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Purpose & Research Questions
Case 1: Determine whether locally produced biochar made in small-batch kilns, utilizing @ Case 2: Determine how much impact biochar had to road-side, salt atfected soil adjacent
invasive plant biomass, can be as effective as commercial grade biochar. Can these to a highway exit ramp. Did adding biochar improve the biotic & abiotic soil properties
biochars have the same impact in the amelioration of urban & roadside soil as their of the highway embankment after 5 years?
commercially produced counterparts? a
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Directions for Future Research

Abstract - Case 2

Results
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