Alkaline Biochar Amendment Increased Soil pH, Carbon, and Crop Yield
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J Crop grain yields were determined for the years 2014 through 2017. SU M MARY AN D CO N CLUSIO NS

Table 1. Biochar and fertilizer-N applied in the study J Table 2. Biochar characteristics Biochar amendment increased soil pH, bulk density, and SOC at surface 10-cm compared to fertilizer-N alone
Bioch Fertilizer-N rate Parameters Values application.
Treatments I((I)\:I ahr r?)te (kg ha') pH 10.6 = Biochar amendment increased mean (2014-2017) crop yields over fertilizer-N alone application and
a ST .
. Wheat Pea Moisture content (%) | 4.81 S|gn|f|cz.mtly.so N pea. . _
Trel 0 18 0 Total C (%) 90.0 Increasing biochar r.ates |nc.reased soil pH and SOC anle decreased bulk density at surface 10-cm, but there
were no responses in pea yields above 11.2 Mg ha! biochar rate.
Trt2 0 94 18 Total N (%) 0.18 Alkals . : . : : ot : :
- aline biochar has potential to increase crop yields through its positive effect on soil health in a wheat-pea
Trt4 22.4 94 18 Volatile matter (%) 5.07 = Application of 11.2 Mg ha! biochar rate should enhance SOC as well as prevent negative impacts of surface
Trt5 44.8 94 18 Ash content (%) 18.8 soil acidification on wheat-pea yields in the Pacific Northwest.
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