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Abstract:



Non-destructive soil water content determination is a fundamental component for many agricultural and environmental applications. The accuracy and costs of the sensors define the measurement scheme and the ability to fit the natural heterogeneous conditions. The aim of this study was to evaluate five commercially available and relatively cheap sensors usually grouped with impedance and FDR sensors. ThetaProbe ML2x (impedance) and ECH2O EC-10, ECH2O EC-20, ECH2O EC-5, and ECH2O TE (all FDR) were tested on silica sand and loess of defined characteristics under controlled laboratory conditions. The calibrations were carried out in nine consecutive soil water contents from dry to saturated conditions (pure water and saline water). The gravimetric method was used as a reference method for the statistical evaluation (ANOVA with significance level 0.05). Generally, the results showed that our own calibrations led to more accurate soil moisture estimates. Variance component analysis arranged the factors contributing to the total variation as follows: calibration (contributed 42%), sensor type (contributed 29%), material (contributed 18%), and dry bulk density (contributed 11%). All the tested sensors performed very well within the whole range of water content, especially the sensors ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O TE, which also performed surprisingly well in saline conditions.
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1. Introduction


Non-destructive soil water content determination is a fundamental component of agricultural applications such as precision agriculture and irrigation scheduling [1,2]. Several techniques exist for automated continuous point-scale soil water content measurements. For field application and sensor network realization, the costs of a single sensor need to be minimized and the lifetime needs to be maximized [3]. This study is focused on techniques based on dielectric characterization of the soil. Soil dielectric permittivity determination is applied in a variety of soil water sensing probes like Time Domain Reflectometry (TDR) [4,5,6,7] and Frequency Domain Reflectometry (FDR) [8,9,10,11,12,13]. Two publications related to sensors and their calibration and measurement accuracy for different soil conditions and influence of organic matter content were presented in 2016 [14,15]. Of these two methods, FDR is the more recent method and offers relatively accurate measurements for reasonable costs. The FDR and capacitance methods represent alternatives to TDR, which performs precisely but at a high price. They offer the possibility of continuous measurement and good applicability to various soils [16,17,18]. The disadvantage of the FDR sensors, which is often mentioned, is their high susceptibility to soil environmental effects [19,20]. The sensitivity of soil water content determination is mainly affected by parameters like the frequency of measurement, temperature, soil texture, soil bulk density, organic matter content, and electric conductivity. Chen and Or [19] concluded that the optimum frequency for measurement is 100 MHz. This frequency minimizes the effect of the so-called Maxwell–Wagner polarization.



Laboratory and field testing for different soil types is usually carried out by the producers of the sensors during the sensor development process. The producers usually provide customers with the results of tests for certain generalized basic soil types to cover soils from the whole world. This is why a lot of attention is paid to site- and purpose-specific calibrations e.g., [8,13,15,21,22,23,24,25,26,27]. The aim of such calibration is to obtain soil water content data with desirable accuracy. In order to obtain the highest possible accuracy, the abovementioned parameters need to be considered. It can be useful to identify a contribution of each parameter being considered. This knowledge can be helpful in a standard calibration methodology development. Although this aim has been discussed several times in specialized conferences [25,26], no standard calibration methodology has been presented yet. The aim of this study was not only to calibrate ThetaProbe ML2x, ECH2O EC-10, ECH2O EC-20, ECH2O EC-5, and ECH2O TE sensors, but also to contribute to the knowledge about the different factors affecting measurement accuracy.



Sensors based on a capacitance technique consist of a capacitor or condenser as a passive electronic component, consisting of a pair of conductors separated by a dielectric medium, while capacitance can be defined as the ability of two conductors to store charge when a voltage is applied across them [9]. Decagon Devices, Inc. (Pullman, WA, USA) developed various sensors based on a capacitance technique [28]; e.g., sensors from the ECH2O family EC-10, EC-20, EC-5, and ECH2O TE. The soil water content sensors are available in many varieties differing in length, size, and shape and with additional features such as temperature and electrical conductivity measurements. Factory calibrations show high variation in accuracy for different textural classes of soil and electrical conductivity [21,29,30]. Bogena et al. [3] published an evaluation of two low-cost soil water content sensors, ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O EC-20 (Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA) in comparison with a TDR probe under laboratory and field conditions. Capacitor sensors usually use measuring frequencies between 5 and 100 MHz. In this frequency range, the imaginary part of permittivity is significantly high, which is mainly due to the effect of high ionic conductivity and dielectric absorption [31,32]. Hence the sensors are highly affected by the electrical conductivity or salinity of the soil. Furthermore, the effect of temperature and the air gap between the probe sensing body and soil is significant [13].



Sensors based on an impedance technique determine the impedance of a coaxial transmission line, which depends on its physical dimensions and the dielectric permittivity of the soil porous medium. Gaskin and Miller [10,12] conducted initial research on the potential use of the impedance technique to determine soil water content. The Macaulay Land Use Research Institute in Aberdeen, Scotland has developed the probe and Delta-T Devices Ltd. (Cambridge, UK) produces it as a ThetaProbe ML2x for volumetric water content measurement. The ThetaProbe generates a 100 MHz sinusoidal signal and outputs the measured impedance of the sampling medium as an analogue DC voltage between 0 and 1 V. The 100 MHz signal frequency was chosen to minimize the effect of ionic conductivity [12]. The soil sampling volume consists of a cylindrical four-signal rod array approximately 4 cm in diameter and 6 cm long, surrounding a center signal rod [12,33].



The performance of the soil water sensor can be evaluated in terms of resolution, sensitivity, repeatability, precision, and accuracy. Resolution is commonly assumed to be the smallest change in the measured quantity that can be detected in the output reading [34]. Resolution can be expressed either as a proportion of the reading or in absolute terms [35]. Sensitivity is generally defined as the minimum input of physical parameter that will create a detectable output change [35] or the ratio of the change in sensor output to a change of the quantity to be measured [34]. Repeatability (sometimes called reproducibility) can be described as the degree to which an experiment can be accurately replicated by someone else. It can be used to describe the ability of a sensor to provide the same result under the same circumstances [36]. Precision is usually defined as the ability of a measurement to be consistently repeated. An ideal sensor would measure exactly the same value for a number of repeated measurements. The real sensors output a range of values spread close to the actual correct value [35]. The accuracy of the sensor can be defined as the maximum difference that will exist between the measured value and the true (real, actual) value determined by a standard reference procedure [35]. In other words, it is the ability of a measurement to match the actual value of the measured quantity.



In this study, the performance of five soil water content sensors, (i) impedance soil water probe ThetaProbe ML2x (Delta-T Devices, Ltd., Cambridge, UK); and FDR (ii) ECH2O EC-10; (iii) ECH2O EC-20; (iv) ECH2O EC-5; and (v) ECH2O TE (Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA), was evaluated in terms of the accuracy in comparison with a standard gravimetric method to determine the water content in soils. Although a new version of ThetaProbe (ML3) and new sensors made by Decagon are being produced, the tested sensors are still widely used in praxis and research. Factory-set and our own calibration equations were applied in order to evaluate the ability of the sensor to determine the water content of artificially prepared soil profiles of three different dry bulk densities. The sensors were tested in two porous materials (silica sand, loess) and the effect of electrical conductivity was also considered. The use of silica sand ensured repeatable creations of profiles of different water contents/electrical conductivity, so the accuracy of the measurement was not affected by other factors such as the non-homogeneity of the profiles. The effect of temperature was minimized by performing the experiments under controlled laboratory conditions at a constant temperature of 20 °C.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Methods to Determine Soil Water Contents


2.1.1. Referential Method


The water content determination by standard gravimetric method was used in this study [37]. Standard cylindrical sampling rings of 100 cm3 were taken, weighed, and dried in an oven at 105 °C until they reached a constant weight. The mass of water present in the sample is given by the difference in mass between the wet and dry sample. Water content by mass is defined as the mass of water divided by the mass of dry soil. The conversion into volumetric equivalent can be done by multiplying the gravimetric water content by the dry bulk density of the sample, with a knowledge of water density (the density of water was assumed to be 1.0 g·cm−3). The volumetric water content was calculated using Equation (1):
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(1)




where [image: there is no content] (M·L−3) is the dry bulk density to which the material is packed, and mw (M) and md (M) are the wet and dry material samples taken from the container.




2.1.2. Instrumental Methods


ThetaProbe ML2x (Delta-T Devices Ltd., Cambridge, UK)


ThetaProbe (Figure 1) is a commonly used impedance sensor that generates 100 MHz sinusoidal signal and outputs the measured impedance of the sampling medium as an analogue DC voltage between 0 and 1 V for a range of dielectric constant, ε, between 1 and 32, corresponding to a volumetric water content of approximately 0.5 m3·m−3. ThetaProbe consists of a waterproof housing containing an electronic circuit and an array of four parallel stainless steel rods (3 mm in diameter and 60 mm long). The sampling volume is defined by the dimensions of the probe: a cylinder of 40 mm in diameter and 60 mm long surrounding the centrally located signal rod (volume of approximately 75 cm3). The impedance of this array corresponds with the impedance of the soil, which has two components, apparent dielectric constant and ionic conductivity. The effect of ionic conductivity was minimized by employing a frequency of 100 MHz and thus the soil impedance changes depend almost solely on the apparent dielectric constant of the soil. The apparent dielectric constant of the soil is determined by the soil moisture, because the dielectric constant of water (~81) is much higher than the soil particles (3–5) and that of the air (1). The details of the measuring technique can be found in the works of Gaskin and Miller [10,12].


