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Table 1 The basic physical and chemical properties of soil tested
N P K N N P K o Zn Fe Vi
Depth  Organic  Total N Total P Total K Ammonum N V" Quick P Quick-K Effective Effective - Effective  Effective
, , N Cu Zn Fe Mn
/em  /gekgTl /gekg! /gekgT! /gekgT! /mge kgl Jmg - kg /mg+ kg™l /mg. keg™! Jmg e kg—!  Jmg-kg—! /mg- kgl /mg- ke
20~40  11.29 0.72 0.86 17.57 0.76 12. 82 6. 60 71.86 0.57 0.66 7.72 7.23
40~60  10.39 0.54 0.80 16.91 2.04 14.50 9.25 68.57 0.51 0.92 9.52 9.61
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Table 2 Fertilizer application program

Treatment setting
Treatments CK T1 T2 T3 T4 TS T6 T7
Fertilizer combination — A+B+C A+B+C+E A+B+C B+C+D B+C+D+E B+C+D B+C+D+E
B 4 4 4 4
Fertilizing manners Four times Four times Controlled-release Four times Four times Controlled-release Controlled-release
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Table 3 The impact of biology character of fruit of Crimson seedless grapes under different treatments

Treatments Weight of per panicle/g  100-seed weight/g Spike width/cm Spike length/cm Grain width/ mm Grain length/ mm
CK 230. 2e 172.9¢ 8.1b 15.9a 11. 2d 15. 0c
Tl 244. 1de 201. 6be 8. 5ab 16.7a 11. 6d 15. 3bc
T2 250. 8d 203. 6bc 8. 8ab 16. 9a 11. 7cd 16. 5ab
T3 270. 3be 230. 2ab 9. 6ab 17.9a 12. 6ab 17. 1a
T4 256. Ocd 218. 8ab 9. 2ab 17.0a 12. Obed 16. 6ab
T5 257. 4cd 212. 3abe 9. 5ab 17. 3a 12. 5abe 16. 8a
T6 280. 6ab 235. 5ab 10. 0a 18. 0a 12. 7ab 17. 6a
T7 290. 1a 251. 8a 10. 1a 18. 3a 13. 2a 17. 8a

3 0.05 s

Note: The data in the table is average for the three times repeated. different letters indicate significant differences at 0. 05 levels, the same letters are not significantly difference.

They are the same in the following tables.
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Table 4 The impact of yield and relevant indicators of Crimson seedless grapes under different treatments
c
Treatments  Fruit firmness /kg+ em—2  Soluble solids/ % Titratable acid/ % Reduction vitamin C/mg + (100g) ~!  Yield/kg + hm~2 Increase amplitude/ %
CK 1. 2899b 20.7200e 0.4188a 3.7127b 23 937.94d —
T1 1.3209b 20. 8100de 0.4120a 5.0824ab 24 366. 28cd 1.8
T2 1.3926b 21.5800cde 0. 3787ab 5.2853ab 25 530. 89bed 6.7
T3 1. 4740ab 22.3800abe 0.3182cd 5.8264a 27 213.71b 13.7
T4 1.4214ab 21.7300cde 0. 3594bc 5.3642ab 26 316. 79bc 9.9
TS5 1. 4683ab 22.2300abe 0. 3513bc 5.6291ab 26 920. 96b 12.5
T6 1. 5300ab 23.3300ab 0.2974d 5.9448a 29 443.67a 23.0
T7 1.7105a 23.7700a 0.2768d 6.5423a 30 733.62a 28.4
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Effect of Paper-bag-controlled Release Fertilizer on
the Yield and Quality of ‘Crimson’Grape

ZHANG Le' , WEI Yu',GUO Chun-hui' , SUN Feng® , WANG Sheng-wei' , LUO Qiang-wei' , WANG Yue-jin'
(1. College of Horticulture, Northwest Agricultural and Forestry University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100; 2. Research Center of Xinjiang
Grape,Melon and Fruit, Shanshan, Xinjiang 838201)

Abstract: Used ‘Crimson’ seedless as material, based on the higher tree body,long growth periods of fruit tree and
the soil conditions of Turpan region in Xinjiang,using certain proportion compost which bag was packaged by brown
paper,drilling holes in bags to control the releasing of fertilizer fattens, studied the different fertilizing treatment on
the influence of physialogical index of chlorophyll, vitamin C, titratable acid of grape. The results showed that all
treatments could improve the yields and quality of ‘Crimson grape’,the T7 treatment using a paper bag packaged
organic manure and spraying Fe solution on the leaves was the best, the yield increase 28. 4% compared with CK,
reached 30 733. 62 kg/hm® , the total soluble solid content improve 14. 7% compared with CK,reached 23. 77 %.
Key words: fertilization;  Crimson”’ seedless; yield; quality

S I IS
1 1
i .
+ t
! |
1 +
+ 1 ’ s : +
+0.05%~0.20%, 0.02%~0.05%, 0.05%~0.20%, 0.01%~0.02%, i
! 0.2%~1.0%. i
t 2 : . 1
f A f
} 3 667 m’ 40~75 kg, . i
t 4 . . t
f t
% ’ 2 ~4 ° +
t 5 . : , 1
f 1
} . . +
+ 6 y y y “ ” s +
f t
% b b 2 o Y +
1 t
*} ’ b o +
i |



