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1. Introduction

GHD received Round 3 Smart Water Fund funding for the installation and trial of urine-separating
composting toilets and waterless urinals at the Science/Arts building of Maryborough Community
Education Precinct.

The project objectives are to investigate, report and publicise quantitative outcomes of this demonstration
in terms of:

» user acceptability,

» low health risk,

» water saving and resource conservation benefits,
» costs, and

» design details.

The urine-separating dry composting toilets have now been operational since April 2007. A trial
application of separated urine to a dry-land agricultural site has largely been completed.

To assess the user acceptability of the urine-separating dry-composting toilets and waterless urinals, four
user surveys were proposed:

» Survey 1: prior to the training in March 2007,

» Survey 2: after commissioning in August 2007,
» Survey 3: in November 2007, and

» Survey 4: in June 2008.

The first three surveys were designed to target facility users prior to training, post commissioning and
after several months of use. The last survey will check for any changes in user attitudes and also include
the farmer whose land is used for the agricultural trial and the residue transporter.

The issues with behaviour and closure of the toilets made it inappropriate to carry out the post
commissioning survey and it was not until June 2008 that another survey was agreed to by the school.

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 1
User Survey Report (Surveys 1 and 2)
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1. User Survey 1

1.1 Survey Details

The first survey (which had been approved by the school) was distributed on 13 March 2007 and was
designed to target facility users prior to training. 160 survey forms were handed out to students at
Maryborough Education Centre and some staff were later provided with the same form. All responses
were voluntary.

During tours of the new school by most class groups, a few forms were handed to several students in
each class group and these students were asked to distribute them. Students who had a form were
asked to return them to their teachers. Over 700 students were shown over the school on this day but not
every class was included.

Table 1 summarises the survey responses received.

Table 1 User Survey 1 Responses
Role in school Gender Age group # Responses
Staff Female 41+ 2
31-40 0
21-30 2
18 - 20 0
Male 41+ 2
31-40 2
21-30 0
18 - 20 0
Student Female 15-17 28
<15 8
Male 15-17 14
<15 10
TOTAL 68
31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 2
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USER SURVEY 1

Female Staff
6%

Male Students
Total Respondents i

Female Students
53%

Male Staff
6%

Maryborough Education Centre

Questionnaire distributed on 13 March 2007 by GHD Pty Ltd, Supervisors of the Composting Trial in the
Science/Arts Building

The Science/Arts building toilet block has dry composting toilets incorporating urine separation instead of conventional
water-flush toilets. This is atrial installation funded by the Victorian Smart Water Fund, the Department of Education and
Training and companies involved in the installation. The trial is supported by the Maryborough Education Centre and the
Department of Education and Training.

These toilets use no water and they also process and recover faecal matter and urine for use as fertiliser in agriculture.

As the trial progresses you will receive more information and will be asked to assist in various ways. Your cooperation in
answering a few questions in this first questionnaire is requested. Please fill it in today and return it to your teacher.

Please circle the most appropriate answer or fill in the box for each of the following questions

1. Before seeing this questionnaire or visiting the Centre
today, did you know that the Science/Arts building has Yes Not sure No
dry composting toilets?
2. Have you ever used a composting toilet?
Yes Not sure No
3. If you are male, have you ever used a waterless urinal?
Yes Not sure No
4. Have you ever seen a dry composting toilet with a urine
separating system before? Yes Not sure No
5. Now that you know the toilets are un-conventional, do
you think you will try to avoid using the Science/Arts Yes Not sure No
toilet block?
6. Are you male or female?
M F
7. Are you a student, staff member, parent or other? If
“other” please describe.
8. Age range
Under 15 | 15-17 18-20 21-30 31-40 41 or over
Would you like to make any
comments on this trial of
urine-separating dry
composting toilets?
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1.2 Survey Results
The results of User Survey 1 are detailed in the following pages.
In summary, the survey found that:

» The majority of students (82%) did not know that the Science/Arts building at the school had dry
composting toilets installed before seeing the questionnaire or visiting the school on the day.

» The majority of staff (87%) did know that the Science/Arts building at the school had dry composting
toilets installed before seeing the questionnaire or visiting the school on the day.

