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Executive Summary 
 
Outlook AG has conducted replicated strip trials across three sites in northwest NSW, focusing on 
canola and barley crops. The study compared two treatments: untreated control and Loam Bio 
CarbonBuilder seed treatment. This research aimed to evaluate the impact of the seed treatment on 
crop performance, providing insights into its potential benefits of yield and profitability 
improvements.  
 
Initial analysis at the level of ‘Treated vs Control’ showed no significant differences across all trial 
sites, however, using spatial analytic tools we have been able to conduct a yield or biomass analysis 
of treated vs control within common soil type parameters. The Lochearn (Canola) and Benalabri 
(Barley) studies provide insight into the effectiveness of Loam Bio CarbonBuilder over differing soil 
types (RGBI) on crop yield and financial outcome. In the Canola at Lochearn, RGBI soil types 0.35 to 
0.47 consistently demonstrate higher average yields compared to untreated controls, with yield gains 
ranging from 6% to 64% over control. Financial gains per hectare also vary accordingly, reaching 
notable levels such as $323.43 over control at RGBI 0.47, underscoring the economic viability of 
these treatments. ROI metrics reinforce favourable financial efficiencies across all RGBI levels, 
emphasising the potential benefits of CarbonBuilder particularly on certain soil types. The Benalabri 
results similar trends when analysing data across RGBI soil types (0.20, 0.21, 0.22, 0.23), where 
treatments at RGBI 0.20 and 0.22 show modest but positive impacts on yield and economic returns. 
In contrast, RGBI 0.21 exhibits negligible yield change and minimal economic benefit, highlighting 
variability in treatment efficacy across different soil conditions. These findings collectively suggest 
that CarbonBuilder across certain soil types can significantly enhance crop productivity and 
profitability, while also pointing to the need for further research to refine application methodologies 
and maximise agricultural outcomes. 
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Locations 
 
Three locations were selected based on geographical relevance to Outlook Ag growers in the 
Northwest. Trial site 1 is a dryland Canola field on “Lochearn” near Bellata, chosen for its 
representative sodic sub-soil. Trial site 2 is an irrigated barley field on “Benalabri” near Boggabri, with 
minimal constraints. Trial site 3 is an irrigated canola field on “Durante” near Breeza, also with 
minimal constraints. Unfortunately, due to unfavourable seasonal conditions, a fourth trial site west 
of Narrabri did not eventuate. Combined, these trial site locations give a good indication of the 
relevant responsiveness in each region. 
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Analysis Methodology 
 
The trial plots are at commercial scale, with 36m strips of varying lengths depending on field size. 
These broadacre paddocks contain soil type and landscape variability which is evident across the 
length of the trial strips. Initial analysis at the level of ‘Treated vs Untreated’ showed no significant 
differences across all trial sites, however, using spatial analytic tools we have been able to conduct a 
yield or biomass analysis of treated vs untreated within common soil type parameters. 
 
RGBI (Red Green Blue Index) is a useful tool for visualising soil type changes within a field. A clear 
image of bare soil is converted to numeric values based on soil colour. These colour values are 
indicative of soil-type within a field. These values are then used to produce an RGBI map which shows 
heavier soil types as lower values and lighter soil types as higher values. In this analysis, RGBI values 
should be used as a relative measure within a field and not to compare soil types in different 
locations. A difference in RGBI of 0.05 or greater can be considered a significant change. By zoning 
the trial area using this method, we can compare treatment responses within each variation in soil 
type.  
 
Yield data collection and processing can present a challenge when working across different growers 
and regions. We have good quality yield data for both the Lochearn and Benalabri sites, however the 
Durante site suffered a technical issue at harvest and yield data was not able to be processed. Data 
processing was done through PCT, where it was calibrated by date, time of day, moisture and 
machine. Cleaned yield maps were then calibrated against known harvest totals. 
 
For all three sites we have provided a mid-season biomass image (Plant Cell Density, a less-saturated 
vegetation index suited to high-biomass crops) and graphed the treatment response by soil type. In 
the absence of yield data, this may provide some indication of the comparable performance of the 
treatment at the Durante site. 
 

