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Figure A-1 Box and Whisker Plot – Kimberlite Sulphur 

 
 

Table A-1 Box and Whisker Statistics – Kimberlite Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.1100 0.12250 0.19500 0.37250 0.4600 0.25000 

Fox 0.0025 0.22000 0.28000 0.36000 1.6200 0.14000 

Jay 0.0025 0.00250 0.41825 0.83400 0.8340 0.83150 

Koala 0.0700 0.14000 0.21500 0.32083 0.9600 0.18083 

Misery 0.0100 0.03417 0.30000 0.49583 1.9400 0.46167 

Panda 0.1800 0.33417 0.42500 0.57083 1.0700 0.23667 

Pigeon 0.0025 0.01854 0.03000 0.06667 0.2700 0.04813 

Sable 0.0400 0.06167 0.09000 0.12833 0.1500 0.06667 
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Table A-2 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Kimberlite Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 4 3,510.6 877.64 

Fox 168 51,520.0 306.67 

Jay 2 60.5 30.25 

Koala 58 22,367.6 385.65 

Misery 76 4,380.6 57.64 

Panda 24 165,087.1 6,878.63 

Pigeon 14 220,754.6 15,768.18 

Sable 11 160,567.4 14,597.03 

H statistic 59.01 

X² approximation 59.01 

DF 7 

 p-value <0.0001(1) 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 0.1% significance level. 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-3 Tukey Kramer Comparison – Kimberlite Sulphur 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-2 Box and Whisker Plot – Granite Sulphur 

 
 

Table A-4 Box and Whisker Statistics – Granite Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.0025 0.01000 0.03000 0.06000 0.2900 0.05000 

Fox 0.0025 0.01000 0.03000 0.04000 0.1500 0.03000 

Jay 0.0025 0.00250 0.00250 0.00271 0.1220 0.00021 

Koala 0.0100 0.03000 0.04000 0.07000 0.1700 0.04000 

Misery 0.0025 0.00250 0.00500 0.01000 0.4200 0.00750 

Panda 0.0010 0.01000 0.01350 0.02000 0.0800 0.01000 

Pigeon 0.0025 0.02000 0.02000 0.04000 0.1100 0.02000 

Sable 0.0025 0.00250 0.00250 0.03667 0.3000 0.03417 
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Table A-5 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Granite Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 86 1,898,870.2 22,079.89 

Fox 153 1,201,611.0 7,853.67 

Jay 30 1,237,894.5 41,263.15 

Koala 68 3,506,242.4 51,562.39 

Misery 352 3,569,170.5 10,139.69 

Panda 28 64,080.7 2,288.60 

Pigeon 11 146,396.5 13,308.77 

Sable 41 197,901.3 4,826.86 

H statistic 244.99 

X² approximation 244.99 

DF 7 

p-value <0.0001(1) 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 0.1% significance level. 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-6 Tukey Kramer Comparison – Granite Sulphur 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (.The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-3 Box and Whisker Plot – Metasediment Sulphur 

 
 

Table A-7 Box and Whisker Statistics – Metasediment Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.0200 0.02667 0.04000 0.06000 0.1000 0.03333 

Jay 0.0025 0.09683 0.13250 0.16858 0.2730 0.07175 

Misery 0.0050 0.11000 0.16000 0.20000 1.0000 0.09000 

Pigeon 0.0025 0.02000 0.03000 0.14000 0.4300 0.12000 
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Table A-8 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Metasediment Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 5 169,464.1 33,892.81 

Jay 24 26,103.0 1,087.63 

Misery 426 51,612.0 121.15 

Pigeon 28 316,518.9 11,304.25 

H statistic 28.99 

X² approximation 28.99 

DF 3 

p-value <0.0001 

Note: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 

Table A-9 Tukey Kramer Comparison – Metasediment Sulphur 

Note: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 

  



 

Geochemistry Baseline Report

Jay Project

Appendix A, Statistical Analysis of Geochemical Dataset

 September 2014
 

 
A-9 

 
 

Figure A-4 Box and Whisker Plot – Diabase Sulphur 

 
 

Table A-10 Box and Whisker Statistics – Diabase Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.0025 0.00250 0.00250 0.00250 0.0025 0.00000 