Figure 1. ThetaProbe scheme and dimensions [33].
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The relationship between ThetaProbe output (V) and square root of dielectric constant ([image: there is no content]) can be fitted by a linear or third-order polynomial relationship (Equations (2) and (3)):
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(2)
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(3)







The relationship between water content θ and ThetaProbe voltage output V was defined as follows:


[image: there is no content]



(4)
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(5)




where a0 and a1 are 1.6 and 8.4, respectively, for mineral soil.



The manufacturers rated the accuracy of this generalized calibration at ±5.0% of volumetric water content [33]. To minimize the error in the generalized calibration, the manufacturer recommends using a soil-specific (own) calibration. According to the manufacturer, by executing a soil-specific calibration, the rated accuracy increases up to ±1.0% of volumetric water content θ. To perform a soil-specific calibration, the manufacturer recommends two different approaches: (i) a two-point technique and (ii) direct regression analysis.



(i) A two-point technique requires two raw output readings, one for the initially moist sample and the second for the dried sample (θ ≈ 0). Calibration coefficients a0 and a1 are determined from the wet and dry readings compared to the water contents determined by a referential (gravimetric) method. If the volumetric water content θ ≈ 0, the value of a0 is equal to [image: there is no content], which can be directly calculated by substituting the probe raw output from the dry sand/soil according to Equations (2) or (3). Then, after calculating the [image: there is no content] for the wet material and substituting it into the following formula together with the known values of a0 and θ, a1 can be obtained from the following equation:
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(6)




where ε0 [-] and εw [-] are the dry and wet dielectric permittivity, respectively, and θ is the volumetric water content.



With known values of a1 and a0, the volumetric water content can be calculated using Equation (4) for linear conversion and using Equation (5) for polynomial conversion of ThetaProbe output in V to [image: there is no content].



(ii) The direct regression analysis relates the raw probe output and the volumetric water content determined by the gravimetric method. Although Delta-T dataloggers are able to store a linear or non-linear conversion characteristic permanently in their software using a linearization table, an Excel spreadsheet) was used to develop the calibration equations (linear and third-order polynomial type) in this study.




Sensors from the ECH2O Family (Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA)


Sensors from the ECH2O family are widely available and use devices employing capacitance technique to determine the soil water content. In principal, the capacitance technique of soil water content determines the dielectric permittivity of the medium by measuring the charge time of a capacitor, using the soil as a dielectric medium. All sensors from the ECH2O family determine water content by using a dielectric measurement; the ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 use a measurement frequency of about 10 MHz, while ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O TE use a measurement frequency of 70 MHz. In addition to volumetric water content, the sensor ECH2O TE also measures the temperature and bulk electrical conductivity. The dimensions of ECH20 EC-10 are as follows: 14.5 cm (total length) × 3.17 cm (sensor width) × 0.15 cm (sensor thickness); while they are 25.4 cm × 3.17 cm × 0.15 cm for ECH2O EC-20. The sampling volume of the sensors ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 is approximately 0.7–1 cm around the sensor and runs along the length on both sides of the 10 or 20 cm long probe [24]. The manufacturer declared a 2-cm zone of influence with respect to the flat surface with very little or no sensitivity at the extreme edges of the probes [38]. Considering the dimensions, the sampling volume for ECH2O EC-10 can be approximated to 125 cm3, and 250 cm3 for ECH2O EC-20. While ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 differ only in the length over which the measurement is being averaged, ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O TE were completely redesigned. ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O TE use the same circuitry, but ECH2O TE has digital output instead of analog (voltage) output like the others. The dimensions of ECH20 EC-5 are as follows: 8.9 cm (total length) × 1.8 cm (sensor width) × 0.7 cm (sensor thickness); while they are 10.0 cm × 3.2 cm × 0.7 cm for ECH2O TE. The sampling volume (maximum measurement volume) of the ECH20 EC-5 and ECH2O TE sensors is declared by the manufacturer [39] to be 240 cm3 for ECH20 EC-5 and 715 cm3 for ECH2O TE.



The schemes and dimensions of the tested sensors from the ECH2O family (ECH2O EC-10, ECH2O EC-20, ECH2O EC-5, and ECH2O TE) are displayed in Figure 2.


Figure 2. Scheme of tested soil water sensors from the ECH2O family (Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA).
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Calibration equations for ECH2O EC-5, ECH2O EC-10, and ECH2O EC-20 given by the manufacturer are available in two forms: (i) applicable when a Decagon (Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA) datalogger is used and (ii) applicable when a non-Decagon datalogger is used. The ECH2O TE probe provides data in a digital form, so there is only one calibration equation for all datalogger types. Manufacturers’ calibration equations (factory calibration) used in this study with the Decagon datalogger are displayed in Table 1.



Table 1. Factory calibration equations for sensors from the ECH2O family using Decagon datalogger (Equations (8)–(11)).







	
Sensor Type

	
Calibration Equation

	
Equation Number






	
ECH2O TE

	
θ = 10.90 × 10−4RAW − 0.629

	
(8)




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
θ = 8.50 × 10−4RAW − 0.480

	
(9)




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
θ = 5.71 × 10−4RAW − 0.376

	
(10)




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
θ = 4.24 × 10−4RAW − 0.290

	
(11)










In this study, the standard calibration procedure for capacitance probes based on [40] was used. The calibration equations derived for sensors from the ECH2O family use a linear regression analysis of the results from gravimetrically determined volumetric water content and probe raw output readings. The simple general model is given as (Equation (7)):
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(7)




where C is a constant, intercept of the linear regression line, and m is the slope of the regression line, while Y is the soil volumetric water content θ(-) and X is the raw output reading of the probe (RAW). This calibration model is the one that is consistently used by the manufacturer.






2.2. Experimental Setup


As is indicated by the manufacturers, conducting soil-specific calibration following the recommended procedures increases the possibility of achieving better accuracy in volumetric soil water content measurements. Due to this fact and in order to compare the results from this work with the data provided by the manufacturers, precise application of the recommended procedures was maintained. In this study, both types of sensors (from the ECH2O family and ThetaProbe), were calibrated in laboratory conditions with a constant temperature of 20 °C for two porous materials; (i) silica sand and (ii) loess. The silica sand (produced by Sklopísek Střeleč, a.s., Czech Republic) had a high content of SiO2 (about 98.6%) and its particle size ranged from 0.063 to 0.400 mm with a mean diameter of 0.14 mm. The particle density of 2.65 g·cm−3 was determined by the water pycnometer method. The loess (Haplic Chernozem, substrate loess) was taken from the experimental field of the Czech University of Life Sciences, Prague, Czech Republic. The field is located at an altitude of 286 m above sea level with latitude 50°08′ N and longitude 14°24′ E. The average surface dry bulk density measured at 5-cm intervals up to 20 cm depth varied from 1.3 to 1.5 g·cm−3 with average particle density of 2.5 g·cm−3 [41].



The sieved material (particles smaller than 2 mm in diameter) was packed into a calibration container of rectangular shape with dimensions of 33 cm (length) × 23 cm (width) × 13 cm (height) with a volume of 10 L. The sand/soil was packed as homogeneously throughout the container as possible. The sand/soil was packed layer by layer in eight layers; each layer, about 1.6 cm thick, was packed and compacted into its defined volume and dry bulk density before adding the next one. The procedure to create rather homogeneous dry bulk density of sand/soil packing is almost identical to the procedure published several times in the scientific literature, for example in [23]. For sand, three different levels of dry bulk density were prepared for each tested sensor; (i) loose; (ii) moderate; and (iii) compact packing. (i) Loose packing (LP) for sensors from the ECH2O family had an average dry bulk density of 1.00 g·cm−3 and 1.16 g·cm−3 for testing the ThetaProbe; (ii) Moderate packing (MP) for sensors from the ECH2O family had an average dry bulk density of 1.20 g·cm−3 and 1.35 g·cm−3 for testing of the ThetaProbe; (iii) Compact packing (CP) for sensors from the ECH2O family had an average dry bulk density of 1.40 g·cm−3 and 1.62 g·cm−3 for testing of the ThetaProbe. Two 10-L containers (see above) were prepared for each tested soil water content. Sensors from the ECH2O family were placed together into one container, while ThetaProbe was placed in the other one. Unfortunately, the same values of dry bulk densities were not reached in the second container where the ThetaProbe was tested. This fact made a direct comparison with the ECH2O sensors more difficult; however, three levels (LP, MP and CP) were observed. Attention was paid to the homogeneity of the bulk density evaluated, for comparison on three cores (applied classical “core method” for determination of dry bulk density) taken from a box of certain bulk density at the end of each sensor test (see again [23]). For the Chernozem soil, only one level of dry bulk density was prepared and evaluated, an average of 1.20 g·cm−3. This value was difficult to obtain for higher soil water contents, namely 29% and 39% by volume, when values of dry bulk density reached 1.30 and 1.35 g·cm−3; the dry bulk density referred to in the remainder of the text as moderate packing (MP).