» The majority of students (82%) had never used a composting toilet before.
» 50% of staff had definitely used a composting toilet before and 25% were unsure if they had.

» Of the male respondents (staff and students), 39% had used a waterless urinal previously, 36% had
not used one previously and 25% were unsure.

» No respondents had definitely seen a dry composting toilet with a urine separating system, although
some respondents (12%) were unsure.

» Around 20% of all respondents, in each category of male, female, staff and students, said they would
try to avoid using the Science/Arts toilet block now that they knew the toilets in it are unconventional.

» Females and students were less sure about their use of the composting toilets, with only 28% of each
category definitely sure they would not avoid the Science/Arts toilet block now that they knew the toilets
in it are unconventional.

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
User Survey Report (Surveys 1 and 2)
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QUESTION 1

Before seeing this questionnaire or visiting the school today, did you know that the Science/Arts
building has dry composting toilets?

No response
0%

Not sure
4%

Total Respondents

No response No response
0% Yes 0%

Yes
29%
Not sure
3%
No Not sure
64% 7%
No

79%

Female Respondents Male Respondents

No No response No response
0% Yes
13% 0%

Not sure
0%

Yes
87%

Staff Respondents

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
User Survey Report (Surveys 1 and 2)

13%
Not sure
5%
No

82%

Student Respondents
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QUESTION 2

Have you ever used a composting toilet?

No response
0% Yes
15%

Not sure
10%

Total Respondents

No response No response

Yes

0 0
0% 10% 0%

Not sure
10%

Not sure
11%
No
80%
Female Respondents Male Respondents
No response No response
0% 0% I;,Z
Not sure

8%

Yes
50%

Not sure
25% No

82%

Staff Respondents Student Respondents

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
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QUESTION 3

If you are male, have you ever used a waterless urinal?

No response
0%

Not sure
25%

Male Respondents

No response No response
0% 0%

ot sure
0%

Not sure
29%

Staff Respondents

Student Respondents

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
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QUESTION 4

Have you ever seen a dry composting toilet with a urine separating system?

Yes
No response Not sure
1% 12%

No
87%

Total Respondents

No response
0%
Yes
Not sure 0%
10%

Yes
No response o
3% Not sure

14%

No No
87% 86%
Female Respondents Male Respondents
No response
0%
Yes
No response g;? Not sure 0%
13% 13% Not sure

12%

No No
74% 88%
Staff Respondents Student Respondents
31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
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Do you think you will try to avoid using the Science/Arts toilet block now that you know the

QUESTION 5

toilets in it are unconventional?

No
35%

No response
5%
Yes

28%

Not sure
47%

Female Respondents

No response
0% Yes
13%

Not sure
0%

No
87%

Staff Respondents

31/18745/152670

No response
3%

Yes

Not sure
43%

Total Respondents

No response

0% Yes

No
46%

Not sure
36%

Male Respondents

No response
3%
Yes

Not sure
49%

Student Respondents

Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
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1.3Survey Conclusions

The major conclusions of User Survey 1 were that, prior to any training or usage of the toilets:

»

»

»

»

Students did not have very good knowledge of and had rarely used composting toilets, urine
separating systems or waterless urinals.

Staff had better knowledge of composting toilets and waterless urinals than students and a greater
proportion of staff than students had used them previously.

More females than males were definitely or potentially deterred from using the Science/Arts toilets
once they knew they were unconventional.

More students than staff were definitely or potentially deterred from using the Science/Arts toilets
once they knew they were unconventional.

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
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2 User Survey 2

2.1Survey Details

The second survey (which had been approved by the school) was distributed on 21 May 2008 to Year
10, 11 and 12 classes and 25 June 2008 to Year 7 and 8 Classes and was designed to investigate user
response to the installation.

Table 2 summarises the survey responses received.