Soil carbon results have been analysed following a pre-planting sampling and post-harvest sampling. 
Samples analysed in this report are in the 0-30cm range, with 5-6 sample sites in each treatment and 
control strip at each location. Lab results were analysed for significant changes in soil carbon 
between treated and control sites at each trial.  
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Trial Site 1: Lochearn 
 
Background 

Field 300Ac West 
Location Bellata 
Size 124.37 ha 
Crop Canola 
Variety 43Y92 (CL) 
Planting Date  21/4/23 
Harvest Date  15/10/23 
Rotation 2022 Wheat, 2021 Chickpeas 
Seed Treatment Betta Strike® PLUS 
Applied Nutrition 60kg Cotton Sustain 
In-crop Rainfall 56.8mm 
Trial notes Poor and uneven establishment in some strips. These runs were excluded from analysis  

 
Trial Design 
The trial was designed in 36m wide strips with a plus and minus treatment. The strips were replicated 
5 times. In the first rep some control runs established poorly due to mechanical issues with the 
planter. These runs were excluded due to the limited value of this data. 
 
 
Results 
Overall, the Loam treatment did not differ significantly from the control (p=0.32), however there are 
trends seen in the impact of various RGBI (0.35, 0.37, 0.39, 0.40, 0.42, 0.44, 0.47) soil types 
comparing loam seed treatment to an untreated control. Treated plots consistently demonstrate 
higher average yields across all levels of RGBI. For instance, at RGBI 0.35, treated plots yield 1.64 t/ha 
compared to 1.55 t/ha for control plots, resulting in a yield gain of 0.09 t/ha, representing a 6% 
increase. The percentage gain in yield varies significantly among different RGBI levels, ranging from 
6% to 64%. Correspondingly, the financial gain per hectare ($/ha gain) also varies, with higher RGBI 
levels generally leading to higher financial gains. Notably, at RGBI 0.47, the financial gain per hectare 
reaches $323.43. 

Return on Investment (ROI) serves as a key metric indicating the financial efficiency of the RGBI soil 
type. Higher ROI values across all RGBI levels suggest favourable returns relative to the investment in 
the treatment. This underscores the economic viability of adopting loam treatment over certain soil 
types, particularly evident at higher RGBI 0.47, which consistently shows higher returns. Overall, the 
data supports a trend that the seed treatment can enhance crop yield and financial returns across 
certain soil types on Lochearn. Further research could explore optimal application strategies to 
maximise yield and profitability. 
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Site Maps 
 

     

Trial Placement RGB - Bare Soil RGBI - Bare Soil 2023 Yield Map 
Strips in 1,2,9 and 10 
were excluded due to 
poor emergence. 
Some data from each 
of these was 
unaffected and still 
analysed. 

A satellite image from 
2019 shows bare soil 
colour 

Bare soil image 
classified into zones 
according to colour 

Paddock yield map 
highlighting strips of 
poor emergence to be 
excluded from analysis 
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In-Crop Imagery 
 

    
NDVI - 11/06/2023 NDVI - 26/07/2023 NDVI – 27/08/2023 NDVI – 09/09/2023 
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Yield Analysis 

 

 
Figure 2. Treatment strips in pairs (Treated v Control) shows underperforming strips following removal of unplanted areas from analysis. 
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Figure 1. Simple treatment analysis (Treated v Control) shows no significant difference when considering the entire treated and 
untreated areas (p=0.32). 
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Figure 4. Treatment plotted against Plant Cell Density (PCD) shows a significant plant biomass response across all RGBI zoned soil 
types. Differences in PCD were relatively stable across differing soil types. 
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Figure 3. Analysis of treatment response by soil type using RGBI zoning, significant response in all soil types except RGBI[0.35]. 
Responsiveness increasing moving from heavier soils (RGBI [0.37]) to lighter soils (RGBI[0.47]). ROI also shown, discussed further 
below. Differences were minimal in heavier soil this season, while the difference was relatively larger in the lighter soils of the field. 
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Figures 1 and 2  show no significant difference in yield between the treated and control strips in 
aggregation across the paddock. This analysis does not account for the varying soil characteristics 
across the field. Figure 3 is a further breakdown of the data according to treatment and soil-type zone. 
Through this analysis, the gap between Treated and Control grows, giving an indication that the 
difference was minimal in heavier soil this season, while the difference was relatively larger in the 
lighter soils of the field. It should be noted that the largest difference (0.52t/ha) was isolated to a 
relatively small area, and the yield increase mean of 0.19t/ha is more representative of the field. 
Figure 4 is a similar analysis of biomass at the end of July, showing better responsiveness to 
CarbonBuilder in the heaver soils of the field at this point in the season. 
 
