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ABSTRACT

The rainfall in Tawan was concentrated and strong due to the location and
climate. It's easily to trigger erosion because of the steep terrain. In this conditions,
the nutrient mineralsin soil would be eroded and transform the soil into acidic status.
This study was taking the biochar as soil amendment to improve the soil
characteristics. And to observe whether it could contribute to crop growth. The
results shown that the water retention with high biochar concentration were higher
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than low concentration.

The CEC with 1% biochar was higher compared to other treatments and thus
could provide more nutrient minerals for crops. The zero point of charge(PHo) with
high biochar concentration increased and thus made the CEC become lower than
control group(0%).

(Keywords: soil amendment, biochar, water retention capacity, fertility)
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1968)
Table 6 The specific surface area of different
clays and soils
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Table 9 The CEC with different treatments

TrRTER Foeik R B &+ % 3# ¥ (me/100g)

0% 0.29

0.002N
1% 1.26
0% 0.91

0.02N
1% 3.97
0% 2.88

0.2N
1% 12.56
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