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Figure B-13: August 5, 6 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2C 
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Figure B-14: August 5, 6 temperatures at min time, Clemson 2C 
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Figure B-15: August 5, 6 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2P 
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Figure B-16: August 5, 6 temperatures at min time, Clemson 2P 
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Figure B-17: August 6, 7 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2C 



 108 

 

Figure B-18: August 6, 7 temperatures at min time, Clemson 2C 
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Figure B-19: August 6, 7 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2P 
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Figure B-20: August 6, 7 temperatures at min time, Clemson 2P 
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Figure B-21: August 7, 8 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2C 
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Figure B-22: August 7, 8 temperatures at min time, Clemson 2C 
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Figure B-23: August 7, 8 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2P 



 114 

 

Figure B-24: August 7, 8 temperatures at min time, Clemson 2P 
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Figure B-25: August 9, 10 temperatures at max time, Clemson 3C 
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Figure B-26: August 9, 10 temperatures at min time, Clemson 3C 
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Figure B-27: August 9, 10 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2C 
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Figure B-32: August 10, 11 temperatures at min time, Clemson 1P 
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Figure B-33: August 11, 12 temperatures at max time, Clemson 2O 
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Figure B-34: August 11, 12 temperatures at min time, Clemson 2O 
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Figure B-35: August 11, 12 temperatures at max time, Clemson 1P 
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Figure B-36: August 11, 12 temperatures at min time, Clemson 1P 
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Appendix C 

Results of ANOVA Tests for Pavement Comparisons  

 

Table C-1:  ANOVA results for all max time 6-in data 

Clemson 1P and Clemson 2P   Clemson 2P and Clemson 2C 

Difference -0.1507 t Ratio -1.3537 

  
Difference -0.0023 t Ratio -

0.02201 

Std Err Dif 0.1113 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.10224 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.05336 Prob > |t| 0.2088   Upper CL Dif 0.18516 Prob > |t| 0.9829 

Lower CL Dif -0.3547 Prob > t 0.8956   Lower CL Dif -0.1897 Prob > t 0.5085 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.1044   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.4915 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2P and Clemson 3C 

Difference -0.3157 t Ratio -1.7938   Difference 0.08 t Ratio 0.47919 

Std Err Dif 0.17598 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.16695 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.00693 Prob > |t| 0.1064   Upper CL Dif 0.38604 Prob > |t| 0.6432 

Lower CL Dif -0.6383 Prob > t 0.9468   Lower CL Dif -0.226 Prob > t 0.3216 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.0532   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.6784 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 2C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 2C 

Difference -0.1529 t Ratio -1.3137 

  
Difference -0.1628 t Ratio -

0.95515 

Std Err Dif 0.1164 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.17039 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.06046 Prob > |t| 0.2214   Upper CL Dif 0.1496 Prob > |t| 0.3645 

Lower CL Dif -0.3663 Prob > t 0.8893   Lower CL Dif -0.4751 Prob > t 0.8178 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.1107   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.1822 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 3C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 3C 

Difference -0.0707 t Ratio -0.4016 

  
Difference -0.245 t Ratio -

1.13673 

Std Err Dif 0.17598 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.21553 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.25193 Prob > |t| 0.6974   Upper CL Dif 0.15009 Prob > |t| 0.285 

Lower CL Dif -0.3933 Prob > t 0.6513   Lower CL Dif -0.6401 Prob > t 0.8575 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.3487   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.1425 

 Clemson 2P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2C and Clemson 3C 

Difference -0.165 t Ratio -0.9883   Difference 0.08225 t Ratio 0.48271 

Std Err Dif 0.16695 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.17039 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.14104 Prob > |t| 0.3488   Upper CL Dif 0.3946 Prob > |t| 0.6408 

Lower CL Dif -0.471 Prob > t 0.8256   Lower CL Dif -0.2301 Prob > t 0.3204 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.1744   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.6796 
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Table C-2:  ANOVA results for all min time 6-in data 

Clemson 1P and Clemson 2P   Clemson 2P and Clemson 2C 

Difference 0.0617 t Ratio 0.06563   Difference 1.1212 t Ratio 1.29907 

Std Err Dif 0.9396 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.8631 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 1.7841 Prob > |t| 0.9491   Upper CL Dif 2.7034 Prob > |t| 0.2262 

Lower CL Dif -1.661 Prob > t 0.4746   Lower CL Dif -0.461 Prob > t 0.1131 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.5254   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.8869 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2P and Clemson 3C 

Difference 1.0057 t Ratio 0.6769   Difference 2.047 t Ratio 1.45233 

Std Err Dif 1.4857 DF 9   Std Err Dif 1.4095 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 3.7291 Prob > |t| 0.5155   Upper CL Dif 4.6307 Prob > |t| 0.1804 