Table 2 User Survey 2 Responses
Role in school Gender Age group # Responses
Staff Female 41+ 0
31-40 0
21-30 0
18 - 20 0
Male 41+ 1
31-40 0
21-30 0
18 - 20 0
Student Female 18-20 2
15-17 35
<15 58
Male 15-17 22
<15 59
TOTAL 177
31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 11
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Respondents
Female Staff
0%
hale Students
46%
Female Students
53%
Male Staff
1%
Female 18-20
1%
Female 15-17
20%
Male <15
33%
Female =15
Male 15-17 33%
o
2% pale 41+
1%
31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
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Maryborough Education Centre

Questionnaire distributed on 21 May and 25 June 2008 by GHD Pty Ltd, Supervisors of the Composting Trial in the
Science/Arts Building

Instead of conventional water-flush toilets, the Science/Arts building toilet block has dry composting toilets incorporating urine-
separation. This is a trial installation funded by the Victorian Smart Water Fund, the Department of Education and Training and
companies involved in the installation. The objectives include demonstrating that this alternative form of toilet is acceptable to
users, save water and produce residues that make useful and safe agricultural fertilisers.

These toilets use no water and they also process and recover facecal matter and urine for use as fertiliser in agriculture. They
have been operating since April 2007 but use has been less than expected. The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out: what
students and staff know about the toilets, students’ reaction to using them, and if there are particular reasons why they are not
being used much.

As the trial progresses you will receive more information and will be asked to assist in various ways. Your cooperation in
answering a few questions in this second questionnaire is requested. Please fill it in today and return it to your teacher.
Please use these toilets.

Please circle the most appropriate answer or fill in the box for each of the following questions:

1. Have you used the Science/Arts Toilets? YES NOT SURE NO
If you answered NO to Question 1, please answer questions 2 a) and 2 b) then go to question 6. Answer all questions if you
answered YES to question 1.
2. a) | Were you aware that there were composting YES NOT SURE NO

toilets with urine separation and waterless

urinals in the Science/Arts building?

b) | Were you provided with adequate information YES NOT SURE NO

on the toilets in the Science/Arts building

during 2007 (that is, last year)?
3. When you first used the toilets please indicate your reaction and feelings by circling whichever of the statements below most

closely matches your reaction:

| did not like the The toilets were not as bad | was pleasantly surprised The toilets were better than
experience as | expected other toilets around the Campus

4. What did you like about the Science/Arts toilets?
5. What did you not like about the Science/Arts toilets?
6. Would you like further information on the toilets and the trial and if so, what sort of information?
7 Are there particular reasons why you do not regularly use the toilets and, if so, what are these reasons?
8. What is your role in the STUDENT | TEACHING | ADMINISTRATION/ | PARENT | OTHER (PLEASE

school? STAFF MAINTENANCE DESCRIBE)

STAFF
9. Are you male or female? MALE FEMALE
10. Age range? Under 15 15-17 18- 20 21-30 31-40 41 +
11. Do you have any other comments on this trial of urine-separating dry composting toilets?
31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 13
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2.2 Survey Results

The results of User Survey 2 are detailed in the following pages.

In summary, the survey found that:

»

»

»

»

»

»

Of the respondents, 25% had used the composting toilets; 17% of females and 35% of males.

59% of all respondents were aware of the composting toilets on campus. Although only 28% felt that
they had been provided with adequate information while another 28% were unsure whether or not
they had been.

Of the respondents having used the toilets, 46% felt that the experience was not as bad as expected,
with only 18% not liking the experience.

Environmental and water saving aspects were found to be what users liked most about the facility.
Users indicated that the smell and the unconventional nature of the toilets were what they disliked
most.

The majority of respondents (75%) did not want further information on the trial.

The smell of smoke or the use of the facility by smokers was found to be a consistent deterrent to use
of the toilets. Other comments received indicated that they did not use the facility for practical reasons
such as location.

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 14
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QUESTION 1

Have you used the Science/Arts Toilets?

Mot sure
3%

Total Respondents

Yes

Yes
35%

Mot sure
5%

Mo
64%

Mot sure
1%

T8%
Male Respondents

Female Respondents

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 15
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QUESTION 2a

Were you aware that there were composting toilets with urine separation and waterless urinals in
the Science/Arts building?

Mo response
2%

Mo
35%

Yes
50%

Mot sure
4%

Total Respondents

Mo response Mo response
1% 2%

Mo
2%

o]
29%

Yag
57%

Yes
B2%

Mot sure
5%
Mot sure
2%

Female Respondents
Male Respondents

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 16
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QUESTION 2b

Were you provided with adequate information on the toilets in the Science/Arts building during

2007 (that is, last year)?