Fox 0.0300 0.05000 0.05000 0.39167 1.3300 0.34167 

Jay 0.0400 0.04083 0.04350 0.04792 0.0500 0.00708 

Misery 0.0025 0.08417 0.10000 0.11000 0.2000 0.02583 

Pigeon 0.0100 0.03167 0.05000 0.05000 0.0600 0.01833 

Sable 0.0100 0.01000 0.01000 0.01000 0.0100 0.00000 
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Table A-11 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Diabase Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 2 3,960.5 1,980.25 

Fox 23 2.1 0.09 

Jay 4 2,626.6 656.64 

Misery 56 3,157.5 56.38 

Pigeon 7 4,654.3 664.90 

Sable 1 1,722.3 1,722.25 

H statistic  22.34 

X² approximation  22.34 

DF  5 
 

p-value  0.0005(a) 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

a) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 0.1% significance level. 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples. 

Table A-12 Tukey-Kramer Comparisons – Diabase Sulphur 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent . 
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Figure A-5 Box and Whisker Plot – Mine Waste Rock Sulphur 

 
 

Table A-13 Box and Whisker Statistics – Mine Waste Rock Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Fox 0.0300 0.03667 0.05000 0.07000 0.0700 0.03333 

Koala North 0.0300 0.03000 0.17000 0.31000 0.3100 0.28000 

Koala South 0.0025 0.01000 0.02000 0.04000 0.2600 0.03000 

Panda 0.0025 0.00250 0.01000 0.03000 0.3900 0.02750 

Pigeon 0.0900 0.11833 0.16000 0.18000 0.2000 0.06167 

Sable 0.0400 0.04000 0.18000 0.32000 0.3200 0.28000 

Waste Rock Dump Drilling 0.0050 0.01000 0.03000 0.04000 0.1800 0.03000 
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Table A-14 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Mine Waste Rock Sulphur 

Total Sulphur by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Fox 5 274,248.2 54,849.64 

Koala North 2 118,828.1 59,414.06 

Koala South 228 315,731.3 1,384.79 

Panda 391 1,061,949.2 2,715.98 

Pigeon 16 1,724,625.6 10,7789.10 

Sable 2 153,181.1 76,590.56 

Waste Rock Dump Drilling 53 369,863.3 6,978.55 

H statistic  102.65 

X² approximation  102.65 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-15 Tukey-Kramer Comparisons – Mine Waste Rock Sulphur 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-6 Box and Whisker Plot – Kimberlite Aluminium 

 
 

Table A-16 Box and Whisker Statistics – Kimberlite Aluminium 

Aluminium by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.78000000 0.813333333 0.860000000 1.096666667 1.51000000 0.283333333 

Fox 3.14000000 3.620000000 3.825000000 4.120000000 7.70000000 0.500000000 

Jay 1.03733139 1.037331395 2.169927918 3.302524441 3.30252444 2.265193046 

Koala 1.38000000 1.552500000 1.620000000 1.755000000 4.46000000 0.202500000 

Misery 0.68000000 1.048333333 1.385000000 1.825000000 5.59000000 0.776666667 

Pigeon 0.96000000 1.676666667 1.930000000 2.041666667 2.42000000 0.365000000 

Sable 0.89000000 1.104166667 1.315000000 1.451666667 1.54000000 0.347500000 

 

  

Beartooth Fox Jay Koala Misery Pigeon Sable
0

2

4

6

8

Area

A
lu

m
in

iu
m



 

Geochemistry Baseline Report 

Jay Project 

Appendix A, Statistical Analysis of Geochemical Dataset 

 September 2014 

 

 
A-15 

 
 

Table A-17 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Kimberlite Aluminium 

Aluminium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 5 54,288.2 10,857.64 

Fox 150 208,917.4 1,392.78 

Jay 2 9,112.5 4,556.25 

Koala 20 71,760.2 3,588.01 

Misery 26 130,640.3 5,024.63 

Pigeon 14 46,864.3 3,347.45 

Sable 12 99,190.1 8,265.84 

    H statistic  141.45 
  

X² approximation  141.45 
  

DF  6 
  

p-value  <0.0001 
  

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-18 Tukey-Kramer Comparisons – Kimberlite Aluminium 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-7 Box and Whisker Plot – Granite Aluminium 

 
 

Table A-19 Box and Whisker Statistics – Granite Aluminium 

Aluminum by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 2.00000000 7.576666667 8.170000000 8.660000000 10.18000000 1.083333333 