Lower CL Dif -1.718 Prob > t 0.2577   Lower CL Dif -0.537 Prob > t 0.0902 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.7423   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.9098 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 2C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 2C 

Difference 1.1829 t Ratio 1.20374 

  
Difference -0.177 t Ratio -

0.12322 

Std Err Dif 0.9827 DF 9   Std Err Dif 1.4385 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 2.9843 Prob > |t| 0.2594   Upper CL Dif 2.4597 Prob > |t| 0.9046 

Lower CL Dif -0.619 Prob > t 0.1297   Lower CL Dif -2.814 Prob > t 0.5477 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.8703   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.4523 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 3C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 3C 

Difference 2.1087 t Ratio 1.41931 

  

Difference -1.103 t Ratio -

0.60618 

Std Err Dif 1.4857 DF 9   Std Err Dif 1.8196 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 4.8321 Prob > |t| 0.1895   Upper CL Dif 2.2325 Prob > |t| 0.5594 

Lower CL Dif -0.615 Prob > t 0.0948   Lower CL Dif -4.439 Prob > t 0.7203 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.9052   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.2797 

 Clemson 2P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2C and Clemson 3C 

Difference 0.944 t Ratio 0.66976   Difference 0.9257 t Ratio 0.64354 

Std Err Dif 1.4095 DF 9   Std Err Dif 1.4385 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 3.5277 Prob > |t| 0.5198   Upper CL Dif 3.5627 Prob > |t| 0.5359 

Lower CL Dif -1.64 Prob > t 0.2599   Lower CL Dif -1.711 Prob > t 0.268 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.7401   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.732 
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Table C-3:  ANOVA results for all max time 1-in data 

Clemson 1P and Clemson 2P   Clemson 2P and Clemson 2C 

Difference -0.0781 t Ratio -

0.64827   

Difference 0.0313 t Ratio 0.28272 

Std Err Dif 0.12053 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.11071 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.14281 Prob > |t| 0.533   Upper CL Dif 0.23424 Prob > |t| 0.7838 

Lower CL Dif -0.2991 Prob > t 0.7335   Lower CL Dif -0.1716 Prob > t 0.3919 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.2665   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.6081 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2P and Clemson 3C 

Difference -0.2683 t Ratio -

1.40806   
Difference 0.1358 t Ratio 0.75115 

Std Err Dif 0.19057 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.18079 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.081 Prob > |t| 0.1927   Upper CL Dif 0.46721 Prob > |t| 0.4717 

Lower CL Dif -0.6177 Prob > t 0.9036   Lower CL Dif -0.1956 Prob > t 0.2359 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.0964   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.7641 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 2C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 2C 

Difference -0.0468 t Ratio -

0.37155   

Difference -0.2215 t Ratio -

1.20043 

Std Err Dif 0.12605 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.18452 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.18423 Prob > |t| 0.7188   Upper CL Dif 0.11674 Prob > |t| 0.2606 

Lower CL Dif -0.2779 Prob > t 0.6406   Lower CL Dif -0.5597 Prob > t 0.8697 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.3594   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.1303 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 3C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 3C 

Difference 0.05767 t Ratio 0.3026 

  
Difference -0.326 t Ratio -

1.39675 

Std Err Dif 0.19057 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.2334 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.407 Prob > |t| 0.7691   Upper CL Dif 0.10185 Prob > |t| 0.196 

Lower CL Dif -0.2917 Prob > t 0.3845   Lower CL Dif -0.7539 Prob > t 0.902 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.6155   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.098 

 Clemson 2P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2C and Clemson 3C 

Difference -0.1902 t Ratio -

1.05205   

Difference 0.1045 t Ratio 0.56634 

Std Err Dif 0.18079 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.18452 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.14121 Prob > |t| 0.3202   Upper CL Dif 0.44274 Prob > |t| 0.585 

Lower CL Dif -0.5216 Prob > t 0.8399   Lower CL Dif -0.2337 Prob > t 0.2925 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.1601   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.7075 
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Table C-4:  ANOVA results for all min time 1-in data 

Clemson 1P and Clemson 2P   Clemson 2P and Clemson 2C 

Difference 0.00773 t Ratio 0.0159   Difference 0.5431 t Ratio 1.2155 

Std Err Dif 0.48643 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.4468 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 0.89941 Prob > |t| 0.9877   Upper CL Dif 1.3622 Prob > |t| 0.2551 

Lower CL Dif -0.884 Prob > t 0.4938   Lower CL Dif -0.276 Prob > t 0.1275 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.5062   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.8725 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2P and Clemson 3C 

