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OVERVIEW 

This will build on a previous trial to find the optimum dosage rate for the development of an 

organic substrate product. One of the best preforming fertilisers from the previous trial and 

suitable for the desired end product will be used (Mix532). The best dosage rate will be based 

on optimal crop growth coupled with the amount of fertiliser added to the product. 

Trial Aim: To find the optimum dosage rate of Mix 532 fertiliser when added to coco peat 

(70%) and coir chips (30%) mix. To be able to ascertain the best dosage rate for future 

addition to premiere coco products in terms of plant quality and economic viability, across a 

range of crops. 

 

TRIAL DESIGN  

Treatments were laid out in a randomised design, labelled with treatment code and replicate 

number.  

Base substrate: 70% coco peat and 30% coir chips mix.  

Fertiliser Used: Mix 532. 

Dosage Rates: Varied dosage rates of 0g per litre 4g, 6g, 8g, 10g (or 0g, 52g, 78g, 104g, 

130g per kilo of dry product). 

Test Species: Cucumber ‘Femspot F1’, Sweet Pepper ‘Snack bite mix’, Petunia ‘Priscilla’& 

Tomato ‘Black Opal’. 

Product Codes: 

A- Control (70-30 peat and chips mix)  

B– Mix532 – 4g per litre 

C– Mix532 – 6g per litre 

D– Mix532 – 8g per litre 

E– Mix532 – 10g per litre 

 

Replicates: 3                          Plants per pot: 1                           Pot size: 1 litre 

Conditions: 20-25 ͦ ᶜ Glasshouse, no feed and no supplementary lighting. 

Set Up Date: 28.4.2017 Tomato and Pepper; 3.5.2017 Cucumber and Petunia.  

 

Last Assessment Dates: 9.6.2017 Tomato and Pepper; 14.6.2017 Cucumber and Petunia. 
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SUBSTRATE COMPOSITION 

NRM analysis 

Treatment PH 

EC 

u/s 

Chloride 

mg/l 

Sodium 

mg/l 

Calcium 

mg/l 

Magnesium 

mg/l 

Sulphate 

mg/l 

Phosphorus 

mg/l 

Potassium 

mg/l 

Total Nitrogen 

mg/l 

A 6.3 125 136.9 35.7 0.8 0.4 18.6 5 105.5 5.3 

B 7.6 364 165.4 67.5 3.4 2 431.2 9.4 247.4 80.9 

C 7.9 494 176.9 75.8 3.6 2 647.2 12.5 306.3 128.9 

D 8.2 672 161.4 79.8 4 2.4 962.8 13.7 368.2 200.2 

E 8.1 735 173.8 81.9 5.6 3.3 1067.5 16.9 393.5 225.1 
 

 

Additions from adding fertiliser compared to control substrate 

Treatment PH 

EC 

u/s 

Chloride 

mg/l 

Sodium 

mg/l 

Calcium 

mg/l 

Magnesium 

mg/l 

Sulphate 

mg/l 

Phosphorus 

mg/l 

Potassium 

mg/l 

Total Nitrogen 

mg/l 

A 6.3 125 136.9 35.7 0.8 0.4 18.6 5 105.5 5.3 

B 1.3 239 28.5 31.8 2.6 1.6 412.6 4.4 141.9 75.6 

C 1.6 369 40 40.1 2.8 1.6 628.6 7.5 200.8 123.6 

D 1.9 547 24.5 44.1 3.2 2 944.2 8.7 262.7 194.9 

E 1.8 610 36.9 46.2 4.8 2.9 1048.9 11.9 288 219.8 

 

 

**Composition will vary depending on the nutrient content of water used to hydrate substrate, see appendix for analysis of 

water used in this experiment.
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RESULTS 
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Table of Averages 

 Date: Week 2 Week 4 Week 6   

Species Treatment  Quality Vigour Colour Quality Vigour Colour Quality Vigour Colour Root Score 