Fox 0.85000000 7.300000000 7.780000000 8.160000000 9.52000000 0.860000000 

Jay 7.30365982 7.568285176 7.700597854 7.885835603 10.16161366 0.317550427 

Koala 7.82000000 8.383333333 9.160000000 9.626666667 10.70000000 1.243333333 

Misery 0.20000000 0.930000000 7.690000000 8.090000000 12.44000000 7.160000000 

Pigeon 6.77000000 7.636666667 8.320000000 8.498333333 9.06000000 0.861666667 

Sable 0.06000000 0.306666667 0.530000000 1.476666667 3.97000000 1.170000000 
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Table A-20 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Granite Aluminium 

Aluminium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 68 194,419.1 2,859.10 

Fox 117 26,989.1 230.68 

Jay 30 1,888.1 62.94 

Koala 13 274,776.9 21,136.69 

Misery 109 32,253.4 295.90 

Pigeon 11 51,204.6 4,654.96 

Sable 41 1,004,182.3 24,492.25 

    
H statistic  125.43 

  
X² approximation  125.43 

  
DF  6 

  
p-value  <0.0001 

  
Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-21 Tukey-Kramer All Pairs Comparisons – Granite Aluminium 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-8 Box and Whisker Plot – Metasediment Aluminium 

 
 

Table A-22 Box and Whisker Statistics – Metasediment Aluminium 

Aluminium by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 2.81000000 8.356666667 8.685000000 9.510000000 10.22000000 1.153333333 

Jay 7.46243503 8.966389140 9.552975345 10.474753668 11.00841480 1.508364528 

Misery 0.66000000 7.338333333 7.920000000 8.460000000 11.70000000 1.121666667 

Pigeon 1.16000000 7.729166667 8.275000000 8.980833333 9.92000000 1.251666667 
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Table A-23 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Metasediment Aluminium 

Aluminium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 10 91,202.5 9,120.25 

Jay 24 514,508.2 21,437.84 

Misery 352 79,635.6 226.24 

Pigeon 28 24,337.5 869.20 

H statistic  49.57 

X² approximation  49.57 

DF  3 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 

Table A-24 Tukey-Kramer Comparisons – Metasediment Aluminium 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-9 Box and Whisker Plot – Diabase Aluminium 

 
 

Table A-25 Box and Whisker Statistics – Diabase Aluminium 

Aluminium by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 1.31000000 1.310000000 1.515000000 1.720000000 1.72000000 0.410000000 

Fox 6.40000000 6.750000000 7.035000000 7.288333333 7.57000000 0.538333333 

Jay 6.98610939 7.008161507 7.039034465 7.100780381 7.14488461 0.092618875 

Misery 0.42000000 1.587500000 1.850000000 6.551666667 8.12000000 4.964166667 

Pigeon 1.55000000 1.571666667 1.640000000 2.623333333 7.15000000 1.051666667 

Sable 1.68000000 1.680000000 1.680000000 1.680000000 1.68000000 0.000000000 
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Table A-26 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Diabase Aluminium 

Aluminium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 2 800.0 400.00 

Fox 12 4,961.3 413.44 

Jay 4 1,936.0 484.00 

Misery 42 1,157.6 27.56 

Pigeon 7 540.3 77.19 

Sable 1 100.0 100.00 

H statistic  24.30 

X² approximation  24.30 

DF  5 

p-value  0.0002 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples. 
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Table A-27 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Diabase Aluminium 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent. 

Figure A-10 Box and Whisker Plot – Kimberlite Adjusted Magnesium 
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Table A-28 Box and Whisker Statistics – Kimberlite Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium 
by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 

Inter-quartile 
Range 

Beartooth 14.54000000 14.540000000 14.540000000 14.540000000 14.54000000 0.000000000 

Fox 1.96000000 8.529166667 9.315000000 10.150000000 13.65000000 1.620833333 

Jay 0.83831571 0.838315712 6.450206145 12.062096578 12.06209658 11.223780866 

Koala 11.15000000 13.716666667 14.000000000 14.533333333 15.00000000 0.816666667 

Misery 1.48000000 12.789166667 14.745000000 17.101666667 19.71000000 4.312500000 

Pigeon 9.56000000 9.587500000 11.065000000 12.010000000 14.43000000 2.422500000 

Sable 13.42000000 13.420000000 13.420000000 13.420000000 13.42000000 0.000000000 

 

Table A-29 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Kimberlite Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 1 6,889.0 6,889.00 