When the measurement was finished an undisturbed soil sample (100 cm3) was taken from the surface at each soil water content step to check the soil water content and dry bulk density of each container. The sensors ECH2O EC-5, ECH2O TE, and ThetaProbe were inserted vertically from the surface into the filled container, while sensors ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 were fully buried horizontally. The insertion angle was thus an issue of difference. However, the effect of the insertion angle was tested using sand with a constant dry bulk density (CP with a value of 1.5 g·cm−3) and water content (15.0 vol %). No statistically significant difference was observed for insertion angle (vertical, horizontal) for each of the tested sensors (SD ranged from 0.0 to 0.68 mV for vertical installation and from 0.0 to 0.90 mV for horizontal installation). The main source of non-unified results can be attributed to the achieved level of homogeneity rather than to the insertion angle.



Special attention was paid to the sensor placement within the container; sensor dimensions, sampling volumes, and measurement ranges were taken into account to ensure unaffected measurements. A plastic spoon was used to dig a shallow trench in the half-full soil container for a full length of ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 sensors. The sensors were placed in the same depth (on the fourth soil/sand layer) next to each other, 5 cm from the plastic side of the container. Each sensor was set into its own trench with its long axis horizontally located and the flat plane of the probe oriented vertically. A small amount of sand or soil material was added over the probes and evenly packed on both sides of the probes. The same procedure was repeated until the probe was completely buried under the sand/soil material with the desired dry bulk density. Then the container was topped up again in layers. Then the ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O TE sensors were fully inserted from the surface; there was a 3 cm thick soil/sand layer between the edges of the ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O TE prongs and depth with plates of the ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 sensors (considering the 2-cm range of ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 sensors, 1 cm of maximal reach from the prongs’ tips, and the 3 cm soil/sand layer) [38,39]. Each sensor was also 5 cm from the plastic side of the container and 10 cm from each other [39].



This packing procedure was repeated for eight different water contents for sensors from ECH2O family and for nine different water contents for testing the ThetaProbe for each type of packing. The standard method, which is recommended by Decagon Devices Inc. in their calibration procedure, was used. The soil moisture was changed in one direction only by step-by-step wetting and uniformly mixing throughout until it almost reached saturation, so the effect of the hysteresis could be neglected. After the probes were inserted, readings were taken with an Em50 datalogger (Decagon Devices, Inc., Pullman, WA, USA) for sensors from the ECH2O family and an HH2 moisture meter (Delta-T Devices Ltd., Cambridge, UK) for ThetaProbe. The data were collected as unprocessed output, raw reading, or voltage in mV and as volumetric water content in %, which was used in the quality evaluation of the factory calibration.



The performance of the probes was also studied with respect to their sensitivity to changes in the electrical conductivity of the sand. A solution prepared by dissolving 2 g of Sodium Chloride (NaCl) into distilled water was used to wet the silica sand packed to THE desired dry bulk density of (1.35 g·cm−3). The silica sand was wetted from its air dry water content up to near saturation and 6 to 7 points of soil water measurements were taken for different levels of water content. Then the same soil was allowed to air dry again, so the other set of measurements following the same wetting procedure was evaluating the probes’ performance for more saline conditions. This procedure was repeated one more time to obtain three levels of sand salinity.




2.3. Sensor Performance Evaluation


The sensor performance was evaluated mainly with respect to accuracy, meaning how close the measured values of soil water content were in comparison with the “true” values determined by the reference method (volumetric water content based on the determination by the gravimetric method).



2.3.1. Absolute Difference (AD)


In the literature [42], the absolute difference between two real numbers is defined as the distance on the real line between these two points. Doležal et al. [22] used the absolute difference for evaluation of measurement accuracy of ThetaProbe sensors. The absolute difference can be described by the following equation:
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(12)




where θreal is the volumetric water content determined by multiplying the dry bulk density by the gravimetric sand/soil water content and θmeasured is the volumetric water content determined by the particular soil water sensor based on the factory and our own calibration equations.




2.3.2. Standard Deviation (SD)


Standard deviation is one of the most used measures quantifying the amount of variation of a set of data, describing how tightly all the data are clustered around the mean of the dataset. Its value is strongly influenced by outlying values [43]. Standard deviation is expressed in the same units as the data being evaluated. A standard deviation close to 0 indicates that the data points tend to be very close to the mean value of the dataset, while a high value of standard deviation indicates that the data points are spread out over a wide range of values. The standard deviation of a sample of the population can be calculated as follows:
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(13)




where θ is the water content under an evaluation, [image: there is no content] is the mean value of the data set (water content under evaluation), and n is the number of measurement points.




2.3.3. Root Mean Square Error (RMSE)


Root mean square error or root mean square deviation is a frequently used measure of the difference between the value predicted by a model and the “real” value actually observed. The root mean square error represents the sample standard deviation of the differences between predicted and observed values. The root mean square error was used as a measure of accuracy in different published works dealing with soil water content determination [3,8,44]. Root mean square error is a good measure of accuracy when comparing different models to predict only a particular variable, because it is a scale-dependent measure. Root mean square error can be calculated using Equation (14):
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(14)




where θreal is the volumetric water content determined by multiplying the dry bulk density by the gravimetric sand/soil water content, θmeasured is the volumetric water content determined by the particular soil water sensor based on the factory and our own calibration equations, and n is the number of measurement points.




2.3.4. Coefficient of Determination


Coefficient of determination is a measure used in statistical model analysis to evaluate how well a model explains and/or predicts future outcomes. It is used as an accuracy indicator for the applied model. In general, a model fits the data well if the differences between the observed values and the values predicted by a model are small and unbiased. The coefficient of determination can be defined as the percentage of the response variable variation that is explained by a model; its value in percentage is always between 0 and 100. In general, the higher the value the better the model fits the data; however, it cannot determine whether the coefficient estimates and predictions are biased [45]. The coefficient of determination is usually denoted as R2, r2, or R-square, referring to the squared value of correlation coefficient, r. The correlation coefficient measures the strength and direction of a relationship (linear) between two variables. The value of the correlation coefficient is between −1 and +1; the + sign is used for positive linear correlation, while the – sign is used for negative correlation. If there is not any or a weak correlation, the value of r is close to 0.



The mathematical formula for computing the correlation coefficient is as follows:


r=N∑i=1Nxiyi−∑i=1Nxi∑i=1Nyi[N∑i=1Nxi2−(∑i=1Nxi)2][N∑i=1Nyi2−(∑i=1Nyi)2]



(15)




where xi is an independent variable, yi is a dependent variable, and N denotes the number of data pairs xi and yi.




2.3.5. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)


Analysis of variance is a particular form of statistical hypothesis testing used in the analysis of experimentally observed data. It can be used as an explanatory tool to explain observations. The calculations of ANOVA can be characterized as computing a number of means and variances, dividing two variances and comparing the ratio to a “true” value to determine statistical significance. The effect of any treatment is estimated by taking the difference between the mean of the observations that receive the treatment and the general mean [46]. Analysis of variance is usually performed in order to confirm a statistically significant difference between groups on some variable. Analysis of variance on significance level α = 0.05 for RMSE values of soil water contents determined by gravimetric method and by tested sensor application was carried out in this study.






3. Results


3.1. Results for ThetaProbe ML2x (Delta-T Devices Ltd., Cambridge, UK)


The soil-specific calibration of the ThetaProbe was carried out for sand/soil material by both of the above described approaches: (i) a two-point technique and (ii) direct regression analysis. The factory and our own values of calibration constants a0 and a1 are described in the table below (Table 2). The possible range of parameters a0 and a1 given by the manufacturer for mineral soils is between 1 and 2 for a0 and between 7.6 and 8.6 for a1. Just on the basis of comparisons of obtained values of a0 and a1 for our own linear and our own polynomial calibrations for sand/soil material, no significant improvement of soil water determination was expected. Some of the values of a1 were outside of the commonly obtained range of values. This is supported by higher values of RMSE for most of the water content data based on our own two-point calibrations (Table 3).



Table 2. Values of factory and own constants a0 and a1 for two-point ThetaProbe calibration equations for sand/soil materials.







	
Type of Conversion

	
Constants

	
Loose Packing (Sand)

	
Moderate Packing (Sand)

	
Compact Packing (Sand)

	
Moderate Packing (Soil)






	
Linear conversion of V output to [image: there is no content]

	
a0

	
1.46

	
1.47

	
1.49

	
1.72




	
a1

	
5.29

	
7.06

	
8.1

	
9.02




	
Polynomial conversion of V output to [image: there is no content]

	
a0

	
1.54

	
1.56

	
1.58

	
1.85




	
a1

	
5.34

	
7.02

	
7.88

	
7.96




	
Factory settings for mineral soils

	
a0

	
1.6




	
a1

	
8.4










Table 3. Performance comparison of factory and own calibrations for two-point calibration approach of ThetaProbe: R2 values, average AD (vol %), and RMSE values (vol %).