CUCUMBER 

A 3 3 2 2.5 2 2.5 2.5 2.5 2 4.5 

B 5 5 6 5.5 5 4 5.5 5.5 4 7 

C 6 5.5 6 5 4.5 4 5 5 4 6.5 

D 7 7 6.666667 7.333333 7 5 6.666667 6.666667 5 9 

E 7 7 7 5.666667 5.666667 5 5 5 5 9 

PEPPER 

A 2.666667 2 3 1.666667 2.333333 2 2 2 2 2.333333333 

B 6.666667 7 6.666667 6.333333 6.666667 6 6.666667 6.333333 6 5.333333333 

C 5.666667 7 7 6.333333 7.333333 6.666667 6.666667 6.666667 6.666667 6.666666667 

D 6.666667 7.333333 7 7.666667 8.333333 7.666667 7.666667 8.333333 7.333333 8.666666667 

E 6.333333 7 6.666667 7 7.333333 7 7.666667 7.333333 7.333333 7.666666667 

PETUNIA 

A 2 2 2 2.333333 1.666667 2.333333 1.666667 1.333333 1.666667 2.666666667 

B 5 6 6 6 5.666667 4.666667 3 4.333333 2.666667 1 

C 5.333333 6.333333 6.333333 6.666667 7.666667 6 5 5.666667 5 3.666666667 

D 5.666667 6.666667 6.666667 6 6.666667 6.666667 5.666667 5.666667 5.666667 2 

E 5.666667 6.666667 6.666667 6.333333 7 6.666667 6 5.666667 6 3.666666667 

TOMATO 

A 2 2 3.333333 2.333333 2 2 2 2 2 2 

B 7.666667 6.666667 7 6 6.333333 6 6.666667 6.333333 6.666667 6.666666667 

C 8.333333 7.333333 7.666667 6.333333 7.666667 6.666667 7.666667 8.333333 7.666667 6.666666667 

D 8.333333 7.333333 8 7.666667 7.333333 7.666667 7.666667 8 8 7.666666667 

E 8.333333 7.333333 8 7.666667 7 7.666667 7.666667 8 8 7.333333333 

 

**Crop losses were observed during the trial, these were not due to any treatment effects and were removed from the trial. 
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 Date: 19.5.17 26.7.17 9.6.17 

Species Treatment  pH pH pH 

PEPPER 

A 6.963333 7.066667 7.453333 

B 6.9325 6.74 6.805 

C 6.963333 6.606667 6.036667 

D 7.296667 6.736667 6.146667 

E 7.2 6.58 7.2 

TOMATO 

A 6.556667 6.366667 7.32 

B 5.736667 5.56 5.773333 

C 5.493333 5.313333 6.313333 

D 6.133333 4.986667 6.526667 

E 6.205 4.72 6.275 

 

 

 

 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

A B C D E A B C D E

PEPPER TOMATO

p
H

Species/Treatment 

Average Substrate pH

19.5.17

26.7.17

9.6.17



 

Page 10 of 52 
 

 

 

 Date: 17.5.17 31.5.17 14.6.17 

Species Treatment  pH pH pH 

PETUNIA 

A 6.723333 6.95 7.026667 

B 7.173333 7.016667 7.156667 

C 7.2 6.663333 6.96 

D 6.84 6.443333 6.986667 

E 7.303333 5.913333 6.36 

CUCUMBER 

A 6.465 7.08 7.215 

B 6.98 6.16 6.955 

C 6.63 6.785 6.2 

D 6.11 5.843333 6.673333 

E 6.456667 5.686667 6.47 
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PHOTOGRAPHS 

Week 2 

CUCUMBER – Week 2 Scoring 17.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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PEPPER – Week 2 Scoring 13.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from each 

treatment compared to the control (A). 
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PETUNIA – Week 2 Scoring 17.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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TOMATO – Week 2 Scoring 13.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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Week 4  

CUCUMBER – Week 4 Scoring 31.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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PEPPER – Week 4 Scoring 26.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from each 

treatment compared to the control (A). 
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PETUNIA – Week 4 Scoring 31.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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TOMATO – Week 4 Scoring 26.5.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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Week 6  

CUCUMBER – Week 6 Scoring 14.6.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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PEPPER – Week 6 Scoring 9.6.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from each 

treatment compared to the control (A). 
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PETUNIA – Week 6 Scoring 14.6.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from 

each treatment compared to the control (A). 
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TOMATO – Week 6 Scoring 9.6.2017 – showing each treatment and the average from each 

treatment compared to the control (A). 