Difference 0.3563 t Ratio 0.46331   Difference 0.9426 t Ratio 1.29186 

Std Err Dif 0.7691 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.7296 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 1.7662 Prob > |t| 0.6541   Upper CL Dif 2.2801 Prob > |t| 0.2286 

Lower CL Dif -1.0535 Prob > t 0.3271   Lower CL Dif -0.395 Prob > t 0.1143 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.6729   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.8857 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 2C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 2C 

Difference 0.5508 t Ratio 1.08278 

  
Difference -0.195 t Ratio -

0.26118 

Std Err Dif 0.5087 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.7447 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 1.4834 Prob > |t| 0.3071   Upper CL Dif 1.1706 Prob > |t| 0.7998 

Lower CL Dif -0.3817 Prob > t 0.1535   Lower CL Dif -1.56 Prob > t 0.6001 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.8465   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.3999 

 Clemson 1P and Clemson 3C   Clemson 1C and Clemson 3C 

Difference 0.9503 t Ratio 1.23562   Difference -0.594 t Ratio -0.6306 

Std Err Dif 0.7691 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.942 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 2.3602 Prob > |t| 0.2479   Upper CL Dif 1.1327 Prob > |t| 0.544 

Lower CL Dif -0.4595 Prob > t 0.1239   Lower CL Dif -2.321 Prob > t 0.728 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.8761   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.272 

 Clemson 2P and Clemson 1C   Clemson 2C and Clemson 3C 

Difference 0.3486 t Ratio 0.47777   Difference 0.3995 t Ratio 0.53647 

Std Err Dif 0.7296 DF 9   Std Err Dif 0.7447 DF 9 

Upper CL Dif 1.6861 Prob > |t| 0.6442   Upper CL Dif 1.7646 Prob > |t| 0.6046 

Lower CL Dif -0.9889 Prob > t 0.3221   Lower CL Dif -0.966 Prob > t 0.3023 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.6779   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.6977 
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Table C-5:  ANOVA results for all conventional verses porous 

6-in Conventional and Porous max   1-in Conventional and Porous max 

Difference 0.07217 t Ratio 0.86895   Difference 0.0175 t Ratio 0.20023 

Std Err Dif 0.08305 DF 12   Std Err Dif 0.0874 DF 12 

Upper CL Dif 0.22019 Prob > |t| 0.4019   Upper CL Dif 0.17327 Prob > |t| 0.8447 

Lower CL Dif -0.0759 Prob > t 0.201   Lower CL Dif -0.1383 Prob > t 0.4223 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.799   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.5777 

 6-in Conventional and Porous min   1-in Conventional and Porous min 

Difference -1.2691 t Ratio -2.0544 

  

Difference -0.5802 t Ratio -

1.81943 

Std Err Dif 0.6178 DF 12   Std Err Dif 0.3189 DF 12 

Upper CL Dif -0.1681 Prob > |t| 0.0624   Upper CL Dif -0.0118 Prob > |t| 0.0939 

Lower CL Dif -2.3702 Prob > t 0.9688   Lower CL Dif -1.1485 Prob > t 0.9531 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.0312*   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.0469* 

 6-in Differences   1-in Differences 

Difference -1.3413 t Ratio -2.3739 

  

Difference -0.5977 t Ratio -

2.21912 

Std Err Dif 0.565 DF 12   Std Err Dif 0.2693 DF 12 

Upper CL Dif -0.3343 Prob > |t| 0.0352*   Upper CL Dif -0.1177 Prob > |t| 0.0465* 

Lower CL Dif -2.3483 Prob > t 0.9824   Lower CL Dif -1.0777 Prob > t 0.9767 

Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.0176*   Confidence 0.9 Prob < t 0.0233* 
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Appendix D 

Box and Whisker Plots from ANOVA Tests 

 

 

Figure D-1:  Max 6-in plot for Clemson pavements 
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Figure D-2:  Min 6-in plot for Clemson pavements 
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Figure D-3:  Differences in max and min 6-in plot for Clemson pavements 
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Figure D-4:  Max 1-in plot for Clemson pavements 
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Figure D-5:  Min 1-in plot for Clemson pavements 



 137 

 

Figure D-6:  Differences in max and min 1-in plot for Clemson pavements 
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Figure D-7:  Max 6-in plot for Clemson conventional and porous pavements 
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Figure D-8:  Min 6-in plot for Clemson conventional and porous pavements 
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Figure D-9:  Differences in max and min 6-in plot for Clemson conventional and porous 

pavements 
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Figure D-10:  Max 1-in plot for Clemson conventional and porous pavements 
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Figure D-11:  Min 1-in plot for Clemson conventional and porous pavements 
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Figure D-12:  Differences in max and min 1-in plot for Clemson conventional and porous 

pavements 
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