	
Calibration Type

	
Tested Material

	
Packing

	
R2

	
Average AD (vol %)

	
RMSE (vol %)






	
Linear factory

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.953

	
1.88

	
2.32




	
Polynomial factory

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.949

	
1.89

	
2.45




	
Linear own

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.953

	
2.05

	
2.42




	
Polynomial own

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.949

	
2.03

	
2.36




	
Linear factory

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.982

	
4.51

	
4.73




	
Polynomial factory

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.991

	
3.40

	
3.61




	
Linear own

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.982

	
6.17

	
9.06




	
Polynomial own

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.991

	
4.98

	
7.08




	
Linear factory

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.998

	
2.64

	
2.95




	
Polynomial factory

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.999

	
1.77

	
1.91




	
Linear own

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.998

	
3.64

	
4.89




	
Polynomial own

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.999

	
2.34

	
3.14




	
Linear factory

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.990

	
2.35

	
2.17




	
Polynomial factory

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.995

	
1.21

	
1.16




	
Linear own

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.990

	
3.01

	
2.78




	
Polynomial own

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.995

	
1.36

	
1.36










Based on the results, the determination of own parameters for the two-point calibration approach cannot be recommended for sand/soil materials tested in this study, as slightly less accurate results of soil water content measurement were obtained in comparison with the simple use of factory calibration settings. This result is in agreement with studies [11,47] that concluded that the difficulty especially in sandy soil originates in the pore system’s instability in dry conditions and thus affects the a0 determination. On the contrary, the second approach (obtaining our own calibration equations by direct regression analysis) provided better results than those based on the factory calibration settings. Our own linear and third-order polynomial equations are listed in Table 4. The better accuracy obtained by application of our own linear and third-order polynomial equations is confirmed by the lower values of AD and RMSE (Table 5). A graphical comparison of the real volumetric water contents obtained on the basis of the gravimetric method and the volumetric water contents measured by ThetaProbe using factory and our own linear and polynomial calibration equations described in Table 4 is presented in Figure 3.


Figure 3. Graphical comparison of the real volumetric water contents obtained on the basis of the gravimetric method and volumetric water contents measured by ThetaProbe using factory and our own linear and polynomial calibration equations.
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Table 4. Own linear and third-order polynomial calibration equations for ThetaProbe (direct regression approach).







	
Tested Material

	
Packing

	
Regression Type

	
Equation






	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
Linear

	
y = 49.734x − 5.672




	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
Third-order polynomial

	
y = 360.14x3 − 596.55x2 + 355.24x − 52.53




	
Sand

	
Loose

	
Linear

	
y = 41.925x + 1.329




	
Sand

	
Loose

	
Third-order polynomial

	
y = 63.827x3 − 101.39x2 + 86.101x − 3.236




	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
Linear

	
y = 43.703x − 0.421




	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
Third-order polynomial

	
y = 43.165x3 − 59.145x2 + 66.790x − 2.788




	
Sand

	
Compact

	
Linear

	
y = 45.577x − 1.886




	
Sand

	
Compact

	
Third-order polynomial

	
y = 115.52x3 − 155.39x2 + 105.12x − 8.1418










Table 5. Performance comparison of factory (displayed in Table 3) and our own calibrations for direct regression approach of ThetaProbe: R2 values, averaged AD (vol %), and RMSE values (vol %).







	
Calibration Type

	
Tested Material

	
Packing

	
R2

	
Average AD (vol %)

	
RMSE (vol %)






	
Linear own

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.953

	
1.78

	
1.46




	
Polynomial own

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.999

	
0.19

	
0.16




	
Linear own

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.982

	
0.92

	
1.08




	
Polynomial own

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.997

	
0.35

	
0.47




	
Linear own

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.998

	
0.34

	
0.41




	
Polynomial own

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.999

	
0.22

	
0.24




	
Linear own

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.990

	
0.79

	
1.10




	
Polynomial own

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.997

	
0.59

	
0.62











3.2. Results for Sensors from the ECH2O Family (Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA)


The soil-specific calibration of the four selected sensors from the ECH2O family (ECH2O EC-10, ECH2O EC-20, ECH2O EC-5, and ECH2O TE) was carried out for sand/soil material using the direct regression approach. Our own linear calibration equations for loose, moderate, and compact packing of sand and moderate packing of soil are displayed in Table 6.



Table 6. Our own linear calibration equations for sensors from the ECH2O family (RAW is the sensor output in mV and θ is water content in vol %).







	
Sensor Type

	
Material

	
Packing

	
Calibration Equation






	
ECH2O TE

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.1248 RAW − 76.164




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.0949 RAW − 53.587




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.0906 RAW − 66.463




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.0686 RAW − 54.38




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
θ = 0.0689 RAW − 34.96




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
θ = 0.0671 RAW − 31.113




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
θ = 0.1097 RAW − 52.722




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
θ = 0.0836 RAW − 40.528




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.0831 RAW − 44.811




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.0734 RAW − 37.168




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.0722 RAW − 32.798




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
θ = 0.0567 RAW − 25.485




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
θ = 0.0951 RAW − 53.7




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
θ = 0.0815 RAW − 43.313




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
θ = 0.0557 RAW − 26.018




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
θ = 0.0450 RAW − 21.359










The ability of the sensor to provide an accurate soil water content measurement was described graphically (Figure 4) and evaluated by the same statistical measures as ThetaProbe; determination coefficient R2, absolute difference AD (vol %), and RMSE (vol %). These statistics are summarized in Table 7 and discussed later on.


Figure 4. Graphical comparison of the real volumetric water contents obtained on the basis of gravimetric method and volumetric water contents measured by the sensors from the ECH2O family using factory and our own linear calibration equations.
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Table 7. Performance comparison of factory and own calibrations for direct regression approach of sensors from ECH2O family: R2 values, average AD (vol %) and RMSE values (vol %).







	

	

	

	
Factory Linear Calibration

	
Own Linear Calibration




	
Sensor Type

	
Material

	
Packing

	
R2

	
Average AD (vol %)

	
RMSE (vol %)

	
R2

	
Average AD (vol %)

	
RMSE (vol %)