 

 

 

 



 

Page 23 of 52 
 

Root Score 

 

CUCUMBER – Week 6 Root Scoring 14.6.2017 – showing each treatment. 
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PEPPER – Week 6 Root Scoring 9.6.2017 – showing each treatment. 
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PETUNIA – Week 6 Root Scoring 14.6.2017 – showing each treatment. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Page 28 of 52 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Page 29 of 52 
 

 

TOMATO – Week 6 Root Scoring 9.6.2017 – showing each treatment. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

In this experiment it can be seen that the control treatment (A) was the worst performing 

across species in terms of quality, vigour and colour. The significantly low scores will have 

been due to the small amount of naturally occurring nutrients in the coco peat substrate mix 

being used up by the plant rapidly. Although the control had the lowest root score in the 

cucumber, pepper and tomato, it did not with the petunia. This suggests that the petunia roots 

may not grow well in high nutrient mediums.  

In terms of quality it can be seen that in the tomato crop as the amount of fertiliser added is 

increased it increases the plant quality, reaching a plateau after 8g per litre (D) is applied. In 

the cucumber and pepper crops however an increase in plant quality was seen on average 

until 10g per litre (E) of fertiliser was added to the substrate. At which point a small decline 

in plant quality was observed, indicating possible phytotoxic effects. This is more noticeable 

with the cucumber plants but is still present in the pepper also. In the petunia crop a linear 

response to the increased fertiliser applications was observed, with quality increasing as more 

fertiliser was applied.  

The vigour of the different crops varied but similar effects to ones observed in plant quality 

appear apparent. The tomato plants showed an increase in vigour as more fertiliser was 

applied. After 6g per litre (C) was applied there seemed to be a decline in vigour. Similarly as 

before the vigour of the cucumber and pepper plants were positively affected by the increase 

fertiliser rates. However a decline in vigour was observed after 10g per litre (E) of fertiliser 

was applied, indicating possible phytotoxic effects. In the petunia crop a linear response to 

the increased fertiliser applications was observed, with vigour increasing as more fertiliser 

was applied.  

The colouration of the petunia and cucumber plants increased linearly as more fertiliser was 

applied, with the significance of the effects reducing at the higher rates. Colouration of the 

tomato plants also increased linearly with the increasing fertiliser rates, however a plateau 

was observed at 10g per litre (E). A possible phytotoxic effect was observed as before in the 

pepper crop. The colouration score increased linearly as greater amounts of fertiliser were 

applied, with a small decline in the colour score at the 10g per litre (E) application. 

The root quality of the cucumber plants increased linearly with increased fertiliser 

application. The same increase was observed in the pepper and tomato crops. However as 

before a decline was observed at the 10g per litre (E) rate, indicating possible phytotoxic 

effects. The root quality in the petunia crop showed no clear trend with increased fertiliser 

rates, with 6g (C) and 10g (E) per litre preforming best.  

Generally across the different measures it can be seen that the average scores vary from week 

to week. It appears the initial scoring suggests that the plants have become established and 

are rapidly using up the nutrients. The optimal period was week 4 with on average the highest 

scores across crops, leading to a decline in week 6. This may be due to insufficient nutrients 

levels after fertiliser break down and consumption by the plants to sustain any more growth 

and some deficiencies were observed. An indication of this ‘running out’ of nutrients can be 

seen in the pH data collected, where in week 6 the pH of the substrate becomes more alkaline 

suggesting the fertiliser store has been exhausted.  



 

Page 32 of 52 
 

A general trend can be seen across the species that the pH of the substrate becomes more 

acidic as the fertiliser breaks down. This can give an indication of how much fertiliser is 

being used by the crop and how quickly it breaks down. However results can be affected by 

the substrate saturation levels and will vary depending on the composition of water used to 

irrigate the crops. This can be seen with the tomato crop, due to its vigorous growth habit it 

uses water more readily, which can cause a lowered substrate ph.  