 
 
 
Financial Analysis 
Table 1 The following has been calculated based on a canola price of $620/t and a treatment cost of $12.50/ha for CarbonBuilder™. 
Using an area weighted average, the overall profit gain is $111/ha, or a return on investment of $8.88. 

RGBI Treatment 

Average 
Yield 
(t/ha) Area (ha) 

Yield gain 
(t/ha) % gain $/ha gain ROI 

RGBI[0.35] 
Treated 1.64 2.18 

0.09 6%  $                55.42   $          4.43  
Untreated 1.55 2.52 

RGBI[0.37] 
Treated 1.53 6.83 

0.16 12%  $             101.27   $          8.10  
Untreated 1.37 6.45 

RGBI[0.39] 
Treated 1.44 6.93 

0.19 15%  $             116.15   $          9.29  
Untreated 1.25 6.31 

RGBI[0.40] 
Treated 1.43 5.70 

0.19 15%  $             117.80   $          9.42  
Untreated 1.24 6.98 

RGBI[0.42] 
Treated 1.33 2.36 

0.19 17%  $             118.63   $          9.49  
Untreated 1.14 1.77 

RGBI[0.44] 
Treated 1.34 2.08 

0.19 16%  $             114.91   $          9.19  
Untreated 1.16 2.02 

RGBI[0.47] 
Treated 1.34 0.41 

0.52 64%  $             323.43   $        25.87  
Untreated 0.81 0.40 

 
Table 1 shows the average yield performance of each soil-type zone according to treatment. At each 
of the above RGBI classes, there was a positive yield gain (14.5% on average). The overall weighted 
average profit gain has been calculated to be $111/ha, which is equivalent to a Return on Investment 
in Carbonbuilder of $8.88 per $1 spent, assuming a treatment cost of $12.50/ha and a canola price of 
$620/t. 
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Soil Carbon Analysis 
 

 
Figure 5. Soil carbon data from before planting (baseline) shows no significant difference in SOC (p=0.826). Testing following harvest 
(harvest) shows no significant difference in SOC (p=0.512). 

 
Figure 6. See above. 

Testing of SOC levels undertaken prior to planting showed no significant difference in baseline soil 
carbon pools (p = 0.826). The rise in SOC in the treated (mean = 0.56%) and control (mean = 0.54%) 
post-harvest plots was not significant (p = 0.512). Testing following harvest found a significant rise of 
0.09% between the baseline and harvest readings in treated areas (p < 0.05). In all, there are no 
significant differences in soil carbon between the treatment and control groups in this crop. To 
summarise, both the treated and untreated areas saw increased soil-carbon. 
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Trial Site 2: Benalabri 
 
Background 

Field B10 
Location Boggabri 
Size 58.8 ha 
Crop Barley 
Variety Planet 
Planting Date  28/4/23 
Harvest Date  29/10/23 
Rotation 2021/22- Cotton, 2022- Durum (Double Crop)  
Seed Treatment Raxil T 
Applied Nutrition 150kg/ha Urea in-crop, 50kg/ha Cotton Sustain 
In-crop Rainfall 58.8mm 

Trial notes 
Good Trial. No visible differences between treatments throughout the year. Multiple 
harvesters required calibration following harvest. 

 
Trial Design 
The trial was designed in 36m wide strips with a plus and minus treatment. The strips were replicated 
6 times. In the first rep some untreated runs established poorly, and these were excluded from the 
analysis.  
 
Results 
Overall, the treatment strips did not show a significant improvement over the control (p=0.60). There 
were some interesting results from the impact of various RGBI (0.2,0.21,0.22,0.23) soil colour values 
on crop yield. These soil values are relative and do not necessarily indicate the same soil 
characteristics as other sites. 