Mo response
1%

<o
43%

Mot sure
28%

Total Respondents

Mo response Mo response
1% 1%

Mo
41% Mo

48%

Mot sure
25%

Mot sure
0%
Male Respondents
Female Respondents

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
User Survey Report (Surveys 1 and 2)
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QUESTION 3

When you first used the toilets please indicate your reaction and feelings by circling whichever of

31/18745/152670

the statements below most closely matches your reaction:

The toliets were better than Mo response
other toliets around the 30,
Campus
0%

I did not like the
experience
18%

The toliets were not as bad
as | expected

| was pleasently surprised
46%

28%

Total Respondents

I did not like the
experience

The toliets were better than Mo responge 10%
=}

other toliets around the 15%
Campus
0%

The toliets were not as bad
as | expected
40%

| wias pleasently surprised
5%

Female Respondents

The toliets were better than
other toliets around the
Campus Mo response

0% %

| did not like the
experience
23%
|'wigs pleasently surprised
23%

The toliets were not as bad
as | expected
51%

Male Respondents

Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
User Survey Report (Surveys 1 and 2)
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QUESTION 4

What did you like about the Science/Arts toilets?

Summary of Key Comments

Female Respondents

» They help the environment

» They don't use water

»

»

»

»

Male Respondents
They don’t use water
They are interesting
Nothing
Everything

QUESTION 5

What did you not like about the Science/Arts toilets?

Summary of Key Comments

Female Respondents

» The thought

» They are weird

» There is no flusher

» Lack of toilet paper

» No girls sign on the door

31/18745/152670

Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial
User Survey Report (Surveys 1 and 2)
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»

»

»

»

Male Respondents
The smell
Nothing
They are weird
They smell of smoke/ people smoke in them

They are out of the way

19
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QUESTION 6

Would you like further information on the toilets and the trial and if so, what sort of information?

»

»

»

Summary of Key Comments

Total Respondents
» Answered No: 75%
» Did not respond: 11%

Female Respondents Male Respondents
Answered No: 76% » Answered No: 73%
Did not respond: 9% » Did not respond: 12%
Selected comments: » Selected comments:
— | already know — Yes, how do they work?
— Where does the poo go and does it stay in — There was enough information
the bottom? — | already have lots of information
— Not sure
QUESTION 7

Are there particular reasons why you do not regularly use the toilets and, if so, what are these
reasons?

Summary of Key Comments

Total Respondents
» Answered No: 16%
» Did not respond: 16%

» Comments related to facilities used by smokers or smelling of smoke: 22%

Female Respondents Male Respondents
» Answered No: 8% » Answered No: 24%
» Did not respond: 13% » Did not respond: 20%
» Comments related to facilities used by smokers » Comments related to facilities used by smokers
or smelling of smoke: 32% or smelling of smoke: 16%
» Selected comments: » Selected comments:
— Too far away — Too far to walk
— Don't want to — | like normal toilets
— They are always locked — No soap
31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial

User Survey Report (Surveys 1 and 2)
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QUESTION 11

Do you have any other comments on this trial of urine-separating dry composting toilets?

Summary of Key Comments

Total Respondents

» Answered No: 53%
» Did not respond: 34%

Female Respondents Male Respondents
» Answered No: 43% » Answered No: 60%
» Did not respond: 36% » Did not respond: 34%
» Selected comments: » Selected comments:
— What's the point? — They would have been better near the library
— It'sagood idea — It's good

— They smell bad

— They need to be in a better place

— Good for the environment

— It's a great idea but they smell of smoke

— If you want people to use them make all the
toilets composting

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 21
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2.3Survey Conclusions

The major conclusions of User Survey 2 were that, after initial training and some usage of the toilets:

»

»

»

»

»

Usage of the composting toilets is low with uptake highest among males. Only 25% of all
respondents indicated they had used the toilets. Those not using the system consistently gave
responses relating to the facility smelling of smoke or been used by smokers. Other reasons for not
using the toilets given were that the facilities where too far away and regularly locked.

This indicated usage pattern indicted by the second questionnaire where 17% of female respondents
and 35% of male respondents (mainly students) say they have used the toilets approximates the
percentages of females and males who said they would not avoid using the toilets in the initial
guestionnaire (28% and 46% respectively). Clearly females were more averse to using them initially
and this pattern continued.

