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To Dr T. Hisii
From D. Irwin

A minor point about APPLE data

Something I 2m more aware of irom enzyme work is that the levels of substances ia
tobacco. exprassed as percantages (dwb), can be misleading.

It sugars are "oxidised oS a tobacco and go to carbon dioxide and water, then cize
substances wiil increase in percentage tarms (obvious).

Australian B&H has less sugars than its compezitors. Therefore its higher ash ar:d protein,
for example, mav not be “ndependent” of the lower sugars. On a drv weight basis, ash
comeants of Ausiralian B&H, Rothmans and Dunhill wers 15.7, 14.3 and 14.4%
respectiveiy. On 4 tonai sugars free basis they are 18.0, 17.2 and 17.2% respectivaiy,
Protzin nitrogens were 1.02. 0.85 and 0.81% raspectively (dwb). On a total sugass free
basis they ars 1.19. 1.02 2nd 0.97% respectively. Subjectively. it seems more iikaly thar
there is an “indapendent” protein dirference than for the zase of ash. though I accapt that
one would conciude that protein difference was grearter than ash differance aven without
this change in :alculztion hasis. Howaver it illustrates the poirt, I hepe. The ef2et would
have been mere dramatiz i1 had used the first set of B&H sugar resuits which ware lower
thzn the repeeis. You know that on balance § think I should take the repeats.

I &0 not int2sd 1o Jabour tiis point in a report, but it is ene we should ot forger in looking
at results SF 225 iype. Now you will t2il me you never did forget it!

The point 2570ies 10 any ohacco component which may be lost as volariles, say 3uring
surizg, rather (Ban converad to some other involatile. I shose sugars because of their

relaively high level and hance diferences can affact other results.

. Mr A. [ Swepheason
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