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Progress and Prospect of the Research and Management on Peach Nutrition

CHEN Fang, TAO Yong, WAN Karyuan CHEN Shusen WANG Li
(Wuhan Botanical Garden, China Academy of Agrcultural Sciences Wuhan Hubei 430074 China)

Abstract; This paper briefly summarized the progress of research on nutrients uptake, relationship between fertilization

and grow th and stress resistance of peach trees better fertilizer application forms and plant nutrition status diagnoses

technology in the world in recent years. Italso discussed the main issues of peach nutrition management in China, the re-

search fields and strategy for peach nutrition management in future.
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