Over half of the respondents knew the composting toilets existed although only a quarter of
respondents believed that they had been provided with enough information. The majority of
respondents did not want any further information on the system which indicates that users may not be
interested enough to have their questions answered.

Most who had used the facility found it to be not as bad as or better than expected and of the others
responding, more found the facilities to be pleasantly surprising rather than not liking the experience.
It is significant that 35% of female respondents who used the toilets were pleasantly surprised
whereas a lesser percentage of male respondents (23%) were pleasantly surprised. Only 10% of
female respondents reported they did not like the experience whereas 23% of male respondents
reported they did not like the experience.

Most respondents that used the facility were aware of the environmental benefits of the system.

31/18745/152670 Maryborough Composting Toilet Trial 22
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Appendix J

Agricultural Trial Results and
Laboratory Test Results
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Canola Crop Measurements

Maryborough Composting Toilet Project

Site Visit 6/11/08 - Field Data

Table: No. of Canola seeds per pod

ROAD

Plot Urine Chemical Control
Approximate Location Al A2 A3 A4 A5 Bl B2 B3 B4 B5 Cl C2 C3 C4 C5
No. of pods on middle stem 39 42 34 41 45 35 42 47 52 50 50 51 37 47 41
Pod 1 17 14 15 23 24 9 17 15 12 10 16 12 13 18 13
Pod 2 13 16 16 19 21 12 14 17 19 9 9 13 17 14 15
Pod 3 19 13 20 20 19 13 14 9 17 10 16 12 10 14 13
Pod 4 13 11 17 19 8 14 16 15 10 9 11 14 25 13 16
Pod 5 20 17 17 21 15 18 16 13 18 11 20 14 20 21 15
Average no. of pod seeds/location 16 14 17 20 17 13 15 14 15 10 14 13 17 16 14
Average no. of pod seeds/plot 17 13 15
Average Pods/middle stem 40 45 45
Average seeds/middle stem 687 609 676
B4 | B5
PLOT LAYOUT (Not to scale)
Urine
Chemical
Control
B3 I Bl
9.75m
ca | 5 A4 A5
9m
10m
c3 | c1 A3 [ a1
9.8m




Data for T testing on seeds/pod

17 9 16
13 12 9
19 13 16
13 14 11
20 18 20
14 17 12
16 14 13
13 14 12
11 16 14
17 16 14
15 15 13
16 17 17
20 9 10
17 15 25
17 13 20
23 12 18
19 19 14
20 17 14
19 10 13
21 18 21
24 10 13
21 9 15
19 10 13
8 9 16
15 11 15
t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means Urine and Chem Seeds/Pod t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means Urine and Control Seeds/Pod t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means Chem and Control Seeds/Pod
Urine Chem Variable 1 Variable 2 Variable 1 Variable 2
Mean 17.08 13.48 Mean 17.08 14.96 Mean 13.48 14.96
Variance 14.32667 10.59333 Variance 14.32667 13.37333 Variance 10.59333 13.37333
Observations 25 25 Observations 25 25 Observations 25 25
Pearson Correlation -0.040451 Pearson Correlation 0.238047 Pearson Correlation 0.264231
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 24 df 24 df 24
t Stat 3.535761 t Stat 2.307075 t Stat -1.760076
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.000843 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.014995 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.045568
t Critical one-tail 1.710882 t Critical one-tail 1.710882 t Critical one-tail 1.710882
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.001686 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.02999 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.091136
t Critical two-tail 2.063899 t Critical two-tail 2.063899 t Critical two-tail 2.063899
Since t Stat> t Critical (2-tail), there is a difference in means Since t Stat> t Critical (2-tail), there is a difference in means Since t Stat< t Critical (2-tail), there is NO difference in means
at 95% level of confidence at 95% level of confidence at 95% level of confidence

t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means Urine and Chem Pods/Stem

Variable 1 Variable 2

Mean 40.2 45.2
Variance 16.7 46.7
Observations 5 5
Pearson Correlation 0.213059
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 4
t Stat -1.557942
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.097123
t Critical one-tail 2.131847
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.194245
t Critical two-tail 2.776445

Since t Stat< t Critical (2-tail), there is NO difference in means
at 95% level of confidence



