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Abstract : Establish a prediction model for sensory quality of to-
bacco leaf alcoholization, which is used to predict sensory changes
in the process of tobacco leaf alcoholization process, breaking
through the traditional empirical method to guide tobacco leaf in-
ventory turnover and formulation use. In this paper, 18 alcoholic
sensory scores of the 18 different samples in 4 warehouses were
taken as initial samples at intervals of 6 months, totally 36
months. Firstly, Through factor analysis. the tobacco alcoholiza-
tion level is divided, and then to perform BP neural network test
and prediction, the results show that this model is feasible and ef-
fective for predicting the sensory quality of tobacco leaf alcohol-
ization, and Mean Squared Error(MSE) is 1.00E—06. It is pre-
dicted that the degree of alcoholification of tobacco leaves in the
42th month can only be seen as a failure of Liangshan Huili C3F,
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of total sensory scores of samples
FEA R FEA S e /ME e K AE ¥ifE bt 22 £l i &£ (6353
JHR % 5 PR 108 57.00 80.00 69.075 0 4.768 67 23 —0.464 0.029
JAR 22 55 S PR 108 59.00 78.00 70.653 7 4.005 61 19 —0.682 0.497
A58 2= - el ) 108 53.50 79.00 68.847 2 5.412 20 25 —0.567 0.159
VEE BT R 108 52.00 78.00 68.175 9 5.393 11 26 —0.509 0.126
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Table 2 Principal component analysis results
o LR GEER A= RO 7 FEg A
B FE/Y%N BBUN A FE/YN RBUX%
1 12.300  68.334 68.334 12.300 68.334 68.334
2 2.566  14.255 82.589 2.566  14.255 82.589
3 1.525 8.474 91.064 1.525 8.474 91.064
4 0.927 5.152 96.216
5 0.681 3.784 100.000
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Table 3 Comprehensive score of tobacco leaf alcoholization degree in each warehouse
FEAR %6 1A %124 J %18 AN %24 ) % 30 ) %5 36
TS % A P 0.288 0.511 0.78 0.122 —0.376 —1.346
T HB £ 5 A PR UMD 0.134 —0.544 —1.530 —1.590 —2.049 2.777
FF B 2= - 1 2= 8 ) —0.425 1.347 —1.519 2.454 3.364 3.638
Y EH % 0.592 0.605 0.935 1.617 —2.031 —2.888
BRI 0147 0480 - 0334 0.651 - —0.273 0545
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Table 4 Tobacco leaf alcohol degree grade
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Figure 1 BP neural network mapping diagram

R A E R AT 4 AR TR A R A RO A O
RETIIN GR A LUJG B8 5 /> I 8] 95 50 (TR 30 S HDO HY
B AR S e I L AR I i 5 Rl R 36 A 3O AR S
PAE X 4 A P 0 08 - B A B BEAT S 38 5 T
3.1 BP MBI ET

R T Matlab B X A0 - B A6 45 23 458 0 3 47 I 2k .
AT Trainlm bR 50 265 363 iy A K0 808 R S0 B8 Ay 1) (L 0 A7 o
22 245 11 S5 I 2 SR e SR 980 0 1 e ok 5 A 400 B R 2
A7 X PRy 0 52 B i R0 SO0 B i o T R 0% 22 0 B
ANo IR BN G IE Y )R 2% A ) 0 4 i I 2 4 R
0 5 A T (L A U O R B )2 i 8 ST A B
SE Y — FBCIA Sy 30 B R AT LA AR ) 4% 18 22 L 4R R A
JEE o fEL At 2 0 100 405 52 A A 8 T 0 4% 4 IR 1] A 2
LA 3 e R 0 B R 2 T A Bk B
BARR 3R 2% . H SRR 2 L I B & 2 R BOE % 5 52
BT AR R 4 A R R A4 R
T2 L) BP M R A AR T R A
LA 5 338 0T EU B DA IR 246 152 22 d5 /1N I X0 I B3 2719 o5 R
10 X8 17 14 J00 B2 i o 0 0 2 AR 0% 5% 5 i ORI A i e AL 4
230 73 DX 18] 326 A [) b 28 19 08 - 52 e 26 250 A5 R i 1
JE R 4. R4 RE Ik 3 400 B2 R 0% TR I 25 45
W RN G o] 20 0,01, K B R 2 B O 1.00E—

163



164

35 52 # STORAGE TRANSPORTATION & PRESERVATION

06, PIZEIIZRAYDE 2 LG & DL A 2, BP #ft 28 I 45 )1 25 5t
T LA 3.
3.2 BP#HEMEEIKNE

WIZE B pn e 3208000 B 20 AT A A A e B Al
255 18 B AL T R L BP i 28 0 255 458 70 A 30 T 5 b A S B
B T RS ER I R ORI AL o S B N TR
B o TR A R S AR R R AR Al
st 5 A ) A CEIRR 30 A F) JOHE 15 o A6 36 4 o
B AL R AR GOIR B0 5 B B b AT R 0 1R
B0/ ) 2 7 AL TR e e A DN o by 3RS P R TR A A 6 e o

1 On

, Canas
:),_10
E2 il (4R
%3
g
=R
© 1077

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
EAEL(181)
18 Epochs
Fe R RE 7558 XU0.062 685, 1254L
B2 BPAZR%IRENSE

Figure 2 BP neural network error fitting graph
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Figure 3

BP neural network training

BP M MERIUMGEHHSHEH L

Comparison of test output and expected output of BP neural network model (interval of 30 months)

HeA G R S B Hi i bR R N E AR A
TR 5 0.910 81 0.000 21 0.039 84 0.000 73 1000
JRAR 2 A CRUUR AL ED 0.900 66 0.001 73 3.820 00E—05 0.001 31 1 000
A 2 7 23 8 0.990 14 0.136 34 0.000 94 0.000 12 1000
WA R 1.000 00 0.000 82 0.000 59 3.380 00E—05 1000
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Table 6  Analysis of alcoholification results of tobacco

leaves in Chengdu Duobao warehouse
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