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Sensory Evaluation and Biochemical Composition Detection Analysis of Jinfo Tea in Different Years
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Abstract Taking the finished Jinfo tea of Wuyishan Yongsheng Tea Co. , Ltd. in 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019 as the research object, sensory

evaluation and biochemical testing and analysis were conducted to verify whether the quality of Jinfo tea was consistent every year,and to pre-
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liminarily explore the influence of storage time on the quality of Jinfo tea. The results showed that the quality level of Xiqiu Jinfo Tea varied to
a certain degree, but the quality style tended to be the same. The storage time had a certain influence on the quality of Jinfo tea, which was
mainly manifested in the obvious difference in biochemical composition. Comparing the Jinfo tea in 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019, the tea ex-
tract, tea water content and total flavonoid content all had an increasing trend with the increase of storage time. There was no obvious linear re-

lationship between the quality grades of Jinfo tea in 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019.
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Table 1 Original record of sensory evaluation of Jinfo tea
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Fig.2 Water extract content of Golden Buddha tea samples in

different storage years
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Fig.3 Total flavonoid content of Golden Buddha tea samples in

different storage years
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