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Table 1. Selected physical and chemical properties of soil.

35 ol o oo
Zn  Fe Cu  Mn M ens S e LB e Sl st
] Organic carbon Electrical conductivity H 1
(Available (ol |i15) (%) (ds m™) p Soil texture
(mgkg™)
06 19 1.7 1.8 0.6 0.3 7.8 Sl
Silty clay
Tor s g lend G Sy (S -Y o
Table 2. Selected chemical properties of rice husk biochar.
5 T P TR ;
“ < SRy S oS < < T e
Zn Fe Cu Mn . . A s 2B Sl
Total nitrogen ~ Organic carbon Electrical .
) %) (%) ectrical conductivity pH
(mg k) e @
3.6 135.0 1.9 90.7 1.6 34.2 1.4 7.5
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of the effect of rice husk biochar and water stress on some physiological

parameters in holy basil.

Sl e e
e
Mean square 3 Ol s @L'.«
B 3!
31 8 sl o s sl Sl gl S 2l i S.0.vV
No. Inflorescences No. Branches Height SPAD value
3.7%* 14.8%* 372.7%%* 140.9** 2 Gk A
Moisture stress
ns )l}e}’l’-‘
0.12 2.4%* 74.2%* 35.9%* 2
Biochar
S x sk, S
2.8%* 2.1% 2.7% 25.0%* 4 . .
Moisture stress x Biochar
o
0.47 0.44 3.2 5.9 18
Error
(Ao ) &l s :
25.1 12.7 16.3 13.06 it

CV (%)

..Lp)é@}QQJW‘CE.AJJJ\JW})‘AW}%JSQ*} ¢

#% ns

", ** and * represent non significant at 1 and 5% level of probability, respectively.
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Table 4. Effect of rice husk biochar and water stress on SPAD value.

B b sk
oSl Moisture levels (% FC) s
Mean Biochar (% W)
55 75 100
34.8° 42.6° 31.6% 30.1¢ 0
34.0° 37.1% 35.0% 30.0° 2
37.8° 40.0° 36.9% 36.5% 4
. /'L.a
39.9° 34.5° 32.2° ok
Mean

(P<e/00) sl ol Hls e sl hyls (Sl [)}.aﬂ Gob s S ie Gy s sy AL 5 05w a3 S JLL&@.{?L:A: *
* Means in each column or row followed by the same letters and means in the body of the table followed by the same letters
are not significantly different (P<0.05) by Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5. Effect of rice husk biochar and water stress on holy basil shoot wet and dry weight (gr pot™).

Wet weight (gr pot™)

Sl u;"f}‘b) C}l‘“" .
o Moisture levels (% FC) B
Mean Biochar (% W)

55 75 100
32.7° 25.0 32.5% 40.5%" 0
32.8* 21.0¢ 35.4%°¢ 42.0% )
34.6" 18.5¢ 402 45.3" 4
<
21.5° 36.0° 4.6 oSk
Mean
e el Sox 055
Dry weight (gr pot™)

Sl u;"f}‘b) C}l‘“" .
o Moisture levels (% FC) B
Mean Biochar (% W)

55 75 100
4.9° 4.5% 5.1% 5.1% 0
5.4° 3.6™ 6.6" 5 g% )
5.1° 2.9° 5.1 7.2° 4
<
3.7° 5.6° 6.1° oSk
Mean

(P00 0) sl ol Hls e sl hyls Sl Qj.ej&.]o Ltea S i Gy gy iy el s Ot s 45‘;\.&@.{‘@:#
* Means in each column or row followed by the same letters and means in the body of the table followed by the same letters
are not significantly different (P<0.05) by Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Fig. 1. Effect of rice husk biochar (% W) and water stress (% FC) on average of shoot length, number of
inflorescences and number of branches.
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Table 6. Effect of rice husk biochar and water stress on iron (Fe) and manganese (Mn) concentration

(ng gr! dry weight) in holy basil shoots.

ol ol
Fe concentration (pg gr’’ dry weight)
_. SRk C}h“
o Moisture levels (% FC) A
Mean Biochar (% W)
55 75 100
61.9° 68.7"° 54.9° 61.9°" 0
63.9° 82.8° 54.7° 54.3° 2
66.2° 754%™ 64.4% 58.7 4
Sl
75.6° 58.0° 58.3° oS
Mean
S s
Mn concentration (ug gr' dry weight)
<L sk sk "
ok Moisture levels (% FC) S
Mean Biochar (% W)
55 75 100
39.1° 39.8%¢ 36.7% 40.9"¢ 0
40.3° 48.1%° 38.2¢ 34.6° 2
47.0° 54.3° 51.2% 3549 4
Sl
47.4° 42.0® 37.0° o
Mean

(P<e/00) sl ol Hls e sl hyls Sl Qj.eﬂ Geb s S nine Gy s sy AL 5 05w a3 S &uwil.:a *
* Means in each column or row followed by the same letters and means in the body of the table followed by the same letters
are not significantly different (P<0.05) by Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 7. Effect of rice husk biochar and water stress on Zinc (Zn) and Copper (Cu) concentration (ug gr”' dry

weight) in holy basil shoots.

S cble
Zn concentration (ug gr' dry weight)
Sl b sk g
o Moisture levels (% F -
Mean = oisture levels (% FC) o Biochar (% W)
24.4 18.4%° 20.1%¢ 34.8" 0
19.6° 16.6% 17.3% 24.9° 2
17.4° 14.8° 14.8° 22.6™ 4
. /‘L.»
16.6° 17.4° 27,5 oSk
Mean
.
Cu concentration (ug gr”' dry weight)
Sl b sk g
- Moisture levels (% F o
Mean = oisture levels (% FC) o Biochar (% W)
6.8° 4.8% 6.1% 9.6 0
5.1° 42¢ 4.1¢ 7.0° 2
4.7° 3.9¢ 4.1¢ 6.2 4
. /‘L.»
43° 4.8 7.6 ok
Mean

(P<e/00) sl ol Hls e sl hyls Sl Qj.ej&.]o Ltea S ie Gy gy iy el s Ot s 45‘;\.&@.{‘@:#
* Means in each column or row followed by the same letters and means in the body of the table followed by the same letters
are not significantly different (P<0.05) by Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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