Fox 150 58,964.5 393.10 

Jay 2 684.5 342.25 

Koala 13 74,481.2 5,729.33 

Misery 26 105,156.2 4,044.47 

Pigeon 6 8,177.0 1,362.84 

Sable 1 4,761.0 4,761.00 

H statistic  78.13 

X² approximation  78.13 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j  (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-30 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Kimberlite Adjusted Magnesium 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-11 Box and Whisker Plot – Granite Adjusted Magnesium 

 
 

Table A-31 Box and Whisker Statistics – Granite Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium 
by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 

Inter-quartile 
Range 

Beartooth 1.45000000 1.704166667 1.910000000 2.080000000 7.44000000 0.375833333 

Fox 0.20000000 1.600000000 1.740000000 1.843333333 4.03000000 0.243333333 

Jay 0.15680726 0.211086690 0.238226407 0.272402348 2.21339472 0.061315658 

Koala 1.14000000 1.713333333 1.880000000 2.390000000 4.41000000 0.676666667 

Misery 0.03000000 0.220000000 0.260000000 0.370000000 5.17000000 0.150000000 

Pigeon 0.78000000 1.070000000 1.450000000 1.603333333 2.23000000 0.533333333 

Sable 0.03000000 0.123333333 0.270000000 0.973333333 5.86000000 0.850000000 
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Table A-32 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Granite Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 68 807,145.2 11,869.78 

Fox 117 502,745.6 4,296.97 

Jay 30 362,560.1 12,085.34 

Koala 13 147,555.8 11,350.44 

Misery 109 940,417.4 8,627.68 

Pigeon 11 3,709.5 337.22 

Sable 41 256,434.3 6,254.50 

H statistic  238.95 

X² approximation  238.95 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-33 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Granite Adjusted Magnesium 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-12 Box and Whisker Plot – Metasediment Adjusted Magnesium 

 
 

Table A-34 Box and Whisker Statistics – Metasediment Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium 
by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 

Inter-quartile 
Range 

Beartooth 1.79000000 1.915833333 2.240000000 2.360833333 3.11000000 0.445000000 

Jay 0.11458992 1.651502056 2.059602991 2.328989814 2.54510238 0.677487758 

Misery 0.18000000 1.414166667 1.590000000 1.810000000 15.80000000 0.395833333 

Pigeon 0.75000000 1.564166667 1.720000000 1.941666667 8.81000000 0.377500000 
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Table A-35 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Metasediment Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 10 198,105.6 19,810.56 

Jay 24 132,016.7 5,500.69 

Misery 352 44,797.8 127.27 

Pigeon 28 21,924.0 783.00 

H statistic  27.72 

X² approximation  27.72 

DF  3 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = ; p-value = ; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 

 

Table A-36 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Metasediment Adjusted Magnesium 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-13 Box and Whisker Plot – Diabase Adjusted Magnesium 

 
 

Table A-37 Box and Whisker Statistics – Diabase Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium 
by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 

Inter-quartile 
Range 

Beartooth 1.71000000 1.710000000 1.900000000 2.090000000 2.09000000 0.380000000 

Fox 3.33000000 3.574166667 3.730000000 3.905833333 3.96000000 0.331666667 

Jay 3.19042454 3.300993764 3.639737642 3.827202727 3.82971566 0.526208963 

Misery 0.26000000 0.878333333 1.275000000 2.903333333 3.57000000 2.025000000 

Pigeon 0.94000000 1.030000000 1.110000000 2.490000000 4.24000000 1.460000000 

Sable 1.03000000 1.030000000 1.030000000 1.030000000 1.03000000 0.000000000 
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Table A-38 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Diabase Adjusted Magnesium 

Adjusted Magnesium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 2 28.1 14.06 

Fox 12 7676.0 639.67 

Jay 4 1936.0 484.00 

Misery 42 2825.7 67.28 

Pigeon 7 92.9 13.27 

Sable 1 196.0 196.00 

H statistic  32.63 

X² approximation  32.63 

DF  5 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = ; p-value = ; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 

Table A-39 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Diabase Adjusted Magnesium 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 



 

Geochemistry Baseline Report

Jay Project

Appendix A, Statistical Analysis of Geochemical Dataset

 September 2014
 

 
A-34 

 
 

Figure A-14 Box and Whisker Plot – Kimberlite Nickel 

 
 