RGBI [0.20] shows a slight but measurable improvement in average yield, increasing by 0.08 t/ha or 
1% compared to the untreated control. This translates to an economic gain of $32.00 per hectare and 
an ROI of $2.56, indicating a positive return on investment. Similarly, treatment RGBI [0.22] also 
demonstrates a 0.07 t/ha yield gain (1% increase), resulting in an economic gain of $28.00 per hectare 
and an ROI of $2.24. RGBI [0.23] emerges as the most effective treatment in the dataset, enhancing 
yield by 0.28 t/ha or 5%, which results in a significant economic gain of $112.00 per hectare and an 
impressive ROI of $8.96. These results suggest that across these soil types (RGBI [0.20, 0.22, 0.23]) 
there is a positive response to yield compared to the untreated control. Conversely, RGBI [0.21] 
presents a contrasting outcome. RGBI [0.21] shows a negligible yield change (-0.01 t/ha) and a small 
economic loss of -$4.00 per hectare, indicating that this concentration does not offer any beneficial 
impact and may even lead to a slight decrease in profitability. However, this is not significant. 

In summary, while treatments RGBI [0.20] and RGBI [0.22] demonstrate modest but positive impacts 
on yield and economic returns, RGBI[0.21] suggests caution due to its lack of effectiveness, and 
RGBI[0.23] stands out as highly effective in enhancing both yield and profitability. Further research 
could explore optimal application strategies to maximize yield and profitability. 
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Site Maps 
 

 

 

RGB - Bare Soil RGBI - Bare Soil 
Bare soil image from when field was not in crop. 
As this is an irrigated field, imagery without line 
interference is difficult to find 

A composite soil-type map generated by 
aggregating multiple RGB data. 

 

  
Trial Placement 2023 Yield Map 
Trial placement within the field. Some runs in T1 
and C1 established poorly and was excluded 
from analysis. 

Final yield map with calibration for differences in 
harvest equipment. Most visible lines correlate 
with machines rather than treatments. 
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In-Crop Imagery 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

NDVI - 11/06/2023 NDVI - 26/07/2023 
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Yield Analysis 
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Figure 7. Simple treatment analysis (Treated v Control) shows no significant difference when considering the entire treated and 
untreated areas (p=0.60). 
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Figure 8. Analysis in strips (Treated v Control) demonstrates no significant differences in treatments across the trial. 
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Figure 9. Analysis of treatment response by soil type using RGBI zoning. Significant response in the heaviest (RGBI[0.20]) and lightest 
(RGBI[0.23]) soil types, however the lighter soil-type data is based on a very small area. The significant response in heaver soil over a 
larger area is modest. The soil type response here is less significant that that at Lochearn. 
 
 
Financial Analysis 
Table 2. The following has been calculated based on a barley price of $400/t and a treatment cost of $12.50/ha for CarbonBuilder™. 
Responsiveness in the lighter soil is limited by a smaller area, while the bulk of the field was slightly better under the treatment. Using an 
area weighted average, the overall profit gain is $12.38/ha. 

RGBI Treatment 
Average 
Yield (t/ha)  Area (ha) 

Yield gain 
(t/ha) % gain $/ha gain ROI 

RGBI[0.20] 
Treated 6.25 2.83 

0.08 1%  $    32.00   $       2.56  
Untreated 6.17 2.09 

RGBI[0.21] 
Treated 6.23 6.28 

-0.01 0% -$      4.00  -$      0.32  
Untreated 6.24 6.56 

RGBI[0.22] 
Treated 6.16 2.20 

0.07 1%  $    28.00   $       2.24  
Untreated 6.09 2.73 

RGBI[0.23] 
Treated 6.45 0.13 

0.28 5%  $  112.00   $       8.96  
Untreated 6.17 0.08 

 
 
 
 

5.00

5.20

5.40

5.60

5.80

6.00

6.20

6.40

6.60

Treated Untreated Treated Untreated Treated Untreated Treated Untreated

RGBI[0.20] RGBI[0.21] RGBI[0.22] RGBI[0.23]

Ye
ild

 (
t/

h
a)

Benalabri B10 - Loam
Treatment response: Yield x Treatment



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

18 
www.outlookag.com.au 

  

POWERED BY POWERED BY 

Soil Carbon Analysis 

 
Figure 10. Soil carbon data from before planting (baseline) shows no significant difference in SOC (p=0.553). Testing following harvest 
(harvest) shows no significant difference in SOC (p=0.237). 

 
Figure 11. See above. 