Analysing all the scoring data across all the species it can be suggested that the optimal 

dosage rate would be 8g (D) of the Mix532 fertiliser per litre of the substrate mix. It seems to 

be the level at which no phytotoxic effects are observed and is the most commercially viable, 

with the lowest rate of fertiliser application required to achieve a high level of plant quality 

and overall growth. 
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APPENDIX 

Raw Data 

  Date: 13.5.17 26.5.17 9.6.17 9.6.17 

Species Treatment  Replicate Quality Vigour Colour Quality Vigour Colour Quality Vigour Colour 

Root 

Score 

PEPPER A 1 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 

PEPPER A 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 

PEPPER A 3 2 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 

PEPPER B 1 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 6 6 5 

PEPPER B 2 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 

PEPPER B 3 7 8 7 6 7 6 7 7 6 6 

PEPPER C 1 6 8 7 7 8 7 8 8 7 7 

PEPPER C 2 6 7 7 7 8 6 7 7 6 6 

PEPPER C 3 5 6 7 5 6 7 5 5 7 7 

PEPPER D 1 7 7 7 8 9 8 8 8 7 9 

PEPPER D 2 7 7 7 7 8 7 7 8 7 9 

PEPPER D 3 6 8 7 8 8 8 8 9 8 8 

PEPPER E 1 6 7 7 7 8 7 8 7 8 8 

PEPPER E 2 7 7 7 7 7 7 8 7 7 7 

PEPPER E 3 6 7 6 7 7 7 7 8 7 8 

TOMATO A 1 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

TOMATO A 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 

TOMATO A 3 2 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 

TOMATO B 1 8 7 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 7 

TOMATO B 2 7 6 7 6 5 6 6 5 6 6 

TOMATO B 3 8 7 7 6 7 6 7 7 7 7 
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TOMATO C 1 8 8 7 7 8 7 7 8 7 6 

TOMATO C 2 8 7 8 6 8 6 8 9 8 7 

TOMATO C 3 9 7 8 6 7 7 8 8 8 7 

TOMATO D 1 8 7 8 7 6 7 7 7 8 9 

TOMATO D 2 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 8 7 

TOMATO D 3 9 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 7 

TOMATO E 1 8 8 8 8 6 8 7 7 8 8 

TOMATO E 2 9 7 8 8 7 8 8 9 8 7 

TOMATO E 3 8 7 8 7 8 7 8 8 8 7 

    Date: 17.5.17 31.5.17   14.6.17 

Species Treatment  Replicate Quality Vigour Colour Quality Vigour Colour Quality Vigour Colour 

Root 

Score 

PETUNIA A 1 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 4 

PETUNIA A 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 3 

PETUNIA A 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 

PETUNIA B 1 6 7 7 7 8 5 4 7 4 1 

PETUNIA B 2 5 6 6 6 6 5 4 5 3 1 

PETUNIA B 3 4 5 5 5 3 4 1 1 1 1 

PETUNIA C 1 6 7 7 7 8 6 5 6 5 4 

PETUNIA C 2 6 7 7 7 8 6 5 6 5 5 

PETUNIA C 3 4 5 5 6 7 6 5 5 5 2 

PETUNIA D 1 6 7 7 7 9 7 6 6 6 4 

PETUNIA D 2 5 6 6 5 4 7 5 5 6 1 

PETUNIA D 3 6 7 7 6 7 6 6 6 5 1 

PETUNIA E 1 6 7 7 6 7 7 6 5 6 5 

PETUNIA E 2 6 7 7 7 7 7 6 6 6 2 

PETUNIA E 3 5 6 6 6 7 6 6 6 6 4 

CUCUMBER A 1 - - - - - - - - - - 

CUCUMBER A 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 5 
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CUCUMBER A 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 4 

CUCUMBER B 1 - - - - - - - - - - 

CUCUMBER B 2 5 5 6 5 5 4 5 5 4 7 

CUCUMBER B 3 5 5 6 6 5 4 6 6 4 7 

CUCUMBER C 1 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 4 4 6 

CUCUMBER C 2 - - - - - - - - - - 

CUCUMBER C 3 8 7 7 6 6 4 6 6 4 7 

CUCUMBER D 1 5 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 5 8 

CUCUMBER D 2 8 8 7 8 8 5 7 7 5 9 

CUCUMBER D 3 8 8 7 8 8 5 7 7 5 10 

CUCUMBER E 1 5 5 7 1 1 5 1 1 5 - 

CUCUMBER E 2 8 8 7 8 8 5 7 7 5 9 

CUCUMBER E 3 8 8 7 8 8 5 7 7 5 9 
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pH Raw data 

