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Intercropping Impact on Soil and Vane Nutrient and Quality of Fruit
in Chinese Chestnut Woodland

ty, Beijing 100083)

GAO Guo-zhu, GUO Su-juan

(Key Laboratory for Silviculture and Consewvation, Ministry of Education, College of Resources and Environment Beijing Forestry Universi-

Abstract; This experiment was carried at Huairou region in Beijing. The paper studied on chestnut, which is a prematuri-

ty breed. Peanut and sweet potatoes w ere adopted as intercrop, meanwhile blank space woodland as contrast control was

taken into account. Concentration of N, P, K in the soil, organic substance, and fruit, starch, protein fett were to survey

and evaluate. The paper demonstrated the variation of the index above. The result showed that contents of N, P,K and

rganic substance were totally declining O ~50 cm under the ground from May to September whether for intercrop or con-

trast control. However, nutrient of soil which was planted peanut declined slow down and well above contrast control af-

ter July, but nutrient of soil which was planted sweet potatoes was below contrast control from beginning to end; There

was afurious nutrient competition betw een Chinese chestnut and sweet potatoes. It was beneficial to soil nutrient and

fruit quality if intercrop between pea family and Chinese chestnut was adopted.

Key words: chestnut; interplant; nutrient of soil; quality of chestnut
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