Analysis of soil carbon at B10 showed no significant differences in baseline carbon (p = 0.553). Post-
harvest carbon levels were found not to differ significantly from control levels (p = 0.237). As can be 
seen in Figure 10, the non-significant change in mean carbon for the control (-0.1%) was not seen in 
the treated strips (+0.02%), suggesting better potential for soil carbon building. To summarise, while 
the soil carbon of the control area fell, the treated area did not. This result was not statistically 
significant. 
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Trial Site 3: Durante 
 
 
Background 

Field D6 Lateral  
Location Breeza 
Size 91.6 ha 
Crop Canola 
Variety 43Y85 (CL) 
Planting Date  28/4/23 
Harvest Date  11/02/2023 
Rotation 2022 Durum 
Seed Treatment Betta Strike® PLUS 
Applied Nutrition 300kg/ha Urea 75% GranAm 25% 
In-crop Rainfall 120mm + Irrigation (160mm equivalent)   
Trial notes Good Trial. No visible differences between treatments throughout the year 

 
Trial Design 
The trail was designed in 36m wide strips with a plus and minus treatment. The strips were replicated 
4 times to fall within the area of the field and align with equipment. In the first rep some untreated 
runs established poorly, these were excluded from the analysis.  
 
Results 
The Durante site suffered a technical issue at harvest and yield data was not able to be processed. 
We analysed the Plant cell density (PCD) map to try and extract biomass differences between 
treatments and studied the treatments under differing RGBI (soil type). No significant differences 
were seen between the treated and the control (p=0.46). 
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Site Maps 
 

 

 

 

RGB Bare Soil RGBI Bare Soil 
A bare earth image following tillage. The black 
line is a historic field boundary. 

Bare earth image which has been classified into 
soil-types. 

 
 

  
Trial Placement PCD  01/09/2023 
Treatment strips running the length of the field. T 
represents Treated, C represents Control 

An in-season PCD satellite image, used as a 
proxy for yield response in the absence of yield 
data. 
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In-Crop Imagery 
 

  
NDVI - 27/08/2023 NDVI - 01/09/2023 
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Biomass Analysis 
 

Figure 12. Simple analysis of Treatment v Control shows no significant difference in Plant Cell Density (PCD) (p=0.46) 
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Figure 13. No significant difference in treatment strips (Treated v Control). 
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Figure 14. Analysis of Plant Cell Density (PCD) values for D6 analysed according to RGBI soil type value. No significant differences in 
biomass observed. A trend in average biomass being better in treated strips can be observed. Biomass is a reasonable proxy for yield 
however drawing yield values from it is difficult. 

 
Financial Analysis 
Table 3. Plant Cell Density (PCD) values for treated and untreated canola according to RGBI soil type zones. The average PCD gain is 1% 
across all soil-types. It is not possible to say what yield gain this might represent. 

  Treatment PCD Average Area (ha) PCD difference PCD % gain 

RGBI[0.23] 
Treated 8.20 0.87 

0.030 0.37% 
Untreated 8.17 0.86 

RGBI[0.24] 
Treated 7.75 1.53 

0.068 0.88% 
Untreated 7.68 1.56 

RGBI[0.25] 
Treated 7.54 1.62 

0.065 0.87% 
Untreated 7.47 1.73 

RGBI[0.26] 
Treated 7.24 6.24 

0.067 0.94% 
Untreated 7.17 5.42 

RGBI[0.27] 
Treated 6.80 1.54 

0.113 1.69% 
Untreated 6.69 1.76 

RGBI[0.28] 
Treated 7.51 0.37 

0.090 1.21% 
Untreated 7.42 0.53 

RGBI[0.29] 
Treated 7.41 0.07 

0.150 2.07% 
Untreated 7.26 0.36 
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Soil Carbon Analysis 
 

 
Figure 15. Soil carbon data from before planting (baseline) shows no significant difference in SOC (p=0.879). Testing following harvest 
(harvest) shows no significant difference in SOC (p=0.493). 

 
Figure 16. See above.  

