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gure 65. Graph. Natchez. 2 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Liquid Limit.
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Figure 66. Graph. Natchez. 2 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Plastic Limit.
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Figure 67. Graph. Natchez. 2 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Plasticity Index.
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Figure 68. Graph. Natchez. 2 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Moisture Content.
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Figure 69. Graph. Natchez. 2 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Liquidity Index.
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Figure 70. Graph. Natchez. 4 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Liquid Limit.
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Figure 71. Graph. Natchez. 4 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Plastic Limit.
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Figure 72. Graph. Natchez. 4 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Plasticity Index.
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Figure 73. Graph. Natchez. 4 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Moisture Content.
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Figure 74. Graph. Natchez. 4 m Coil Bulk Conductivity vs. Liquidity Index.
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