	
ECH2O TE

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.962

	
2.25

	
2.88

	
0.962

	
1.98

	
2.31




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.977

	
2.97

	
3.07

	
0.977

	
1.54

	
1.80




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.968

	
4.83

	
5.81

	
0.968

	
1.91

	
2.12




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Soil

	
Moderate

	
0.972

	
4.84

	
5.83

	
0.972

	
1.81

	
1.97




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.963

	
1.34

	
3.68

	
0.992

	
0.49

	
0.62




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.982

	
3.40

	
5.85

	
0.982

	
0.77

	
0.93




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.926

	
13.06

	
16.43

	
0.928

	
1.45

	
1.86




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Loose

	
0.811

	
11.90

	
15.08

	
0.810

	
2.17

	
3.02




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.983

	
1.27

	
2.80

	
0.983

	
0.95

	
1.11




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.986

	
1.56

	
3.28

	
0.986

	
0.85

	
0.98




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.917

	
11.81

	
15.05

	
0.917

	
2.07

	
2.43




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Moderate

	
0.930

	
11.26

	
13.93

	
0.930

	
1.96

	
2.23




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.976

	
1.35

	
2.16

	
0.978

	
1.19

	
1.44




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.981

	
1.29

	
2.61

	
0.981

	
1.09

	
1.32




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.977

	
7.18

	
10.02

	
0.963

	
0.38

	
0.49




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
0.993

	
7.87

	
10.02

	
0.991

	
0.75

	
0.90











3.3. Performance Evaluation of Tested Sensors to Measure the Water Content in Saline Conditions


The performance of all tested sensors was also evaluated for their possible use in the field with saline irrigation water. The test was carried out for sandy medium of a dry bulk density of 1.35 g·cm−3 (compact packing). The saline irrigation water was prepared as a solution of 2 g of table salt (NaCl) in 1.0 L of distilled water, creating a solution with electrical conductivity (EC) of 3300 mS·m−1. The sand was wetted by the salt solution step by step in six or seven stages from dry to ca. 25 vol %. After the measurements at the last stage the sand was dried (the water evaporated while the salt remained) and another wetting procedure with the salt solution started. In total, three rounds of drying/wetting of the sand were carried out, simulating the repeated use of saline water for irrigation. A set of reference data based on non-saline water application was also prepared (salinity 0) and volumetric water contents were used for the “Reference line” construction. Factory linear calibrations (Equation (8) for ThetaProbe and equations displayed in Table 1 for sensors from the ECH2O family) and our own linear calibration equations for sandy material under compact packing (equations displayed in Table 4 for ThetaProbe and in Table 6 for sensors from the ECH2O family) were applied to evaluate the ability of the sensor to accurately measure the volumetric water content in saline conditions. Both factory and our own linear calibrations performed quite well for all tested sensors for the first round of the drying/wetting cycle. The more saline the conditions, the higher the AD between the measured and real values of volumetric water contents. Furthermore, with increasing salinity (after the second and third rounds of the drying/wetting cycle), the sensors ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 performed poorly, consistently and significantly overestimating the real volumetric water contents. For the first round of the drying/wetting cycle, the averaged AD ranged between 0.64 vol % (ECH2O TE) and 4.09 vol % (ECH2O EC-20). For the second and third rounds the ADs were much bigger for sensors ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 (average AD ranged between 10.36 vol % and 16.74 vol %) when compared to the other three tested sensors, where the average AD ranged between 1.75 vol % and 16.74 vol %. Our own linear calibrations performed quite well only for three out of the five tested sensors. ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 practically failed to measure the volumetric water content in saline conditions (after the second round of wetting by saline water). The AD between the real volumetric water contents and those measured by the sensors ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 increased significantly after the second and again after the third round of the drying/wetting cycle (the average AD started at about 12 vol %, than increased up to about 21 vol %, and for the third round the values reached about 27 vol %). Detailed AD and RMSE values for all five tested sensors for factory and our own linear calibrations are presented in Table 8. Probably the best and most stable measurements over the range of all three rounds of drying/wetting cycles with saline water application was provided by ECH2O EC-5, regardless of the calibration type (linear or our own). Also, ThetaProbe provided very stable and linearly related results with slightly higher AD than ECH2O EC-5 for more saline conditions (after the second and third rounds of the wetting/drying cycle). However, the accuracy of the measurements was within an acceptable range for the first and second rounds of the wetting/drying cycle (RMSE < 5 vol %). The accuracy can be improved in more saline conditions by using salinity-specific calibration because of the stable and linear outcome when relating measured and real volumetric water contents, which were consistently overestimated.



Table 8. Performance comparison of factory and our own linear calibrations for all five tested sensors in saline conditions: average AD (vol %) and RMSE values (vol %).







	

	
Factory Linear Calibration

	
Own Linear Calibration




	
Sensor Type

	
Material

	
Packing

	
Salinity 1

	
Average AD (vol %)

	
RMSE (vol %)

	
Average AD (vol %)

	
RMSE (vol %)






	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
1st round

	
0.64

	
0.72

	
0.42

	
0.62




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
1st round

	
2.81

	
2.90

	
0.92

	
0.95




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
1st round

	
4.03

	
4.42

	
10.73

	
11.51




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
1st round

	
4.09

	
4.49

	
12.95

	
13.66




	
ThetaProbe

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
1st round

	
1.32

	
1.63

	
2.00

	
2.03




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
2nd round

	
1.82

	
1.93

	
0.93

	
1.07




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
2nd round

	
1.75

	
2.37

	
1.41

	
1.43




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
2nd round

	
11.11

	
12.23

	
20.55

	
21.43




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
2nd round

	
10.36

	
11.22

	
21.25

	
21.79




	
ThetaProbe

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
2nd round

	
3.79

	
4.31

	
4.65

	
4.79




	
ECH2O TE

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
3rd round

	
4.63

	
4.71

	
3.49

	
3.52




	
ECH2O EC-5

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
3rd round

	
1.80

	
1.97

	
2.53

	
2.91




	
ECH2O EC-10

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
3rd round

	
16.74

	
17.12

	
26.62

	
26.87




	
ECH2O EC-20

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
3rd round

	
16.06

	
16.45

	
27.39

	
27.61




	
ThetaProbe

	
Sand

	
Compact

	
3rd round

	
7.58

	
7.64

	
7.70

	
7.71








1 Increasing salinity level due to repeated saline water application on the sand material; 1st round = the initially dry sand was wetted by saline water, then the water was evaporated (salt remained) and new wetting with saline water started = 2nd round, etc.








A graphical comparison of the ability of the tested sensors to measure the volumetric water content under saline conditions using factory and own linear calibrations is given in Figure 5.


Figure 5. Performance of all tested sensors for three rounds of saline water applications for a sand media and compact packing using factory and our own linear calibration equations.
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Analysis of variance based on the RMSE values for measured and real volumetric water contents confirmed some expectations and also revealed some surprising results. The five tested sensors were grouped into two homogeneous groups that performed significantly differently from each other. Good performance was provided by sensors from the ECH2O family working on higher frequency (ECH2O EC-5, ECH2O TE (LS mean cca 1.8 vol %) and ThetaProbe (LS mean cca 4.0 vol %)) but worse performance was seen for the ECH2O sensors working at lower frequencies (ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 (LS mean cca 14.1 vol %)). As expected, the higher the salt content, the higher the value of RMSE; however, ECH2O EC-5 also performed very well after the third round of the drying/wetting cycle, not differing much from the reference line when non-saline water was applied (Figure 6 and Figure 7). Figure 7 also presents a statistical comparison of ECH2O EC-5 with other four tested sensors, showing significantly higher RMSE values for measurements with ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20.


Figure 6. Real and measured volumetric water contents determined by ECH2O EC-5 for all three rounds of the drying/wetting cycle with saline water application with an indication of a reference line that was based on non-saline water application.
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Figure 7. Sensor performance comparison based on RMSE (vol %) values for saline conditions.
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4. Discussion


4.1. Discussion of the Results of ThetaProbe ML2x


The analysis of variance showed a statistically significant relationship between RMSE and both predictor variables (calibration type and packing) at the 95.0% confidence level. The predictor material was removed from the model as it was shown that this predictor does not have a statistically significant relationship with the RMSE. Practically no statistically significant differences were obtained when all types of ThetaProbe calibration were compared (Figure 8); however, some improvement in accuracy was obtained when our own linear and third-order polynomial calibrations were determined using the direct regression approach. The effect of dry bulk density factor (packing) shows the importance of good contact between the probe sensing rods and soil/sand particles, because significantly higher RMSE values were obtained for loose packing (Figure 9). All the results indicate the need for our own calibration (direct regression approach) for sand/soil with lower values of dry bulk density.


Figure 8. ThetaProbe—means and 95.0% LSD intervals of analysis of variance for RMSE and calibration type.
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Figure 9. ThetaProbe—means and 95.0% LSD intervals of analysis of variance for RMSE and packing.
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Recently, wireless sensor network technology has been used for catchment-scale measurements and hydrological processes descriptions, e.g., [48,49]. According to [11], ThetaProbe has received acceptance in the remote sensing community for soil water content measurements at the soil surface [50]. The field soil-specific calibrations based on the direct regression approach can lead to more precise outcomes and thus justify its labor and cost.




4.2. Discussion of the Results for Sensors from the ECH2O Family


When evaluating the performance of sensors from the ECH2O family, it is necessary to mention the fact that the sensors have different sizes, shapes, and operating frequencies. The first two factors are suppressed by the used homogeneous material placed in a large rectangular container of a volume of 10 L. According to the applied operating frequency, the sensors from the ECH2O family can be divided into two groups: (i) sensors operating at a frequency of 70 MHz (ECH2O TE and ECH2O EC-5) and (ii) sensors operating at a frequency of 5 MHz (ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20). The same groupings are reflected in the evaluation of measurement accuracy: sensors operating at a higher frequency performed significantly better (average RMSE 3.3 vol % for factory calibration and 1.3 vol % for our own linear calibration; see Table 7). The factory calibrated sensors used in loosely packed sand consistently undermeasured the values of volumetric water content when compared to those determined on the basis of the gravimetric method. This was particularly evident for sensors ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20, where the absolute differences between the measured and real values ranged between 1.3 and 13.1 vol % (Table 7). For compacted sand the maximum value of average absolute difference decreased to 7.9 vol %, which is still too high for accurate measurement (Table 7). This finding is in agreement with the manufacturer’s statement that the factory calibrations for ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 sensors do not provide sufficiently accurate results and an own calibration is needed. The quality of the own calibration performance is confirmed by the results obtained in this study (Figure 10). This is in accordance with the results of Kizito et al. [20], who concluded that the sensitivity of the capacitance sensors’ measurements is primarily affected by their measurement frequency. A statistically significant effect of the material (sand/soil) in which the volumetric water content was measured was observed for sensors operating at a lower measurement frequency of 5 MHz (ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20). Regardless of the applied calibration type, the dry bulk density effect appeared to be significant, especially for the ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 sensors (Figure 11). Similarly to the ThetaProbe, the results show the importance of good contact between the sensors and sand/soil being measured, which the compact packing ensures.


Figure 10. Sensors from the ECH2O family—sensor performance comparison based on RMSE (vol %) values for factory and our own calibrations.
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Figure 11. Sensors from the ECH2O family—sensor performance comparison based on RMSE (vol %) values for different dry bulk density levels.
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A significant improvement in recently developed sensors from the ECH2O family ECH2O EC-5 and ECH2O TE was observed in this study. In comparison with the older ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20, they are able to measure volumetric water content with good accuracy regardless of the soil type and dry bulk density value. Naturally, if a soil water content sensor is to reach its maximum accuracy, a soil-specific calibration needs to be carried out [51,52].



