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Abstract
the vineyard under different time intervals under the mist regulation treatment.The results showed that the temperature and humidity of vineyard

(Xinjiang Research Institute of Water Resources and Hydropower, Urumgi, Xinjiang 830049)
Microspray irrigation technology was used to monitor the changes in the temperature,, humidity, fruit quality and other indicators of

microenvironment could be adjusted by mist regulation, and the average temperature difference was 0.8 — 1.1 °C lower than that of the control,
and the average humidity was 5.0% — 6.8% higher than that of the control.In terms of the quality of grape fruit, the soluble solid content of
WP1 (spraying water for 1 h every day) , WP2 (spraying water for 2 h every 1 d), WP3 (spraying water for 3 h every 2 d) and CK ( conven-
tional drip irrigation) treatment were 21.5% , 19.8%, 20.1% and 19.1% , respectively ;the total sugar content was 19.1%, 19.3%, 18.2% and
17.5% , the total acid content was 46.8,48.6,47.2 and 48.7 g/L, V content was 2.8,3.0,2.4 and 2.1 pg/g, respectively, at the same time,
the fruit grain weight in mist control treatment was 0.25,0.24 and 0.16 g higher than that in CK treatment. The results showed that spraying wa-

ter for 1 hour every day or 2 hours every other day could improve the quality of grape fruit.
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Fig.1 Changes of grape fruit quality indexes under different treatments
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Fig.2 Temperature change during grape fruit growth period
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Fig.3 Humidity change of grape fruit during growth period
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Table 1 Correlation analysis of grape fruit quality index,fruit weight and microclimate factors

L3 FEHE 2K Tmpact factor
Treatment Index X, X, X, X, X X X, Xy
WPl AIETEEIEY 0.202 0.411 0.444 0.352 0.913" 0.507 -0.146 0.681
pey i 0.282 0.399 0.373 0.372 0.952" 0.549 -0.179 0.724
MR -0.224 -0.330 -0.314 -0.303 -0.877 -0.526 0.186 -0.683
V. fri 0.050 0.299 0.391 0.219 0.926" 0.547 -0.225 0.696
S 0.600 0.655 0.515 0.666 0.908 0.284 0.124 0.502
WP2 VAR Y -0.021 0.511 0.636 0.394 0.941° 0.502 -0.195 0.670
evii; 0.001 0.478 0.588 0.374 0.970"" 0.562 -0.254 0.726
M 0.073 -0.469 -0.609 -0.345 -0.924" -0.510 0.213 -0.672
Ve fit -0.300 0.362 0.579 0.191 0.833 0.570 -0.323 0.695
L 0.285 0.686 0.710 0.624 0.957" 0.378 0.040 0.576
WP3 Al TE IR 0.071 0.596 0.579 0.541 0.680 0.590 -0.177 0.686
ey 0.042 0.527 0.519 0.472 0.650 0.643 -0.271 0.709
MR 0.032 -0.553 -0.572 -0.472 -0.586 -0.513 0.160 -0.593
V. & 0.252 0.496 0.409 0.507 0.751 0.776 -0.355 0.843
FokiE 0.472 0.726 0.566 0.777 0.938" 0.697 0.096 0.873
CK AP 0.436 0.523 0.555 0.505 0.917" 0.560 -0.095 0.712
ey 0.363 0.413 0.420 0.407 0.907" 0.624 -0.170 0.767
MR -0.266 -0.337 -0.369 -0.324 -0.858 -0.689 0.263 -0.815
Ve fri 0.201 0.296 0.352 0.274 0.862 0.732 -0.327 0.845
Sk E 0.622 0.685 0.687 0.677 0.859 0.414 0.085 0.592

T X SR X, AR, X IR 22, X IR, X e PR E, X, RSP HRRIE, X, PRI 28 X SRR, + FOR

HARPEK BFEKF(P<0.05) , + + FIRARRMEAR L E K (P<0.01)

Note : X . Average temperature at night,X,. Average temperature during the day,X;. Average temperature difference, X,. Average temperature , Xs. Average humid-
ity at night,X,. Average humidity during the day,X,. Average humidity difference, X. Average humidity. * indicates that the correlation reaches a signifi-
cant level (P<0.05) , = * indicates that the correlation reaches a very significant level ( P<0.01)
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