Maryborough Urine-Separating Composting Toilet Agricultural Trial
Canoloa Plant Height Records

Table: Plant Heights and Mass at End of Trial

Plot Urine Chemical Control t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means Plant Height Urine and Chem
Plant Number Al [ A2 [ A3 [ M | A5 BL [ B2 | B3 [ B4 [ BS Cl [ c2 [ c3 [ c4a [ c5
Plant Height mm 1280 | 920 [ 1020 [ 1250 | 1130 1150 | 1090 [ 1050 [ 910 [ 1270 1140 | 1310 [ 1230 [ 1020 | 860 Variable 1 Variable 2
Row Mass kg Mean 1120 1094
East Row 59 2.55 excluded from average as half row was empty 3.7 Variance 23150 17480
West Row 5.15 4.2 3.75 Observations 5
Centre Row 4.7 Pearson Correlation -0.099422
[Average Height mm 1120 1094 1112 Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
[Average Row Mass kg 5.525 4.45 3.725 df 4
No of Rows 40.52 40.52 40.52 t Stat 0.275198
Mass Yield per Plot kg 224 180 151 P(T<=t) one-tail 0.398397
Mass Yield kg/ha 22934 18472 15463 t Critical one-tail 2.131847
Visual Average Height mm 1190 1180 1160 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.796795
t Critical two-tail 2.776445
BS
PLOT LAYOUT (Not to scale) No significant difference in means of Urine and Chem Plant Height
Urine
Chemical t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means
Control
B3 | [ Bl Variable 1_Variable 2
Mean 1120 1112
9.75m Variance 23150 31470
Observations 5
ca | [ A4 | | A5 Pearson Correlation -0.568702
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
9m df 4
10m t Stat 0.061242
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.477052
t Critical one-tail 2.131847
Cc3 C1 A3 | [ A1 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.954104
5 t Critical two-tail 2.776445
9.8m
No significant difference in means of Urine and Control Plant Height
ROAD
Table: Plant Heights and Mass at Start of Trial
Plot Urine Chemical Control t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means Urine/Chemi Initial Height
Plant Number AL_| A2 | A3 | A [ A5 BL | B2 | B3 | B4 [ B5 CI_[| c2 | c38 | ca | c5
Plant Height mm 625 | 455 [ 445 | 570 | 705 600 | 220 [ 320 [ 820 [ 600 500 | 660 [ 540 [ 480 | 375 Variable 1 Variable 2
[Average Height mm 560 512 511 Mean 560 512
Plant Heights in 1 m? at A4 550 300 350 360 360 Variance 12400 58120
700 480 400 600 620 Observations 5 5
800 300 400 450 Pearson Correlation 0.691919
460 500 200 460 Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
580 400 230 230 df 4
[Average Height mm 560 0.587554
618 396 316 420 490 t) one-tail 0.294199
t Critical one-tail 2.131847
) two-tail 0.588398
t Critical two-tail 2.776445

No significant difference in means of Initial Urine and Chem Initial Plant Height

t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means Urine/Control Initial Height

Variable 1 Variable 2

Mean 560 511
Variance 12400 10655
Observations 5 5
Pearson Correlation -0.864005
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
df 4
t Stat 0.528888
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.312435
t Critical one-tail 2.131847
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.624871
t Critical two-tail 2.776445

No significant difference in means of Initial Urine and Contorl Initial Plant Height



Pasture Mass Estimates

Maryborough Urine-Separating Composting Toilet Agricultural Trial
Pasture Mass Yield

Plot Urine Chemical Control
Mass from two cuts kg 3.55 3.5 3.3
Area cut m2 15.07 15.07 15.07