On the contrary, specifically calibrated older sensors ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 can perform measurements with good accuracy of a more representative value as higher volumes of soil/sand are being sampled and averaged to provide volumetric water content reading. Czarnomski et al. [21], on the basis of a field experiment, concluded that ECH2O EC-20 (in the text designated as EC-20) performed nearly as well as a TDR probe, which is commonly assumed to be one of the most accurate water content probes.




4.3. Discussion of the Ability of Tested Sensors to Measure the Water Content in Saline Conditions


Testing of the sensors under saline conditions was performed in three rounds, as described in Section 2.2 and Section 3.3. Usually, the use of our own calibration equations for non-saline conditions means a significant improvement in the measurement accuracy of the tested sensors. Surprisingly, this statement is not valid for saline conditions, where, in general, factory linear calibrations consistently performed better than our own calibrations for all three rounds of the drying/wetting cycle with saline water application (Figure 12).


Figure 12. Factory and our own calibration comparison based on RMSE (vol %) values for saline conditions.
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Although the differences were not statistically significant for each drying/wetting cycle of saline water application, the statistical results need to be checked for individual sensors, as there are big differences between them (Table 8). The own linear calibration for ECH2O TE performed better than the factory linear calibration for all three drying/wetting cycles, while our own calibration for ECH2O EC-5 only did so for the first two cycles. The differences between the RMSE values (factory vs. own) ranged from 0.11 to 1.19 vol % for ECH2O TE and from −0.94 to 1.95 vol % for ECH2O EC-5. ThetaProbe performed better with the factory linear calibrations for all three drying/wetting cycles; the differences between the RMSE values (factory vs. own) ranged from −0.07 to −0.48 vol % for ECH2O TE. The ECH2O EC-10 and ECH2O EC-20 performed similarly, with poor accuracy in saline conditions. The values of RMSE (vol %) increased with increasing salinity, on average from 4.5 vol % to 16.8 vol % for factory linear calibration and from 12.6 vol % to 27.2 vol % for our own linear calibration for non-saline conditions. These high values affected the statistical outcome when evaluating all sensors together in Figure 12, showing the factory linear calibration as a better choice when compared to the own linear calibration.



The findings of this study are in accordance with Seyfried and Murdock [18], who tested the adapted ECH2O TE and ECH2O EC-5 sensors for different measurement frequencies. The sensitivity of the tested sensors to given levels of salinity decreased with increasing operating frequency. The differences in accuracy of soil water content measurement between the tested sensors from the ECH2O family can be explained mainly by the differences in their operating frequency. Results obtained by Bogena et al. [3], who tested the ECH2O EC-5 sensor, showed its sensitivity to bulk electrical conductivity with a maximum error of 6 vol % for bulk electrical conductivity of 1 dS·m−1 and soil water content of 51 vol %. They also stated that the older type ECH2O EC-20 was more sensitive to bulk electrical conductivity than ECH2O EC-5. Scudiero et al. [53] suggested using a newer version of ECH2O TE, ECH2O 5TE, which works at a frequency of 70 MHz for continuous monitoring of soil moisture content and solute dynamics in saline soils.





5. Conclusions


The final selection and application of the particular soil water content sensor is based on a combination of different factors that need to be taken into account: suitability of the sensor for the particular purpose (material type, measured volume, sensor durability, etc.), the required accuracy of the measurement, and, last but not least, the cost. The published experience of others can help with this decision-making process. Research on soil water content measurement is a dynamic process reflecting the need for relatively cheap, precise, and automated systems, especially for irrigation purposes, where saving water has become a very pressing issue.



This study evaluated five commercially available and financially affordable soil water content sensors. All five tested sensors (ThetaProbe ML2x produced by Delta-T Devices, Ltd., Cambridge, UK, and sensors from the ECH2O family produced by Decagon Devices Inc., Pullman, WA, USA: ECH2O EC-10, ECH2O EC-20, ECH2O EC-5, and ECH2O TE) performed very well if the proper calibration was applied. The two-point calibration approach for ThetaProbe did not lead to any measurement accuracy improvement and thus cannot be recommended. On the contrary, application of the direct regression approach has led to an improvement in accuracy for all five tested sensors. Generally, the measurement accuracy increased with increasing value of dry bulk density, emphasizing the importance of good contact between the sensor and the sand/soil. For use in saline conditions, only three out of the five tested sensors can be recommended: ECH2O EC-5, ECH2O TE, and ThetaProbe. For ThetaProbe applications in saline conditions, when only factory and our own calibrations for non-saline conditions are available, factory calibration leads to more accurate results.







Acknowledgments


This study was financially supported by the research program MSM6046070901, Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of the Czech Republic.




Author Contributions


Svatopluk Matula and Kamila Báťková contributed significantly in formulating the research question, methodology of the experimental work, statistical data analysis and write up of the manuscript, while Wossenu Lemma Legesse contributed significantly by conducting the laboratory experiments and preliminary data processing. The authors also cooperated and contributed in addressing the reviewers’ comments.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	1. 
Robinson, D.A.; Jones, S.B.; Wraith, J.M.; Or, D.; Friedman, S.P. A review of advances in dielectric and electrical conductivity measurement in soils using Time Domain Reflectometry. Vadose Zone J. 2003, 2, 444–475. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	2. 
Walker, J.P.; Willgoose, G.R.; Kalma, J.D. In situ measurement of soil moisture: A comparison of techniques. J. Hydrol. 2004, 293, 85–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	3. 
Bogena, H.R.; Huisman, J.A.; Oberdörster, C.; Vereecken, H. Evaluation of a low-cost soil water content sensor for wireless network applications. J. Hydrol. 2007, 344, 32–42. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	4. 
Roth, C.H.; Malicki, M.A.; Plagge, R. Empirical evaluation of the relationship between soil dielectric constant and volumetric water content as the basis for calibrating soil moisture measurements by TDR. J. Soil Sci. 1992, 43, 1–13. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	5. 
Topp, G.C.; Davis, J.L.; Annan, A.P. Electromagnetic determination of soil water content: Measurements in coaxial transmission lines. Water Resour. Res. 1980, 16, 574–582. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	6. 
Topp, G.C.; Davis, J.L. Measurement of soil water content using Time-domain reflectometry (TDR): A field evaluation. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1985, 49, 19–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	7. 
Whalley, W.R. Considerations on the use of time-domain reflectometry (TDR) for measuring soil water content. J. Soil Sci. 1993, 44, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	8. 
Cosh, M.H.; Jackson, T.J.; Bindlish, R.; Famiglietti, J.S.; Ryu, D. Calibration of an impedance probe for estimation of surface soil water content over large regions. J. Hydrol. 2005, 311, 49–58. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	9. 
Fares, A.; Polyakov, V. Advances in crop water management using capacitance sensors. Adv. Agron. 2006, 90, 57–64. [Google Scholar]

	10. 
Gaskin, G.J.; Miller, J.D. Measurement of soil water content using a simplified impedance measuring technique. J. Agric. Eng. Res. 1996, 63, 153–160. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	11. 
Kaleita, A.L.; Tian, L.F.; Hirschi, M.C. Relationship between soil moisture content and soil surface reflectance. Trans. ASAE 2005, 48, 1979–1986. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	12. 
Miller, J.D.; Gaskin, G.J. ThetaProbe ML2x: Principles of Operation and Application. Technical Note, 2nd ed.; UK Macaulay Land Use Research Institute: Scotland, UK, 1998; p. 20. [Google Scholar]

	13. 
Paltineanu, I.C.; Starr, J.L. Real-time soil water dynamics using multisensor capacitance probes: Laboratory calibration. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1997, 61, 1576–1585. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	14. 
Fares, A.; Awal, R.; Bayabil, H.K. Soil water content sensor response to organic matter content under laboratory conditions. Sensors 2016, 16, 1239. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	15. 
Provenzano, R.; Rallo, G.; Ghazouani, H. Assessing field and laboratory calibration protocols for the diviner 2000 probe in a range of soils with different textures. J. Irrig. Drain. E ASCE 2016, 142, 04015040. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	16. 
Mohammed, S.O.; Bertuzzi, P.; Braund, A.; Raison, L.; Bruckler, L. Field evaluation and error analysis of soil water content measurement using the capacitance probe method. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1997, 61, 399–408. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	17. 
Seyfried, M.S.; Murdock, M.D. Response of a new soil water sensor to variable soil, water content, and temperature. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2001, 65, 28–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	18. 
Seyfried, M.S.; Murdock, M.D. Measurement of soil water content with a 50-MHz soil dielectric sensor. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2004, 68, 394–403. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	19. 
Chen, Y.; Or, D. Effects of Maxwell-Wagner polarization on soil complex dielectric permittivity under variable temperature and electrical conductivity. Water Resour. Res. 2006, 42, W06424. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	20. 
Kizito, F.; Campbell, C.S.; Campbell, G.S.; Cobos, D.R.; Teare, B.L.; Carter, B.; Hopmans, J.W. Frequency, electrical conductivity and temperature analysis of a low-cost capacitance soil moisture sensor. J. Hydrol. 2008, 352, 367–378. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	21. 
Czarnomski, N.; Moore, G.; Pypker, T.; Licata, J.; Bond, B. Precision and accuracy of three alternative instruments for measuring soil water content in two forest soils of the Pacific Northwest. Can. J. For. Res. 2005, 35, 1867–1876. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	22. 
Doležal, F.; Litschmann, T.; Kučera, J.; Peterková, J.; Zavadil, J.; Vacek, J.; Pražák, P.; Pilná, E.; Bayer, T.; Nechvátal, M. Field and laboratory ad hoc calibrations of Virrib and ThetaProbe dielectric sensors for soil moisture measurements. Soil Water Res. 2008, 3, 199–214. [Google Scholar]