Figure 13 displays the SOC results from Durante, where there was no significant difference between 
the treated and control strips prior to planting (p = 0.879). SOC increase in the treatment following 
harvest was not significant (p = 0.493). The increase in SOC across the board between planting and 
harvest was found to be significant (p = 0.005). In summary, both the control and treated strips in this 
field saw non-significant gains in SOC. 
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Appendix 
300ac East 
 
Yield 

Anova: Single Factor        
       
SUMMARY       
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Treated 5 7.182361 1.436472 0.016909   
Control 5 6.293301 1.25866 0.121194   

       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.079043 1 0.079043 1.144691 0.315878 5.317655 
Within Groups 0.552414 8 0.069052    
       
Total 0.631456 9         

 
 
 
 
 
Soil Carbon: Baseline Pre-Sowing 

Anova: Single Factor       

       

SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   

Control 30 13.505 0.450166667 0.01374704   
Treated 30 13.688 0.456266667 0.009092823   

       

       

ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.00055815 1 0.00055815 0.048875074 0.825808874 4.006872886 
Within Groups 0.662356033 58 0.011419932    

       

Total 0.662914183 59         
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Soil Carbon: Post-Harvest 

Anova: Single Factor       
       
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   

Control 30 16.025 0.534166667 0.021717178   

Treated 30 16.703 0.556766667 0.013418047   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.0076614 1 0.0076614 0.436109343 0.511620647 4.006872886 
Within Groups 1.018921533 58 0.017567613    
       
Total 1.026582933 59         

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Soil Carbon: Pre-Sowing v Post Harvest 

Anova: Single Factor       
       
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Baseline 60 27.193 0.453216667 0.011235834   
Harvest 60 32.728 0.545466667 0.017399711   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.255301875 1 0.255301875 17.83111729 4.7723E-05 3.921478181 
Within Groups 1.689497117 118 0.014317772    
       
Total 1.944798992 119         
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B10 
 
Yield 

Anova: Single Factor     
       
SUMMARY      
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Treated 6 37.335 6.2225 0.02644   
Control 6 37.0917 6.18194 0.00907   

       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.00493 1 0.00493 0.27791 0.60957 4.9646 
Within Groups 0.17755 10 0.01776    
       
Total 0.18249 11         

 
 
 
 
 
 
Soil Carbon: Baseline Pre-Sowing 

Anova: Single Factor       
       
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Control 30 22.106 0.736866667 0.063634326   
Treated 30 20.916 0.6972 0.069158855   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.023601667 1 0.023601667 0.355465038 0.553355549 4.006872886 
Within Groups 3.851002267 58 0.066396591    
       
Total 3.874603933 59         
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Soil Carbon: Post-Harvest 

Anova: Single Factor       
       
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Control 30 19.121 0.637366667 0.086382999   

Treated 30 21.688 0.722933333 0.067633926   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.109824817 1 0.109824817 1.426139581 0.237256701 4.006872886 
Within Groups 4.466490833 58 0.077008463    
       
Total 4.57631565 59         

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Soil Carbon: Pre-Sowing v Post Harvest 

Anova: Single Factor       

       

SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   

Baseline 60 40.809 0.68015 0.077564672   

Harvest 60 43.022 0.717033333 0.065671253   

       

       

ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.040811408 1 0.040811408 0.569848776 0.451823029 3.921478181 

Within Groups 8.450919583 118 0.071617963    

       

Total 8.491730992 119         
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D6 
 
Yield 

Anova: Single Factor     
       
SUMMARY      
Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Treated 4 30.0815 7.52038 0.02476   
Control 4 29.6609 7.41521 0.04722   

       
       
ANOVA       
Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.02212 1 0.02212 0.61455 0.4629 5.98738 
Within Groups 0.21594 6 0.03599    
       
Total 0.23806 7         

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Soil Carbon: Baseline Pre-Sowing 

Anova: Single Factor       
       
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Control 32 28.359 0.88296875 0.00981016   

Treated 32 28.255 0.88621875 0.004771596   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.000169 1 0.000169 0.02317965 0.879485198 3.995887126 
Within Groups 0.452034438 62 0.007290878    
       
Total 0.452203438 63         
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Soil Carbon: Post-Harvest 

Anova: Single Factor       
       
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Control 32 29.969 0.92075 0.011327613   

Treated 32 29.464 0.93653125 0.005399999   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.003984766 1 0.003984766 0.476429708 0.492619814 3.995887126 
Within Groups 0.518555969 62 0.008363806    
       
Total 0.522540734 63         

 
 
 
 
Soil Carbon: Pre-Sowing v Post Harvest 

Anova: Single Factor       
       
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Baseline 64 56.614 0.88459375 0.007177832   
Harvest 64 59.433 0.928640625 0.008294297   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between Groups 0.06208407 1 0.06208407 8.025277899 0.005373015 3.916324644 
Within Groups 0.974744172 126 0.007736065    
       
Total 1.036828242 127         

 


