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Abstract

The aim was to clarify the effects of moisture content, sand and soil content, fragment rate, and stem
content on the quality and processability of flue-cured tobacco in Qujing, so as to optimize purchasing
standards and redrying technology. Methods: A total of 1383 industrial-commercial transfer records
in Qujing (2025) were analyzed by variety, origin, and grade. Descriptive statistics, one-way ANOVA,
and Duncan’s multiple range test were conducted. Results: 1) Moisture content: Yunyan 121 had the
highest value (16.8%), while Hongda had the lowest (16.2%); lower leaves (Group X) were signifi-
cantly higher than upper leaves (Group B, p<0.05). 2) Sand content: Xuanwei City (0.27%) and Fuyuan
County (0.26%) were significantly higher, and Qilin District was the lowest (0.18%, p < 0.05), showing
Group X > C > B (p < 0.05). 3) Fragment rate: Shizong County was the highest (0.025%), Malong District
was the lowest (0.020%); X3F reached 0.026%, significantly higher than most grades (p < 0.05). 4)
Stem content: Yunyan 121 was the highest (36.1%), Luliang County was the lowest (33.4%), showing
Group X > C > B (p < 0.05). Conclusion: For the 2025 Qujing dataset, the four physical indicators were
closely related to variety, origin, stalk position, and grade; lower-grade and lower-position leaves per-
formed poorly. The results are applicable only to the Qujing region and can provide a reference for
local tobacco purchasing and drying optimization.
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Table 1. Physical indicators of different varieties of tobacco leaves in Qujing area
= 1. B XA iR R AR

Ly AR BIKE(%) W12(%) W Fr 2 (%) B (%)
ZiJH 105 315 16.5 + 0.4bc 0.21 +0.03c 0.022 + 0.002b 34.6 +0.5bc
= JiH 100 327 16.3 £0.3cd 0.25 + 0.04ab 0.024 £ 0.002a 35.1+0.6b

K326 154 16.4 + 0.4bcd 0.22 +0.03bc 0.024 + 0.002a 34.2 +0.4cd

AN 96 16.2 £ 0.3d 0.21 £0.03c 0.022 +£0.002b 34.2 + 0.5cd
ZMH 121 178 16.8 + 0.5a 0.21+0.03¢c 0.022 + 0.002b 36.1+0.7a

= 97 113 16.4 + 0.4bcd 0.26 £0.04a 0.023 £ 0.002ab 34.8 £ 0.6bc

e FFIA RN TR R 2 5 2 3 (Duncan, p < 0.05).
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Table 2. Physical indicators of tobacco leaves from different origins in Qujing area
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FEHh B BIKE (%) B F (%) W F 3 (%) B (%)
i 7 X 121 16.7 £ 0.4ab 0.20 +0.03cd 0.021 £ 0.002bc 34.8 £ 0.5bc
=101 363 16.2 £0.3d 0.27 £ 0.05a 0.023 £ 0.002ab 35.1+0.6b
Bifi L EL 273 16.4 + 0.4bcd 0.20 + 0.03cd 0.022 + 0.002b 33.4 +0.4e
JfisR B 259 16.4 + 0.4bcd 0.21 £0.03c 0.025 £ 0.002a 34.7 £ 0.5bc
Bop B 135 16.4 + 0.4bcd 0.21 +0.03¢ 0.023 + 0.002ab 34.5 + 0.5cd
X 69 16.8 +0.5a 0.19 +0.03d 0.020 + 0.002¢ 35.4 +0.6ab
IR E 133 16.3 +0.3cd 0.26 £ 0.04a 0.022 +£0.002b 35.3 = 0.6ab
gt [X 30 16.8 + 0.5a 0.18 + 0.03d 0.021 + 0.002bc 33.8 +0.5de

i FAAR/NE 7 B3R R 7 5 B3 (Duncan, p < 0.05).
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Table 3. Physical indicators of different grades of tobacco leaves in Qujing area

% 3. B XA EIFRUAEM IR R R

£33 BAY BIKE(%) 12 (%) B #2(%) S (%)
CIF 25 16.3 + 0.3de 0.14 + 0.02f 0.022 + 0.002bc 34.0 + 0.4de
C2F 280 16.4 + 0.4cde 0.15+0.02ef  0.022 +0.002bc 33.8+0.4e
C3F 550 16.5 + 0.4bcd 020+0.03d  0.022 +0.002bc 34.5 + 0.5cd
CAF 120 16.6 + 0.4abc 024+0.04c  0.024 +0.002ab 35.2 + 0.6bc
c3L 50 16.4 + 0.4cde 0.22+0.03cd  0.023+0.002abc  34.8 + 0.5hc
X2F 150 16.7 + 0.5ab 029+0.05b  0.024 +0.002ab 35.6 + 0.6ab
X3F 70 16.6 + 0.4abc 0.31 +0.06a 0.026 + 0.002a 36.1+0.7a
B1F 40 16.0 + 0.3f 0.15 + 0.02¢f 0.020 + 0.002¢ 34.2 +0.4de
B2F 60 16.1 + 0.3ef 016 +0.02¢  0.021 +0.002bc 34.8 +0.5bc
B3F 38 16.2 + 0.3def 0.17+0.02  0.022 +0.002bc 35.3 +0.6bc

e FFIAE/NG TR R 2 5 2 3 (Duncan, p < 0.05).
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