Table A-40 Box and Whisker Statistics – Kimberlite Nickel 

Nickel by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 736.0 1,036.67 1,332.00 1,547.33 1,568.0 510.67 

Fox 77.0 520.42 590.00 662.08 986.0 141.67 

Jay 687.0 687.00 1,133.50 1,580.00 1,580.0 893.00 

Koala 668.0 1,159.17 1,222.50 1,530.00 1,765.0 370.83 

Misery 132.3 1,072.17 1,246.90 1,365.02 1,705.1 292.85 

Pigeon 265.0 524.92 1,091.00 1,211.17 1,327.0 686.25 

Sable 752.0 1,075.92 1,193.50 1,264.42 1,383.0 188.50 
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Table A-41 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Kimberlite Nickel 

Nickel by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 5 32,967.2 6,593.44 

Fox 150 166,900.1 1,112.67 

Jay 2 8,712.0 4,356.00 

Koala 20 128,400.3 6,420.02 

Misery 26 115,244.7 4,432.49 

Pigeon 14 5,362.6 383.04 

Sable 12 61,347.0 5,112.25 

H statistic  118.23 

X² approximation  118.23 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 



 

Geochemistry Baseline Report

Jay Project

Appendix A, Statistical Analysis of Geochemical Dataset

 September 2014
 

 
A-36 

 
 

Table A-42 Tukey-Kramer All Pairs Comparisons – Kimberlite Nickel 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-15 Box and Whisker Plot – Granite Nickel 

 
 

Table A-43 Box and Whisker Statistics – Granite Nickel 

Nickel by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 20.0 47.00 50.00 76.50 479.0 29.50 

Fox 6.0 45.00 48.00 50.33 87.0 5.33 

Jay 4.0 4.88 5.75 12.74 89.5 7.87 

Koala 16.0 38.33 52.00 57.00 235.0 18.67 

Misery 1.0 4.00 6.00 10.33 397.0 6.33 

Pigeon 33.8 44.03 58.10 74.27 91.5 30.23 

Sable 2.0 4.00 5.00 15.00 113.0 11.00 
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Table A-44 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Granite Nickel 

Nickel by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 68 711,148.8 10,458.07 

Fox 117 462,359.2 3,951.79 

Jay 30 170,856.5 5,695.22 

Koala 13 99,094.2 7,622.63 

Misery 109 1,063,463.5 9,756.55 

Pigeon 11 121,380.0 11,034.55 

Sable 41 310,677.1 7,577.49 

H statistic  232.65 

X² approximation  232.65 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-45 Tukey-Kramer Comparisons – Granite Nickel 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 



 

Geochemistry Baseline Report

Jay Project

Appendix A, Statistical Analysis of Geochemical Dataset

 September 2014
 

 
A-40 

 
 

Figure A-16 Box and Whisker Plot – Metasediment Nickel 

 
 

Table A-46 Box and Whisker Statistics – Metasediment Nickel 

Nickel by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 44.0 46.83 79.50 104.42 147.0 57.58 

Jay 4.9 66.43 73.80 92.11 136.0 25.68 

Misery 0.5 65.88 73.00 81.75 1363.4 15.87 

Pigeon 16.0 54.31 80.50 94.47 374.0 40.16 
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Table A-47 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Metasediment Nickel 

Nickel by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 10 1,904.4 190.44 

Jay 24 3,540.5 147.52 

Misery 352 2,790.0 7.93 

Pigeon 28 11,260.1 402.15 

H statistic  1.36 

X² approximation  1.36 

DF  3 

p-value  0.7144 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal. 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples. 

Table A-48 Tukey-Kramer All Pairs Comparisons – Metasediment Nickel 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent. 
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Figure A-17 Box and Whisker Plot – Diabase Nickel 

 
 

Table A-49 Box and Whisker Statistics – Diabase Nickel 

Nickel by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 79.0 79.00 86.50 94.00 94.0 15.00 

Fox 11.0 73.25 80.50 87.75 92.0 14.50 

Jay 20.2 20.20 20.25 21.06 21.6 0.86 

Misery 3.5 31.49 47.25 60.53 79.0 29.03 

Pigeon 23.0 30.00 34.00 57.50 97.2 27.50 

Sable 36.0 36.00 36.00 36.00 36.0 0.00 
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Table A-50 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Diabase Nickel 

Nickel by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 2 1,596.1 798.06 

Fox 12 4,427.5 368.96 

Jay 4 3,364.0 841.00 

Misery 42 378.0 9.00 

Pigeon 7 222.9 31.84 

Sable 1 30.3 30.25 

H statistic  25.63 

X² approximation  25.63 

DF  5 

p-value  0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples. 