	23. 
Gabriel, J.L.; Lizaso, J.I.; Quemada, M. Laboratory versus field calibration of capacitance probes. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2010, 74, 593–601. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	24. 
Nemali, K.S.; Montesano, F.; Dove, S.K.; van Iersel, M.W. Calibration and performance of moisture sensors in soilless substrates: ECH2O and Theta probes. Sci. Hortic-Amst. 2007, 112, 227–234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	25. 
Paltineanu, I.C. On the importance of international standardization of methodologies and techniques for laboratory and field calibration of soil water measurement sensors based on capacitance, impedance and TDT. In Proceedings of the Transactions of the Fourth International Symposium on Soil Water Measurement Using Capacitance, Impedance and TDT, Montreal, QC, Canada, 16–18 July 2014; p. 105.

	26. 
Paltineanu, I.C.; Munoz, J.V. Introductory remarks by Dr. Ioan Caton Paltineanu. In Proceedings of the Transactions of the Third International Symposium on Soil Water Measurement Using Capacitance, Impedance and TDT, Murcia, Spain, 7–9 April 2010; p. 314.

	27. 
Vaz, C.M.P.; Jones, S.; Meding, M.; Tuller, M. Evaluation of standard calibration functions for eight electromagnetic soil moisture sensors. Vadose Zone J. 2013, 12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	28. 
Campbell, G.S.; Greenway, W.C. Moisture Detection Apparatus and Method. U.S. Patent 6,904,789, 14 June 2005. [Google Scholar]

	29. 
Campbell, C.S.; CCobos, D.R.; Bissey, L.L. Calibration and Evaluation of an Improved Low-Cost Soil Moisture Sensor; Application Note 800-755-2751; Decagon Devices, Inc.: Pullman, WA, USA, 2007; p. 13. [Google Scholar]

	30. 
Foley, J.L.; Harris, E. Field calibration of ThetaProbe (ML2x) and ECHO probe (EC-20) soil water sensors in a Black Vertosol. Aust. J. Soil Res. 2007, 45, 233–236. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	31. 
Hilhorst, M.A. Dielectric Characterisation of Soil. Ph.D. Thesis, Wageningen Agricultural University, Wageningen, The Netherlands, 3 February 1998. [Google Scholar]

	32. 
IMKO Mikromodultechnik. TRIME-FM User Manual; IMKO, GmbH, D-76275; IMKO Mikromodultechnik: Ettlingen, Germany, 2001; p. 22. [Google Scholar]

	33. 
Delta-T Devices. User Manual: ThetaProbe Soil Moisture Sensor, Type ML2x (ML2x-UM-1.21); Delta-T Devices, Ltd.: Cambridge, UK, 1999; p. 22. [Google Scholar]

	34. 
Freeman, L.A.; Carpenter, M.C.; Rosenberry, D.O.; Rousseau, J.P.; Unger, R.; McLean, J.S. Use of Submersible Pressure Transducers in Water-Resources Investigations; Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations 8-A3; U.S. Geological Survey: Reston, VA, USA, 2004; p. 52.

	35. 
Carr, J.J.; Brown, J.M. Introduction to Biomedical Equipment Technology, 3rd ed.; Prentice Hall: Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA, 2001; p. 743. [Google Scholar]

	36. 
Coleman, H.W.; Steele, W.G. Experimentation, Validation, and Uncertainty Analysis for Engineers, 3rd ed.; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: New York, NY, USA, 2009; p. 336. [Google Scholar]

	37. 
Klute, A. Methods of Soil Analysis, Part 1: Physical and Mineralogical Methods, 2nd ed.; American Society of Agronomy: Madison, WI, USA, 1986; p. 1188. [Google Scholar]

	38. 
Decagon Devices. Frequently Asked Questions about the ECH2O Soil Moisture Probes and Accessories; Decagon Devices Application Note AN70FQ12; Decagon Devices Inc.: Pullman, WA, USA, 2012; p. 9. [Google Scholar]

	39. 
Cobos, D.R. Measurement Volume of Decagon Volumetric Water Content Sensors; Decagon Devices Application Note 14955 25-01-2016; Decagon Devices Inc.: Pullman, WA, USA, 2015; p. 4. [Google Scholar]

	40. 
Starr, J.L.; Paltineanu, I.C. Methods for measurement of soil water content: Capacitance devices. In Methods of Soil Analysis: Part 4—Physical Methods; Dane, J.H., Topp, G.C., Eds.; Soil Science Society of America, Inc.: Madison, WI, USA, 2002; pp. 463–474. [Google Scholar]

	41. 
Vašák, L. Fyzikální Charakteristiky Půdního Profilu Experimentální Plochy Suchdol; In Czech (Soil Physical Characteristics of the Experimental Site Suchdol). Master’s Thesis, Vysoká Škola Zemědělská v Praze (Czech University of Life Sciences Prague), Prague, Czech Republic, 1994. [Google Scholar]

	42. 
Weisstein, E.W. “Absolute Difference.” From MathWorld—A Wolfram Web Resource. Available online: http://mathworld.wolfram.com/AbsoluteDifference.html (accessed on 26 February 2015).

	43. 
Helsel, D.R.; Hirsch, R.M. Statistical Methods in Water Resources. Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations. Book 4—Hydrologic Analysis and Interpretation, Chapter A3; USGS: Reston, VA, USA, 2002; p. 522.

	44. 
Huisman, J.A.; Sperl, C.; Bouten, W.; Verstraten, J.M. Soil water content measurements at different scales: Accuracy of time domain reflectometry and ground-penetrating radar. J. Hydrol. 2001, 245, 48–58. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	45. 
Frost, J. Regression Analysis: How Do I Interpret R-Squared and Assess the Goodness-of-Fit? Available online: http://blog.minitab.com/blog/adventures-in-statistics/regression-analysis-how-do-i-interpret-r-squared-and-assess-the-goodness-of-fit (accessed on 27 February 2015).

	46. 
Cochran, W.G.; Cox, G.M. Experimental Designs, 2nd ed.; Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 1992; p. 611. [Google Scholar]

	47. 
Schmutz, P.P.; Namikas, S.L. Utility of the Delta-T Theta Probe for Obtaining Surface Moisture Measurements from Beaches. J. Coast. Res. 2011, 27, 478–484. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	48. 
Bogena, H.R.; Herbst, M.; Huisman, J.A.; Rosenbaum, U.; Weuthen, A.; Vereecken, H. Potential of wireless sensor networks for measuring soil water content variability. Vadose Zone J. 2010, 9, 1002–1013. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	49. 
Rosenbaum, U.; Bogena, H.R.; Herbst, M.; Huisman, J.A.; Peterson, T.J.; Weuthen, A.; Western, A.W.; Vereecken, H.C.W. Seasonal and event dynamics of spatial soil moisture patterns at the small catchment scale. Water Resour. Res. 2012, 48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	50. 
Jacobs, J.M.; Mohanty, B.P.; Hsu, E.-C.; Miller, D. SMEX02: Field scale variability, time stability and similarity of soil moisture. Remote Sens. Environ. 2004, 92, 436–446. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	51. 
Chow, L.; Xing, Z.; Rees, H.; Meng, F.; Monteith, J.; Stevens, L. Field performance of nine soil water content sensors on a sandy loam soil in New Brunswick, Maritime region, Canada. Sensors 2009, 9, 9398–9413. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	52. 
Leib, B.G.; Jabro, J.D.; Matthews, G.R. Field evaluation and performance comparison of soil moisture sensors. Soil Sci. 2003, 168, 396–408. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	53. 
Scudiero, E.; Berti, A.; Teatini, P.; Morari, F. Simultaneous monitoring of soil water content and salinity with a low-cost capacitance-resistance probe. Sensors 2012, 12, 17588–17607. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]















































© 2016 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC-BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







media/file8.jpg
Pekormanceofthe sensors forthe 1 round o saine - Performance of the sersors fo the 2" round ofsine - Petarmance ofthe snsors o the 3 roundofslne

sterlaiors bt np-re ittt el
e =
o BT v
s PlEs
PN i A
" e 4, 1 Axe
P IRV
o e 14
¥ et et et et
e st e Pt s il o b il
e i "o ——. i e o i
| i5E A e 1B v
INE [
i i
g., g P
1o IR .

i i b — i i





media/file13.png
RMSE (vol %)

35

25

15

Interactions and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

| I T I I | T I I I | I I T T | T T I T |

X

> H O o

Non-saline water

1 2 3
Salinity
after the 1* after the 2™ after the 3"

drying/wetting cycle with saline water application

Sensor type

ThetaProbe
ECH,O-TE
ECH,O-EC5
ECH,O-10
ECH,0-20





media/file12.jpg
RMSE (vol %)

@
8

»
3

@

@

)
&

Interactions and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

x

I

0

Norvsaiine water —
Salnity
aferthe 1 ofterez” aflrthe3*
GG iy s Rk e Som s

Sensor type

ThetaProbe
ECH,O-TE
ECH,0-EC5
ECH,0-10
ECH,0-20





media/file18.jpg
RMSE (vol %)

Interactions and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals.