  Date: 19.5.17 26.7.17 9.6.17    Date: 19.5.17 31.5.17 14.6.17 

Species Treatment  Replicate pH pH pH  Species Treatment  Replicate pH pH pH 

PEPPER A 1 6.91 6.95 7.47  PETUNIA A 1 6.74 6.71 6.41 

PEPPER A 2 7.2 7.32 7.41  PETUNIA A 2 6.81 7.05 7.55 

PEPPER A 3 6.78 6.93 7.48  PETUNIA A 3 6.62 7.09 7.12 

PEPPER B 1 6.96 6.62 7.19  PETUNIA B 1 7.27 7.32 7.28 

PEPPER B 2 6.92 6.48 7.08  PETUNIA B 2 7.04 7.21 7.34 

PEPPER B 3 6.71 7.08 7.43  PETUNIA B 3 7.21 6.52 6.85 

PEPPER C 1 7.14 6.78 5.52  PETUNIA C 1 7.04 6.16 7.13 

PEPPER C 2 7.19 6.49 6.7  PETUNIA C 2 7.35 6.8 6.65 

PEPPER C 3 6.94 6.94 6.3  PETUNIA C 3 7.21 7.03 7.1 

PEPPER D 1 6.76 6.39 5.11  PETUNIA D 1 6.47 6.5 6.82 

PEPPER D 2 7.25 6.65 6.58  PETUNIA D 2 7.11 6.24 7.08 

PEPPER D 3 7.22 6.85 5.75  PETUNIA D 3 6.94 6.59 7.06 

PEPPER E 1 7.42 6.71 6.11  PETUNIA E 1 7.3 5.97 5.72 

PEPPER E 2 7.38 6.56 6.91  PETUNIA E 2 7.46 5.85 6.74 

PEPPER E 3 7.22 6.27 7.16  PETUNIA E 3 7.15 5.92 6.62 

TOMATO A 1 7 6.91 7.53  CUCUMBER A 1 - - - 

TOMATO A 2 7 7.51 7.54  CUCUMBER A 2 6.56 6.96 7 

TOMATO A 3 6.5 6.63 7.48  CUCUMBER A 3 6.37 7.2 7.43 

TOMATO B 1 6.17 4.96 6.94  CUCUMBER B 1 - - - 

TOMATO B 2 5.35 5.38 6.55  CUCUMBER B 2 7.12 6.58 7.01 

TOMATO B 3 5.64 5.7 5.52  CUCUMBER B 3 6.84 5.74 6.9 

TOMATO C 1 6.22 5.6 5.25  CUCUMBER C 1 6.89 6.82 6.83 

TOMATO C 2 5.7 5.18 5.07  CUCUMBER C 2 - - - 

TOMATO C 3 4.82 4.87 6.68  CUCUMBER C 3 6.37 6.75 5.57 

TOMATO D 1 5.96 5.89 7.19  CUCUMBER D 1 6.96 6.31 6.65 
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TOMATO D 2 6.04 4.2 6.12  CUCUMBER D 2 5.39 5.7 6.69 

TOMATO D 3 5.65 4.8 6.82  CUCUMBER D 3 5.98 5.52 6.68 

TOMATO E 1 6.71 5.96 6.64  CUCUMBER E 1 7.42 6.14 7.28 

TOMATO E 2 5.7 4.48 6.33  CUCUMBER E 2 5.81 5.02 5.42 

TOMATO E 3 6.71 4.96 6.22  CUCUMBER E 3 6.14 5.9 6.71 

 

*Raw substrate analysis (NRM) data can be supplied on request. 

 

 

 

Water Analysis Raw data  
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Analysis conducted by Natural Resources Management Ltd: 
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RAM THANANCHAYAN  RAM THANANCHAYAN 
 

SWIFT GLOBAL ECO SOLUTION   
 

LTD  1702 SUR 
 

14 KINGSLEY STREET   
 

KIRBY IN ASHFIELD 

   
 

   
 

NOTTINGHAMSHIRE NG17 7BA 
T744

   
 

 

Please quote above code for all enquiries 

 

 

COMPOST ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 

Sample Reference : 

 

 
 

 Laboratory References 

Report Number 58654 

Sample Number 106292 
 

1702 B 

 

Sample Matrix : COMPOST 

 

 
 

Date Received 08-MAY-2017 

Date Reported 10-MAY-2017 

 

The sample submitted was of adequate size to complete all analysis requested. 