Table A-51 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Diabase Nickel 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent. 
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Figure A-18 Box and Whisker Plot – Kimberlite Molybdenum 

 
 

Table A-52 Box and Whisker Statistics – Kimberlite Molybdenum 

Molybdenum by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 2.00 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.00 0.000 

Fox 0.50 1.000 2.000 4.000 15.00 3.000 

Jay 6.32 6.320 6.650 6.980 6.98 0.660 

Koala 0.50 1.000 2.000 3.000 5.00 2.000 

Misery 0.20 0.492 1.200 2.008 21.80 1.517 

Pigeon 1.00 1.000 1.000 1.083 6.00 0.083 

Sable 1.00 1.000 1.000 2.000 2.00 1.000 
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Table A-53 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Kimberlite Molybdenum 

Molybdenum by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 5 661.3 132.25 

Fox 150 17,056.0 113.71 

Jay 2 19,800.5 9,900.25 

Koala 20 605.0 30.25 

Misery 26 30,739.8 1,182.30 

Pigeon 14 15,778.6 1,127.04 

Sable 12 12,160.3 1,013.36 

H statistic  22.89 

X² approximation  22.89 

DF  6 

p-value  0.0008 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples. 
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Table A-54 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Kimberlite Molybdenum 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent. 
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Figure A-19 Box and Whisker Plot – Granite Molybdenum 

 
 

Table A-55 Box and Whisker Statistics – Granite Molybdenum 

Molybdenum by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.50 0.500 0.500 1.000 5.00 0.500 

Fox 0.50 0.500 1.000 2.000 6.00 1.500 

Jay 3.71 5.050 5.440 5.702 6.24 0.652 

Koala 0.50 1.000 1.000 3.333 6.00 2.333 

Misery 0.10 0.500 0.500 1.000 7.00 0.500 

Pigeon 1.30 1.817 2.730 4.158 5.82 2.342 

Sable 1.00 2.000 4.000 4.000 14.00 2.000 
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Table A-56 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Granite Molybdenum 

Molybdenum by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 68 208,237.8 3,062.32 

Fox 117 2,543.3 21.74 

Jay 30 853,790.7 28,459.69 

Koala 13 21,607.7 1,662.13 

Misery 109 420,671.7 3,859.37 

Pigeon 11 95,697.8 8,699.80 

Sable 41 485,813.9 11,849.12 

H statistic  171.38 

X² approximation  171.38 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-57 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Granite Molybdenum 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-20 Box and Whisker Plot – Metasediment Molybdenum 

 
 

Table A-58 Box and Whisker Statistics – Metasediment Molybdenum 

Molybdenum by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 1.00 1.000 3.000 4.000 7.00 3.000 

Jay 3.06 4.068 4.850 5.476 7.01 1.408 

Misery 0.30 1.000 1.875 3.000 14.00 2.000 

Pigeon 0.37 2.000 2.415 3.136 6.00 1.136 
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Table A-59 Analysis of Variance – Metasediment Molybdenum 

Effect SS DF MS F p-value 

Model 140.884 3 46.961 11.67 <0.0001 

Error 1,650.335 410 4.025 n/a n/a 

Total 1,791.219 413 4.337 n/a n/a 

Notes: 

H0: μ1 = μ2 = μ (The mean of the populations are all equal). 

H1: μi ≠ μj for at least one i,j (The mean of the populations are not all equal). 

SS = sums of squares; DF = degrees of freedom; MS = mean sum of squares; F= value of the F-statistic; < = less than; n/a = values 
cannot be calculated due to very small p-value. 

Table A-60 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Metasediment Molybdenum 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-21 Box and Whisker Plot – Diabase Molybdenum 

 
 

Table A-61 Box and Whisker Statistics – Diabase Molybdenum 

Molybdenum by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 1.00 1.000 1.500 2.000 2.00 1.000 

Fox 0.50 0.500 0.500 1.000 2.00 0.500 

Jay 1.96 2.239 2.770 2.916 2.92 0.677 

Misery 0.20 0.500 0.500 0.704 2.00 0.204 

Pigeon 0.60 1.000 1.000 1.833 2.00 0.833 

Sable 1.00 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.00 0.000 
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Table A-62 Analysis of Variance – Diabase Molybdenum 

Effect SS DF MS F p-value 

Model 15.275 5 3.055 15.56 <0.0001 

Error 12.172 62 0.196 n/a n/a 

Total 27.447 67 0.410  n/a n/a 

Notes: 

H0: μ1 = μ2 = μ (The mean of the populations are all equal). 

