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Effects of Thinning on Leaf-soil Nitrogen and Phosphorus
Relationships in Masson Pine Plantation

ZHOU Donglan', WANG Xincheng', LU Jian', WU Xudong' *, ZHAO Wei’*, YU Fei®
(1. Longquan Forestry Bureau of Zhejiang Province, Longquan 323700, China; 2. College of Forestry and
Biotechnology, Zhejiang A&F University, Lin‘an 311300, China)

Abstract: To reveal the effects of high intensity thinning on leaf-soil nutrient relationships in Masson pine ( Pinus massoniana)
plantation, the physical and chemical properties, nitrogen (N) and phosphorus (P) stoichiometric characteristics, as well as the cor-
relation between leaves and soil nitrogen and phosphorus were analyzed in P. massoniana plantations 5 years after thinning and non
thinning (control). The results showed that high intensity thinning significantly increased soil pH, decreased soil water content, total
N, total P, available N, and available P content in the soil at 0-20 ¢cm, and had no significant effects on the N and P content in the
soil at 20—-40 cm. High intensity thinning did not significantly affect leaf N content but significantly reduced leaf P content, resulting in
a 50% increase in leaf NP ratio. In the control treatments, leaf N content was positively correlated with available N content in the soil
at 10-40 cm, but this correlation was not significant after thinning. The correlation between leafl P content and available P content in
the soil was not significant both in the thinning and control treatments. Therefore, N is the limiting factor for P. massoniana growth in
the study area, and high intensity thinning relieved the N limitation on P. massoniana growth.
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Fig. 1 Effects of thinning on soil water content and pH
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