 

The sample will be kept at ambient temperature for at least 3 weeks. 

 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS on ’as received’ basis. 

 
        

 Determinand Value Units Determinand Value Units  

 pH 7.6  Cond. at 20 C 364 uS/cm  

 Density 489 kg/m3 Ammonia-N 67.9 mg/l  

 Dry Matter 14.8 % Nitrate-N 13.0 mg/l  
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 Dry Density 72.4 kg/m3 Total Soluble N 80.9 mg/l  

 Chloride 165.4 mg/l Sulphate 431.2 mg/l  

 Phosphorus 9.4 mg/l Boron <0.05 mg/l  

 Potassium 247.4 mg/l Copper 0.02 mg/l  

 Magnesium 2.0 mg/l Manganese 0.03 mg/l  

 Calcium 3.4 mg/l Zinc 0.03 mg/l  

 Sodium 67.5 mg/l Iron 2.26 mg/l  

        
        

 

The extraction is performed by adding a weight of sample equivalent to 60mls volume to 300mls of deionised water (ref 

BSEN 13652:2001). Samples submitted under 1 litre will necessitate the use of scaled down equipment for density pH 

and Conductivity measurements are made at 20˚C. I.S. = Insufficient Sample. 

Released by P G Taylor Date 

...............................
10/05/17

 

 

 

........................................................... 
 

 

   
 

 

NRM Coopers Bridge, Braziers Lane, Bracknell, Berkshire RG42 6NS 
 

Tel: +44 (0) 1344 886338 Fax: +44 (0) 1344 890972 Email: enquiries@nrm.uk.com www.nrm.uk.com 

 

NRM Laboratories is a division of Cawood Scientifi c Ltd, Coopers Bridge, Braziers Lane, Bracknell, Berkshire RG42 6NS Registered Number: 05655711 
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RAM THANANCHAYAN  RAM THANANCHAYAN 
 

SWIFT GLOBAL ECO SOLUTION   
 

LTD  1702 SUR 
 

14 KINGSLEY STREET   
 

KIRBY IN ASHFIELD 

   
 

   
 

NOTTINGHAMSHIRE NG17 7BA 
T744

   
 

 

Please quote above code for all enquiries 

 

 

COMPOST ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 

Sample Reference : 

 

 
 

 Laboratory References 

Report Number 58654 

Sample Number 106293 
 

1702 C 

 

Sample Matrix : COMPOST 

 

 
 

Date Received 08-MAY-2017 

Date Reported 10-MAY-2017 

 

The sample submitted was of adequate size to complete all analysis requested. 

 

The sample will be kept at ambient temperature for at least 3 weeks. 

 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS on ’as received’ basis. 

 
        

 Determinand Value Units Determinand Value Units  

 pH 7.9  Cond. at 20 C 494 uS/cm  

 Density 496 kg/m3 Ammonia-N 118.0 mg/l  

 Dry Matter 14.1 % Nitrate-N 10.9 mg/l  
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 Dry Density 69.9 kg/m3 Total Soluble N 128.9 mg/l  

 Chloride 176.9 mg/l Sulphate 674.2 mg/l  

 Phosphorus 12.5 mg/l Boron <0.05 mg/l  

 Potassium 306.3 mg/l Copper 0.02 mg/l  

 Magnesium 2.0 mg/l Manganese 0.03 mg/l  

 Calcium 3.6 mg/l Zinc 0.03 mg/l  

 Sodium 75.8 mg/l Iron 2.17 mg/l  

        
        

 

The extraction is performed by adding a weight of sample equivalent to 60mls volume to 300mls of deionised water (ref 

BSEN 13652:2001). Samples submitted under 1 litre will necessitate the use of scaled down equipment for density pH 

and Conductivity measurements are made at 20˚C. I.S. = Insufficient Sample. 

