . Methyl Methyl .
B-ionone Phenol y-nonlactone  of pamitic Dihydroa- . . Phytol Dibutyl
methods . A linoleate linolenate
acid ctinolide phthalate
JRE %% 4 Tobacco 0.44 0.15 0.069 2.7 0.8 1.4 35 6.2 0.43
basket loading
HA %4 Hanging- 0.47 0.25 0.061 3.0 1.6 1.5 4.6 8.2 0.54
rod loading
PLVE R A ~
IS AT AL A Fii BYM 2-WESERE  BOi W RJeRENE it
Tobacco loading - : . - is
Safranal Tea flavone Solanone 5,6-epoxy 4-vinyl-2- Ketamine Farnipone Total
methods .
ionone methoxyphenol
JHEE %5 4 Tobacco 0.036 0.18 24 0.37 1.3 0.47 23 1 146.612
basket loading
HA2 ) Hanging- 0.037 0.19 21 0.42 1.9 0.81 2.4 1 096.112

rod loading
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Table 4 The evaluation results comparison of B2FO between different loading tobacco methods

FHSAFE Aroma feature

S AFAE Smoke feature

J - 74, Offensive od g
L mg PWRRRE FUR BUE ae A L e ot " FAANE
lobﬁcgo loading Type+ of Style Arm.na Amn?a Permeable R R AN Thickness SOft. and
methods aroma visibility quality quantity 944 Level Main  Secondary (943) delicate

(541) (941) (941) (941) type types (941)
2 %5 4 Tobacco JC 35 6 6.5 6.5 6 M.S N.K 6.5 6.2
basketloading
HA=% 4K Hanging- JC 3.0 6 6.5 6.5 6 M.N.S K 6.5 6.0
rod loading
W7 RAFAE Taste feature

AR Iy U Twitancy . : SR RE el g
Tobacco loading Mk Fapr AR A TR TR (J(mfb.usn_ Ash color 4ETEE£E Total

Strength B R Aftertaste  Sweetness ~ Dryness  Cleanness bility Main feature
methods Level HRL 4/ (541) descrivti score

(941) (9%) Position (9 41) (941 (941) (943) (445) escription
S 50 Tobacco 5.8 6.2 3 6 5.8+ 6 6+ 4 3 MWEFTE  84.0++
basketloading Fl— 1
HA=% 4K Hanging- 5.9 6.0 s 6 5.8+ 6 6 4 3 T f, 832+
rod loading itk

L JC AR THWSRH AR 2 s M AR5 KA AR N 45 S A 41

Note ; JC.Caramel sweet flavor and alcohol sweet flavor type ; M.Woodiness odor; K.Scorched odor;N.Alkaline offensive odor;S.Unripe offensive odor
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