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FINAI. REPOR T
WOODROSE IMPACT IRRITATION AIV) FLAVOR AMPLTTODP

EVALU9'1'ION OF THG FOLLOn'IEIC COMPETITIVE BPSNDS :
L6M 85, Narlboro Liahcs, Tare.Iton 100, anc Winston 8 5
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In a continving effort to update 1^ioodrose impact, i-ritation ,

anQ flavor amplitcde inLor .nalion on selected competitive brands, N
the £ollomisg fivo ciarettes have been evaluated by the Woodrose jN1

Panel :

Source:  http://industrydocuments.library.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/jnyn0139
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erana Month Df Mar.u[acture
L5M 85 Ocbbes, 1972

Marlbom LiShts October. 1972

Marlbcro 95 September, 13]2
WinCCOn 85 october, 1972

Tareyton 100 October, 1972

C

Ran3om samples of each brand w ee obtained for Woodro sc evaluatien,
fxoa Rs0's reutinc crmpetitivicbrand pick up .

Raticgs obtained on the o rent samples will be ecmpared to the
latest ratings available enthese brancs,

Conclus

1 . The c ent ratitvJs oCtained on L3C 85 and Plarlbore Lights,
show that they have net chanyed s nificantlv i ur.pact, i n'_ta-
tion or flavor amp_itude charactenistics . However . Marlbom
Litfhts sl:ov a direetienal increase in impact and nese ar ._ation .

I . Marlhoro 85 aml Winston 85 have i sed siynificantly in
impact s e their previous evaluation . Maalboro 25 also~
shows siqnificant _- eas in throat irrita=ion ar.d flavor
-mplitudc nd a dirs-t nal - m1H -itaHOn .
Ninston adLitin tohav aigndfican tly ~ ssd
mpact, also ha sogun"e nt1, seL n ita
Lireetlorally lcc sedthrost lrritation and dlroctionally
aeczeased '_lavor ae.plitnded

incrcasot oigniEicantly in Groct and n ranataon, nnd
dlrvctiorally in inpac6 and flavor amFl~LUde~

Pindingo

INPACT-I3RL^A^-I09-Cl .h'JCR TMPLCIIID@ PIlTIPI'JS*
Brand L6N 85 MaiIDOrv Y.iv~tn lAarLbor'o A5 w zotan N5 Darevtan 101

Ma . of MFy . 10 91 LO v2 6 92 10 -2 29d 9 S2 3~' lo v2 h 42 19 ]2

Lmpa[t 2.2 2 .2 1 .8 2 .0 1 .9 2 .3 1 .6 2 .4 1 .8 2.0
[Irritation)

Moath 1 .0 0 .9 0.9 O .S 0_] 0.9 l .0 I .o 0.R 0_9
~^In ot 1.1 1 .6 1.3 1 .4 1 .3 1 .11 1 .5 1 . 7 1 .3 ]. .6c
` 2.0 1 .9 1.5 1 .] 1 .7 1.A 1 .11 1_9 1 .5 1 .8

Flavov Pmpli-
tude 2.6 2 .6 2 .3 2 .4 2 .5 2 .2 2 .7 . .3 2 .3 2 .5

^x azfference nl o
.e betwoen rtn" fr'ioance, alee aiea clwwmq ai9~ .lflcantt31_ffce i

Source:  http://industrydocuments.library.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/jnyn0139
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Mr . S,W. Burgard , - 3- February 14, 1973

Discussion

The currenh ratings obbaired on L&M B5 and Marlboro Lights show
that no significant change.s have occurred in their irpact, irrita-
tion and flavor amplitude characteristics since their previous
evaluation . Howover, the current ratings do chow tha= Marlboro
Lights has increased directionally in impact and rose irritation .

Marlboro 85 and Winston 85 both show significant increases in
impact intensity. In addition, Marlboro 85 has significantly
increased throat irritac'_on and flavor amplitude and directionally
increased mouth irritation . Winston 85, in addition to having
significantly increased imuast, also shows a significant increase
in nose irritation, a directional increase in throat irritation
and a direct'_onal decrease in flaver amplitude .

The current ratings on Tareyton 100 shew that the brand has
significantly increased CLroat and none irritation, and directionally
increased impact and flavor anplitude .

R&D data on the five brande evaluated are attached .

W, L . Wrig

/pag

Source:  http://industrydocuments.library.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/jnyn0139



R&D DATA

Brand L6M 85 Marlboso Liqhts Marlbozo 85 Winston 85 Tarsyton 100
M.ottth oP Mfg, 10 71 10 72 4/72 10/72 8 72 /72 8'2 10/72 4/72 10/72

~Tar (mgs/cig) 17 .8 18 .3 14 .1 1388 18,0 16 .3 19 .6 20 .2 19,6 20 .` l6
Nicatine (mgs/cig) 1 .45 1 .44 1,15 0,99 1 .36 1 .27 1 .45 1 .40 1 .39 1 .44

Puffs (4) 7.7 8,5 8,0 8,1 8 .6 8 .7 9 .1 9.1 10.1 11 .0

Pressure Drop (") Cigarette
4 .2 4,3 3,7 3 .0 4,5 4 .5 4 .9 4.6 4,4 4 .5

Tabacco Section 1.9 1.9 1 .6 1 .5 1 ..9 1.6 2 .3 2,2 2 .8 2 .6
Filtzr 2 .3 2 .4 2,1 2,3 2,6 2,9 2,6 2 .4 1 .6 1,9

Density (mqs/cc) 250 245 260 259 259 261 26J 258 253 258

Conditioned
MoisLU_e (%) 11,4 11,8 13,3 13 .5 12 .2 12,8 12 .0 12 .6 12 .2 12,^

vzsoz9o49

Source:  http://industrydocuments.library.ucsf.edu/tobacco/docs/jnyn0139