Released by P G Taylor Date 

...............................
10/05/17

 

 

 

........................................................... 
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SWIFT GLOBAL ECO SOLUTION   
 

LTD  1702 SUR 
 

14 KINGSLEY STREET   
 

KIRBY IN ASHFIELD 

   
 

   
 

NOTTINGHAMSHIRE NG17 7BA 
T744

   
 

 

Please quote above code for all enquiries 

 

 

COMPOST ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 

Sample Reference : 

 

 
 

 Laboratory References 

Report Number 58654 

Sample Number 106294 
 

1702 D 

 

Sample Matrix : COMPOST 

 

 
 

Date Received 08-MAY-2017 

Date Reported 10-MAY-2017 

 

The sample submitted was of adequate size to complete all analysis requested. 

 

The sample will be kept at ambient temperature for at least 3 weeks. 

 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS on ’as received’ basis. 

 
        

 Determinand Value Units Determinand Value Units  

 pH 8.2  Cond. at 20 C 672 uS/cm  

 Density 522 kg/m3 Ammonia-N 200.2 mg/l  

 Dry Matter 13.7 % Nitrate-N <0.6 mg/l  
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 Dry Density 71.5 kg/m3 Total Soluble N 200.2 mg/l  

 Chloride 161.4 mg/l Sulphate 962.8 mg/l  

 Phosphorus 13.7 mg/l Boron <0.05 mg/l  

 Potassium 368.2 mg/l Copper 0.02 mg/l  

 Magnesium 2.4 mg/l Manganese 0.02 mg/l  

 Calcium 4.0 mg/l Zinc <0.02 mg/l  

 Sodium 79.8 mg/l Iron 2.51 mg/l  

        
        

 

The extraction is performed by adding a weight of sample equivalent to 60mls volume to 300mls of deionised water (ref 

BSEN 13652:2001). Samples submitted under 1 litre will necessitate the use of scaled down equipment for density pH 

and Conductivity measurements are made at 20˚C. I.S. = Insufficient Sample. 

Released by P G Taylor Date 

...............................
10/05/17

 

 

 

........................................................... 
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RAM THANANCHAYAN  RAM THANANCHAYAN 
 

SWIFT GLOBAL ECO SOLUTION   
 

LTD  1702 SUR 
 

14 KINGSLEY STREET   
 

KIRBY IN ASHFIELD 

   
 

   
 

NOTTINGHAMSHIRE NG17 7BA 
T744

   
 

 

Please quote above code for all enquiries 

 

 

COMPOST ANALYSIS RESULTS 

 

Sample Reference : 

 

 
 

 Laboratory References 

Report Number 58654 

Sample Number 106295 
 

1702 E 

 

Sample Matrix : COMPOST 

 

 
 

Date Received 08-MAY-2017 

Date Reported 10-MAY-2017 

 

The sample submitted was of adequate size to complete all analysis requested. 

 

The sample will be kept at ambient temperature for at least 3 weeks. 

 

ANALYTICAL RESULTS on ’as received’ basis. 

 
        

 Determinand Value Units Determinand Value Units  

 pH 8.1  Cond. at 20 C 735 uS/cm  

 Density 527 kg/m3 Ammonia-N 225.1 mg/l  

 Dry Matter 13.6 % Nitrate-N <0.6 mg/l  
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 Dry Density 71.7 kg/m3 Total Soluble N 225.1 mg/l  

 Chloride 173.8 mg/l Sulphate 1067.5 mg/l  

 Phosphorus 16.9 mg/l Boron <0.05 mg/l  

 Potassium 393.5 mg/l Copper 0.07 mg/l  

 Magnesium 3.3 mg/l Manganese 0.04 mg/l  

 Calcium 5.6 mg/l Zinc 0.06 mg/l  

 Sodium 81.9 mg/l Iron 3.00 mg/l  

        
        

 

The extraction is performed by adding a weight of sample equivalent to 60mls volume to 300mls of deionised water (ref 

BSEN 13652:2001). Samples submitted under 1 litre will necessitate the use of scaled down equipment for density pH 

and Conductivity measurements are made at 20˚C. I.S. = Insufficient Sample. 

Released by P G Taylor Date 

...............................
10/05/17

 

 

 

........................................................... 
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Descriptions of compost analysis conducted by Natural Resources Management Ltd: 
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