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As part of this study, laboratory porosity determinations were (table 3). This indicates that the laboratory samples, many of which N T ‘ )
made on about 90 undisturbed bedrock samples using a helium- come from surface outcrops, are probably representative of the un-
gas expansion porosimeter. Results of 71 of these analyses are shown disturbed water-yielding sediments found at depth. The degree of
in table 2 with results of 23 effective-porosity determinations, This correlation demonstrated between the results of the two analytical
porosity data, data from Major and others (1982), selected data from techniques also supports the results of specific-yield and storage-
McConaghy and others (1964), and other unpublished porosity data coefficient determinations that are based in part on porosity data.
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