Treatment p—value histogram over 200 Simulations
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Simulated Treatment p-value
Treatment p—value eCDF over 200 Simulations
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200 Simulations of 30 Randomizations
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CV over 200 Simulations
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Randomizations ordered by CV (C is current)
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Simulated Treatment p—value
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Uniformity Data : Mercer and Hall Wheat

0.2

I I I
0.4 0.6 0.8

Nominal p—value

1.0




