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The primary objective of this study is to determine the impact of 0 3 0 3 0 3
biochar and microbial soil amendments on soil health indicators Vionins post treatment Mionihs post freatment Vionths post treatment
and ShOI’tle af pine pI'OdU.CtiVity. Figure 3. Measurements of soil health indicators at 0 months (pretreatment), 3 months, and 6 months after treatment.

BC = biochar, BC+MF = Biochar and mycorrhizal fungi, C = Control, MF = Mycorrhizal fungi. (a) electrical
conductivity (b) pH (c) dry bulk density (d) carbon content (e) nitrogen content and (f) carbon to nitrogen ratio.
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