H1: μi ≠ μj for at least one i,j (The mean of the populations are not all equal). 

SS = sums of squares; DF = degrees of freedom; MS = mean sum of squares; F= value of the F-statistic; < = less than; n/a = values 
cannot be calculated due to very small p-value. 

Table A-63 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Diabase Molybdenum 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-22 Box and Whisker Plot – Kimberlite Potassium 

 
 

Table A-64 Box and Whisker Statistics – Kimberlite Potassium 

Potassium by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.35000000 0.350000000 0.510000000 0.593333333 0.76000000 0.243333333 

Fox 1.18000000 1.900000000 2.165000000 2.400833333 3.27000000 0.500833333 

Jay 0.43287866 0.432878656 0.635125242 0.837371827 0.83737183 0.404493171 

Koala 0.31000000 0.340000000 0.360000000 0.375833333 1.46000000 0.035833333 

Misery 0.24000000 0.480000000 0.780000000 1.290000000 2.01000000 0.810000000 

Pigeon 0.49000000 0.855000000 2.385000000 2.820833333 4.22000000 1.965833333 

Sable 0.36000000 0.404166667 0.580000000 1.242500000 1.78000000 0.838333333 
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Table A-65 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Kimberlite Potassium 

Potassium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 5 36,894.1 7,378.81 

Fox 150 138,867.3 925.78 

Jay 2 11,250.0 5,625.00 

Koala 20 184,512.1 9,225.60 

Misery 26 112,597.0 4,330.65 

Pigeon 14 14,240.2 1,017.15 

Sable 12 53,200.1 4,433.34 

H statistic  125.68 

X² approximation  125.68 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal. 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-66 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Kimberlite Potassium 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-23 Box and Whisker Plot – Granite Potassium 

 
 

Table A-67 Box and Whisker Statistics – Granite Potassium 

Potassium by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 1.14000000 1.848333333 2.035000000 2.245833333 3.18000000 0.397500000 

Fox 0.19000000 1.940000000 2.050000000 2.280000000 3.38000000 0.340000000 

Jay 1.79538197 3.362497323 3.494962923 3.683608130 4.03783534 0.321110807 

Koala 1.16000000 1.680000000 1.900000000 2.010000000 2.15000000 0.330000000 

Misery 0.10000000 0.430000000 1.920000000 2.246666667 4.41000000 1.816666667 

Pigeon 1.37000000 1.963333333 2.210000000 2.493333333 3.86000000 0.530000000 

Sable 0.05000000 0.180000000 0.280000000 1.070000000 3.82000000 0.890000000 
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Table A-68 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Granite Potassium 

Potassium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 68 6,571.9 96.65 

Fox 117 70,180.3 599.83 

Jay 30 819,722.7 27,324.09 

Koala 13 27,554.0 2,119.54 

Misery 109 68,676.1 630.06 

Pigeon 11 31,324.5 2,847.68 

Sable 41 805,140.7 19,637.58 

H statistic  144.70 

X² approximation  144.70 

DF  6 

p-value  <0.0001 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 
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Table A-69 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Kimberlite Potassium 

Notes: 

1) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent; < = less than. 
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Figure A-24 Box and Whisker Plot – Metasediment Potassium 

 
 

Table A-70 Box and Whisker Statistics – Metasediment Potassium 

Potassium by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 1.81000000 1.857500000 1.950000000 2.189166667 3.07000000 0.331666667 

Jay 1.68893640 2.248958375 2.746295738 3.211699431 4.25782285 0.962741056 

Misery 0.28000000 1.950000000 2.260000000 2.570000000 4.71000000 0.620000000 

Pigeon 0.39000000 1.978333333 2.250000000 2.571666667 2.94000000 0.593333333 
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Table A-71 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Metasediment Potassium 

Potassium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 10 39,627.0 3,962.70 

Jay 24 188,328.2 7,847.01 

Misery 352 4,815.9 13.68 

Pigeon 28 1,351.1 48.25 

H statistic  16.35 

X² approximation  16.35 

DF  3 

p-value  0.0010 

Notes: 

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples. 

