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Fig. 1 Effects of different treatments on soil field
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Table 1 Changes of soil bulk density,

and porosity under different treatments

P T )

fib 3 ) LB
Bulk density/ Proportion/

Treatments Porosity/ %

(gecm™®) (gecm™)
BoO 1.334+0.06 a  2.394+0.04 b 44,514+2.91 a
B50 1.284+0.01 ab 2.33%0.03 be 45.3340.95 a
B100 1.2240.02b  2.314+0.04 be 47.51+1.77 a
B200 1.234+0.02b  2.244+0.02 ¢ 45.304+1.04 a
B300 1.14+0.06 ¢ 2.12+0.01d 46.05+1.63 a
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Effects of Biochar Addition from Maize Straw on
Water-holding Capacity of Typical Black Soil

GUAN Ming, YU Fei,XU Lian-zhou,ZANG Da-jun, GONG Yu-meng, MENG Qing-feng

(College of Resources and Environment, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030, China)

Abstract: In order to promote the improvement of degraded black soil, we used indoor simulation and pot experi-

ment,also set up five treatments. The amount of biochar added to the soil was 0,50,100,200,300 g+kg' ,three

parallel processing samples were set for each processing. This study was to investigate the changes of soil field

water holding capacity,saturated water holding capacity, bulk density, specific gravity and porosity under dif-

ferent biochar addition conditions. The results showed that;wth the addition of different amounts of biochar,

the saturated water holding capacity, field water holding capacity and porosity of soil presented a significantly

positive correlation with the amount of biochar,and the bulk density and specific gravity of soil presented a sig-

nificantly negative correlation with the amount of biochar.
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