Estimated yield/ha 2356 2323 2190



Nutrient Report

( GHD l Agent/Dealer: .
Advisor/Contact: Dellavedova Fertiliser Service - Office Cor
LEVEL 8/180 LONSDALE STREET Phone: 03 5461 2888
Repaort Print Date; 23/15/2008
MELBOURNE
VIC 3000
( Sample No 020977625
Test Code S14
Lab Repart No.
Lab Report Date 11/09/2008
" ~ddock Name GHD
Sample Name C1
Sample Type Soil
Sample Depth (cm) 0-10
Sampling Date 01/0%/2008
' Assay Unit Value
pH (‘E 5 Water) 5.50
pH p 5Ca(;|2) o A 450 .
Aluminium Saiuration % 3.0
Crganic Carbon {OC) % 2,10
.Ni.ia.'até Ni.tro.ge.f; {.NOI?;) . .mglkg 12.0 .
Ammonium Nitrogen (KCI) | mgikg 27
Phosphorus (Olsen)  |mgkg |12
Phosphorus (Colwell) . mg.’kg o 36
~osphorus Buﬁér Index {PBI-Coi) 87
" avallable Potassium mg/kg 340
Sulfate Sulfur (KCI40) - mglkg . 8.5
Zine (L (DTPA) | mgikg o 44 :
‘Copper (DTPA) ' Imgikg | 1.00
Iron (DTPA) o mokg | 170.0
Marganese {DTPA) mg/kg 46.00
Eorén (Hot CaCl2) mgikg 1.50
Chl.oride . mg/kg . 43.0
Elééf;léal Ccﬂduetlwty o . délm 0.0Q
Electrical Conductivity (Salurated Extract). dS/m 0.70
Cation Exchange Capacity meq/{00g | 7.60
Afuminium (KCD mg/kg 21.00
Aium%niuf'n {KCI) . meq/100g 0:23.
W“’“ Analyses conducted by Nutrient Advantage Laboratory Services
»g; gﬂt Yy ;;g Laboratory report is available upon request
g% E ? 3‘%‘%; Toli-Free: 1800 803 453 Email: lab.feedback@incitecpivot.com.au
“*ve N NATA Accreditation No: 11958 Secause the fand is your fife,

Sample No: 020977625 Version: 1
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lutrient Report

|

Dellavedova Fertiliser Service - Office Computer

Grower Name : GHD Advisor/Contact:
Report Print Date: 23/10/2008 Phone: 03 5461 2888
{ Sample No 020977625
Test Code S14
Lab Report Ne.
Lab Report Date 11/09/2008
Paddock Name GHD
Sample Name C1
Sample Type Soil
Sample Depth (cm) G-10
Sampling Date 01/09/2008
( Assay Unit Value
' fefum (Amm-acet.) meg/t0Cg 3.60
"C.a.!.ﬁi.um.(Amm-acet.) % o 47.00
Magnesium (Amm—ace.t.)um meq/1009 2.5ﬁ B )
Magnesium (.Al.'nm.-.é(.:.e.t.) % 3300 e
Sodium (Amm-acat) meq/100g | 0.40 )
Sodium % of Cations (ESP)} % 5.3
Potassium (Amm-acet.) meqf160g 0.87
.Pot.as.sium (Amm-acét.) % . ﬁ .Ob
..Calcit.JfﬁlMaQnesium Ratio . 1.4
Potassium to Mag.ne.sit.;m Rétio - 0.4 . i
.Soil.Te.xtux.’é - . Clay
Soil Colour BroWﬁ
Disp. ln.de.x, Lc.).védaylF.’yle. 5 .
Staking 2Hrs Considerable

. The results reported pertain only te the sample submitted.
3 ..alyses performed on soit dried at 40 degrees Celsius and ground to <2mm (excluding moisture assay)
Analytical results reported by the laboratory as ‘less than’ the levet of reportin
equivalent to the level of reporting far both caleulation and interpretive purposes

g, will be deemed by Nutrient Advantage Advice as being

re-supplied.

Disclaimer: Laboralory analyses and ferfifiser recommendations are made in good faith, based on the best technical information
available as af the dale of fhis repori. Incifec Pivol Limited, ifs officers, employses, consultants, Agenls and Dealers do not accept
any liabiiify whalsoever arising from or in conneciion with ihe analytical resuils, Interprefations and recommendations provided, and
the clfent lakes the analytical resulfs, inferpretations and recommendations on these terms. in respect of labiiity which cannof be
eéxcluded by law, Incitec Pivof's Kability is resfricted to the re-supply of fthe laboratory analysis or the cost of having ihe analysis

tatause the laad is your Hfe.

