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Soil Clay Silt Sand Bulk density EC
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Figure 1. Properties of pots used in wheat cultivation
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Table 2. physical and chemical properties of biochar

. . Organic

yield Ash EC pH Bulk density matter N P K Ca Mg Na
(%) (usem™) (gem’) (%)

52 575 12800 7.42 0.2 57.5 072 019 027 015 0.1 0.06
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Table 3. comparison of mean main effects of treatments on soil properties, yield and yield component of wheat.

Water Dry weight of Weight of To_tal N. of
EC ; weight of
Treatments (usem™) pH content aerial parts 1000 seeds spike seeq per
: (%) ©) ©) © spike
C 140.1b 8.26 ab 8.8¢c 2.23b 38.43b la 26 b
B 640.13 a 8.3ab 14.8b 2.32 ab 31.3¢c 1.03a 33.1a
B, 749 a 7.96 ab 29.36 a 2.69a 29c¢c 112a 39.1a
Fy 146.97 b 7.63 ab 99¢ 2.22b 48.06 a 1.04a 21.75b
F, 180.07 b 8.43 a 14.06 b 2.45 ab 48 a 111a 23.25b
CVv 16.76 4,73 5.43 8.72 6.05 9.86 11.19
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15 100 ezl mhas 1o I sies Sslds oS e Y Gy Ky Bz sl slaKils «ibo 5 (st 5o
C: control treatment, B1: 1.5 % biochar, B: 3 % biochar, F1, 15% fertilizer, F,: 3 % fertilizer, CV: Coefficient of variation.
In every column and property, means of at least one Latin letter in common, don’t have a significant difference in 0.05 level of probability.
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Table 4. comparison of mean water use efficiency of studied treatments
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Comparison of Different Biochar and Fertilizer Levels on Yield and
Yield Components of Wheat and Water Use Efficiency
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Abstract

The biochar produced from organic matter and agricultural residues is a soil amendment
that can increase porosity, decrease bulk density and increase moisture content in the soil.
In this study, the effects of different levels of 1.5 and 3.5 by weight percent of biochar
produced from wheat straw and 1.5 and 3 by weight percent of fertilizers on wheat vyield
and soil characteristics were investigated. Water use efficiency and water consumption
were also studied. The results showed that the highest average dry weight of wheat was
3% (B,) with 2.69 and the lowest was 1.05% by weight (2.22 g / plant). The average
volume of moisture content in treatment B, was 29.36% higher than other treatments, and
the addition of biochar to soil increased the electrical conductivity related to fertilizer and
control treatment. The highest mean water use efficiency in dry weight of wheat was
related to B, treatment with 2.87 g / liter, indicating a significant difference of 5% of the
treatment with control and 1.5% fertilizer.
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