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Abstract

A study was made of the puff-by-puff delivery of menthol and tar for several commercial brands

The purpose of this study is for the brands constantly to maintain fresh aroma of menthol till the last

puff in smoking. The results from this study could be used for development and evaluation of a

mentholated cigarette.

quantitative analysis of ¢£-menthol contained in cigarettes has been developed.
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Prior to the purpose, a straight forward method from extraction through
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Fig. 1.Effect of immerging on the value
determined with ultrasonic bath

Table 1. Accuracy of menthol analysis
by capillary gas chromatogra-

phy
£-Menthol Recorvered %
Run
Tobacco Filter Cambridge Filter
1 102.4 99.7 100.2
2 101.6 98.6 100.0
3 99.8 100.4 99.8
4 101.6 99 6 98.2
5 102.5 99.8 99.3
x 101.5 99.6 99.3
S.D. 1.0 0.6 0.9
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Fig. 2. £-Menthol smoke derivery on the
© puff by puff
1) Tip vent. rate:43.5%
2) EPD: 121mmH,0
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Fig. 3. Tar, CO & nicotine smoke derivery
on the puff by puff
1) Tip vent. rate:43.5%
2) EPD : 121 anH0
3) Tar = TPM~(nicotine + £-menthol
in cambridge filter pad)
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Table 2. Comparison of TPM and #-menthol delivered during smoking in various

mentholated brands cigarette

(mg/cig.)

Domestic Foreign A Foreign B Foreign C

Puff No.

" TPM Menthol TPM Menthol TPM Menthol TPM Menthol

2 1.51 0.03 1.55 0.04 2.34 0.05 1.74 0.16

4 3.7 0.10 3.55 0.16 5.10 0.15 4.21 0.24

6 6.48 0.20 6.19 0.34 8.80 0.29 7.28 0.34

8 9.29 0.35 8.93 0.39 11.20 0.45 11.00 0.39
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