Table A-72 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Metasediment Potassium 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent. 
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Figure A-25 Box and Whisker Plot – Diabase Potassium 

 
 

Table A-73 Box and Whisker Statistics – Diabase Potassium 

Potassium by Area Minimum 1st Quartile Median 3rd Quartile Maximum 
Inter-quartile 

Range 

Beartooth 0.86000000 0.860000000 1.220000000 1.580000000 1.58000000 0.720000000 

Fox 0.15000000 0.188333333 0.260000000 0.425000000 0.73000000 0.236666667 

Jay 0.42578229 0.443523214 0.535776042 0.607331120 0.61028794 0.163807907 

Misery 0.14000000 0.330000000 0.440000000 0.845000000 2.74000000 0.515000000 

Pigeon 0.19000000 0.321666667 0.340000000 0.605000000 0.73000000 0.283333333 

Sable 0.15000000 0.150000000 0.150000000 0.150000000 0.15000000 0.000000000 
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Table A-74 Kruskal-Wallis Test – Diabase Potassium 

Potassium by Area No. Rank Sum Mean Rank 

Beartooth 2 1,458.0 729.00 

Fox 12 2,992.5 249.38 

Jay 4 100.0 25.00 

Misery 42 859.5 20.46 

Pigeon 7 264.1 37.73 

Sable 1 992.3 992.25 

H statistic  17.07 

X² approximation  17.07 

DF  5 

p-value  0.0044 

Notes:  

H0: θ1 = θ2 = θ (The median of the populations are all equal). 

H1: θi ≠ θj for at least one i,j (The median of the populations are not all equal). 

DF = degrees of freedom; No. = number of samples; < = less than. 

Table A-75 Tukey-Kramer Comparison – Diabase Potassium 

Notes: 

1) Reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternative hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

2) Do not reject the null hypothesis at the 5% significance level. 

H0: θ = 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is equal to 0). 

H1: θ ≠ 0 (The difference between the means of the populations is not equal to 0). 

CI = confidence interval; % = percent. 
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Table A-76 Summary Statistics 

Kimberlite Total Sulphur Aluminium Magnesium Molybdenum Nickel Potassium 

Beartooth 0.987 0.277 0.035 0.306 0.985 1.000 

Fox 0.999 0.002 0.558 0.353 0.004 0.000 

Koala 0.985 0.986 0.000 0.176 0.930 0.998 

Misery 0.999 0.930 0.000 0.278 1.000 0.986 

Panda 1.000 — — — — — 

Pigeon 0.509 0.994 0.090 0.108 0.787 0.002 

Sable 0.604 0.519 0.111 0.093 1.000 0.999 

       

Granite Total Sulphur Aluminium Magnesium Molybdenum Nickel Potassium 

Beartooth 0.000 0.998 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0000 

Fox 0.378 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.0000 

Koala 0.000 0.524 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.0000 

Misery 0.996 0.001 0.998 0.000 1.000 0.0000 

Panda 0.987 — — — — — 

Pigeon 0.721 1.000 0.001 0.000 0.039 0.0000 

Sable 0.493 0.000 0.152 0.000 1.000 0.0000 

       

Metasediment Total Sulphur Aluminium Magnesium Molybdenum Nickel Potassium 

Beartooth 0.195 0.341 0.973 0.060 1.000 0.013 

Fox — — — — — — 

Koala — — — — — — 

Misery 0.602 0.000 0.999 0.000 0.787 0.000 

Panda — — — — — — 

Pigeon 0.266 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.998 0.001 

Sable — — — — — — 

       

Diabase Total Sulphur Aluminium Magnesium Molybdenum Nickel Potassium 

Beartooth 1.000 0.065 0.340 0.058 0.003 0.346 

Fox 0.318 1.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.952 

Koala — — — — — — 

Misery 0.995 0.114 0.009 0.000 0.137 0.990 

Panda — — — — — — 

Pigeon 1.000 0.028 0.038 0.000 0.372 0.999 

Sable 1.000 0.285 0.178 0.023 0.980 0.957 

Note: Values are shown as probabilities. Probabilities less than 0.05 are shown in red, and indicate a statistically significant 
difference. 

— = no data available. 