Sample No: 020977625

Versicn: 1

Page 2 of 2



utrient Report

[ GHD Agent/Deaier;
LEVEL 8/180 LONSDALE STREET Adviser/Centact: Dellavedova Fertiliser Service - Office Cor
Phone: 03 5461 2888
Report Print Date: 23M10/2008
MELBOURNE
VIC 3000
( Sample No 020977626
Test Code 514
Lab Report No.
Lab Report Date 1140872008
~"ddock Name GHD
\éamp!e Name c2
Sample Type Soil
Sample Depth (cm) 0-10
Sampiling Date 01/08/2008
r Assay Unit ’ Value
pH (1:5 Water) 870
pH (1:5 CaCl2) 460
Aluminium Saturation % 1.7
Organic Carbon (OC) % 2.10
Nitrate Ni!l;ogen (NOS) o . rng.’k.g. . 8.6
Ammonium Nitrogen (KC) ' | mgikg 3.3
.Ié’.h.C;.S.F.)hOI'U.S (.(.Dl.sen.) o ] hg/kg 11. .
‘Phosphorus (Colwell) mafkg B
:-"""'._.osphorus Bfoe; Index (PBI-Col) . 81
;“Availéble Potéésium . mgrkg . 350"
Suifate Sulfus (KCI40) mgkg [ 7.3
Zinc (DTPA) mgkg  |030
Copper (DTPA) | mgikg 0.96
Iron (DTPA) malkg 160.0
Manganese (DTPA) mglkg 36.00
Bergn (Hot CaCl2) mygrkg 1.50
Chloﬁde . .mg..’kg 38.0.
Electrical Conducivity dSln.‘:. - 008 .
Electrical Coﬁducti\}ity (Saturated Extract) dsS/m C.60
Cation Exchange Capacity meq..'m()g . 7.72
Aluminium (KCI) mg/kg 12.00
Aluminium (KCH me.qMOUg. 0.13

Anaiyses conducted by Nutrient Advantage Laboratory Services
Laberatery report is available upon request

Toll-Free: 1800 803 453 Emaif; lab.feedback@incitecpivot.com.au
NATA Accreditation No: 11958

Betause the land is your life.

Sample No: 020977626

Version; 1

Page 1 of 2



Grower Name : GHD - Advisor/Contact: ~ Dellavedova Fertiliser Service - Office Computer
Report Print Date: 23/10/2008 Phone: 03 5461 2888
Sample No 020977626
Test Code 514
L.zb Report No.
Lab Report Date 11/09/2008
Paddock Name GHD
Sample Name c2
Sampie Type Seil
Sample Depth {cm) 0-10
Sampling Date 01/09/2008
Assay Unit Value

“leium (Amm-acet.) meg/100g | 4.30
Calcium (Amm-acet.} % 56.00
Magnesium {(Amm-acet.) meq/100g | 2.00
Magnesium (Amm-acet.) % 26.00 -
Sedium (Amm-acet.) meq/100g 0.39
Sodfum % of Cations (ESP) % 5.1
Potassium (Amm-acet.} meqg/i00g 0.90
Potassium {Amm-acet.) % 12.00
Calcium/Magnesium Ratio 22
Potassium to Magnesium Ratio 0.5 -
Soil Texture Clay
Soil Colour Brown
Disp. Index, Loveday/Pyle 4
Slaking 2Hrs Considerabie

~The results reperied perain only to the sample submitted.

-alyses performed on soil dried at 40 degrees Celsius and ground 1o <2mm {excluding moisture assay)

Analytical results reported by the laboratary as ‘less than’ the level of reporting, will be deemed by Nutrient Advantage Advice as being
equivalent to the levei of reporting for both calculation and interpretive purposes

YR

Disclaimer. Laboratory analyses and fertiiser recommendations are made in good faith, based on ihe best fechnical information
available as at the date of this report Incifec Pivot Limited, ifs officers, employees, consultants, Agents and Dealers do not acecept
any liabilily whalsoever arising from or in connection with the analytical resufs, inferprefations and recommendations provided, and
the client fakes the analytical resulls, interprefations and recommendations on fhese ferms. In respect of liabilily which cannot be
excluded by law, Incitec Pivot's liability is resiricted fo the re-supply of fhe faboratory analysis or the cosf of having the analysis

re-suppiied,

Sample No: 020977526 Version: 1 Page 2 of 2

Berause the land is your life.