L

ECHOEC-10 ECHOEC2) ECHOECS
Sensor type.

ECHOTE

Calbration
“=* Factory linear
—— Own linear





media/file9.png
Real volumetric water content (%)

Real volumetric water content (%)

Performance of the sensors for the 1" round of saline
water application; sand; CP; factory linear calibration

45.0
O ThetaProbe -
A ECHOTE
/A ECH,0 EC-20
3501 A ECH,OECS
A ECH,0EC-10 ‘
m— x=y line l_x'
25.0- A ADA
AOA
AA L
15.0 AAALA
A
5ol AAR
—5.04= . . : .
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0

45.0

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Performance of the sensors for the 1" round of saline
water application; sand; CP; own linear calibration

45.0 .
O ThetaProbe '_,-"
A ECH,OTE
35.04 £ ECH,0EC-20
ECH,0 EC-5 .
A ECH,0EC-10
—rmim. x=y line 22
25.04 A0 AA
0 A
X L
15.0 - M0 AA
AT A A
AL A
5.0 4 AD A
5.0 42 : : . .
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 45.0

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Real volumetric water content (%)

Real volumetric water content (%)

Performance of the sensors for the 2" round of saline
water application; sand; CP; factory linear calibration

45.0 -
O ThetaProbe Pl
A ECHOTE
/\ ECH,0 EC-20
3501 A ECH,0ECS
A ECH,0 EC-10
.o X:y“ne ’.',l
25.0-
AADO A
".A O A
15.0- A = A
ALAAD A
5.0
ANN
5,042 : : - :
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0

Measured volumetric water content (%)

45.0

Performance of the sensors for the 2" round of saline
water application; sand; CP; own linear calibration

45.0 :
O ThetaProbe '_,"
A ECHOTE
35.04 4 ECH,0EC-20
A ECH,0EC5
A ECH,0EC-10
————— x=y line o
25.0' '.t'
A D AA
" Od A
15.0- A O ﬁ A
4'"& O AN A
5.0
A0 AA
"50 50 150 250 350 450

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Real volumetric water content (%)

Real volumetric water content (%)

Performance of the sensors for the 3" round of saline
water application; sand; CP; factory linear calibration

45.0 .
O ThetaProbe o
A ECH20TE
/A ECH20 EC-20
35.001 A ECH20ECS
A ECH20EC-10
IR x=y line ’_,"
25.01 A AN
<A ADO AL
A AO AA
b gy’ s LA
AAD 'y
I" A O A
—5.04= - - - -
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0

45.0

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Performance of the sensors for the 3” round of saline
water application; sand; CP; own linear calibration

45.0 =
O ThetaProbe ‘."'
A ECHOTE
35.04 /4 ECH,0EC-20
A ECH,OEC5
A ECH,0EC-10 Py
————- x=y line ~
25'0- _l.’“ O L{S
l"" A D J
;".’ A O A \
15.0' .'.' ’* d:l i\é
~AA O AA
Y O A
5.0 ,.'A A A
5.0+ : . . .
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 45.0

Measured volumetric water content (%)





media/file14.jpg
Means and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

0 0 0
N r) B

(% 10A) ISNY

Jelwoukjod uoissaiBaI-UMO

183U UOISSBIBRI-UMO

Jeiwoukjod juodz-umo

Jeaul uIodz-umo

Calibration type

|eiwoukjod Ao

JesuyRuopes





media/file20.jpg
RMSE (vol %)

Interactions and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals.

Moderate
Packing

Compact

Sensor type
=~ ECHOEC-10
“ ECHO EC-20
~> ECHOECS
— ECHOTE





media/file23.png
RMSE (vol %)

Interactions and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

Calibration type
— Factory linear
""" Own linear

N
-

L1 1 I

I

-

—
\l

=

—_
w

e

[V -

&)

(o}
|IIIIllllllllllllllllllll

-
iy

-

0 1 2 3
Non-saline water

|lll|l|||lll|l||llll

Salinity

after the 1* after the 2™ after the 3"
drying/wetting cycle with saline water application





media/file5.png
ThetaProbe; sand; loose packing
Real vs. measured 0 using factory calibrations

ThetaProbe; sand; moderate packing
Real vs. measured 0 using factory calibrations

ThetaProbe; sand; compact packing
Real vs. measured 0 using factory calibrations

ThetaProbe; soil; moderate packing
Real vs. measured 0 using factory calibrations

Real volumetric water content (%)

Real volumetric water content (%)

Y . AD’ /,"’
35.0 35.0 | A 35.0 1 35.0 1 s
4 —_— ’ -_— — r
: E3 y g ,AO g
N= £ = = -AD
7 8 D [ [7] S
25.0 - , § 250 ,A £ 250 A0 £ 250
K, 5 Al 5 pu s
A - ® ¢ £ ¢ B P4
. 2 g 2 /i 2 A
L2 4 Q Q 7
15.0 1 A, g 150 A £ 15.0 1 o £ 15.0 1 /
. , Q [7] .
OA -~ :E, CA e £ 4 £ i
CA - 2 2 3 CA 3 A
OA .7 O  Factory linear ; - D‘." O Factory linear > Ok O Factory linear > P O Factory linear
U4 DF‘/ w© 5.0 1 e ® 5.0 1 i
5.0 F% L7 A Factory & P A Factory g Dé A Generic E - 0OA A Generic
’ polynomial . polynomial . polynomial R4 polynomial
- - — x=yline . T aeass x=y line D x=y line e x=y line
.’ . s
-5.0 -5.0 ‘ . . , -5.0 - - - - -5.0 . . .
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 -5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 -5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 -5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0

Real vs. measured 0 using own calibrations

Measured volumetric water content (%)

ThetaProbe; sand; loose packing

, ,'/ ”I ’./
35.0 , 35.0 2 J 35.0 . 35.0 1 .
4 ’ g ‘/./ g ,"‘ g ’.,
Rt £ e £ g 2 .
[ @ Q 7] R
25.0 , £ 250 1 ‘g 25.0 - & E 250 - -
» . L ®© . e’
» % . 2 % .
’ ; /. /. ; ’/.'
15.0 - e ] 2 15.0 | po 15.0 - . £ 150 1 .
- = P ®» g
» 5 o . % £ ®
co [ o Own linear _g ’,‘ < Own linear 2 5o K ) < Ownlinear E 0 a ¢ Ownlinear
.0 1 /:‘> S 5.0 4 .0 1 © 5.0 Z
, ® Own . & . e ® OvYn . & ’w Own & 2 J ® Own
polynomial o * polynomial L ‘ polynomial L ’ polynomial
- - x=y line S mmass x=y line e x=y line R i x=y line
-5.0 50+ : . : 5.0+ . 5.0+ : . -
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 -5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 -5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Measured volumetric water content (%)

ThetaProbe; sand; moderate packing
Real vs. measured 0 using own calibrations

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Real vs. measured O using own calibrations

Measured volumetric water content (%)

ThetaProbe; sand; compact packing

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Real vs. measured O using own calibrations

Measured volumetric water content (%)

ThetaProbe; soil; moderate packing

Measured volumetric water content (%)






media/file15.png
Means and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

! ! T

! T ! T T T

Lo
N

0 0
(g o™

(% loA) ISINY

=%

-

0
T

|lelwouAjod uoissaibal-umQ

Jeaul| uoissalbal-umQ

|leiwouAjod julodz-umQ

Jeaul| iodz-umQ

Calibration type

|leiwouijod Aiojoe

Jeaul| Alojoe4





media/file19.png
RMSE (vol %)
w &)} ~ (o)

RN
w

—
—

—_—

|
N

Interactions and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

[ I F O

IIII|III|III|III|III|III|IIII

ECH,0 EC-10 ECH,O0EC-20 ECH,0EC-5 ECH,OTE
Sensor type

Calibration
=== Factory linear
—— Own linear





media/file2.jpg
ECH,0 EC-10 ECH,0 EC-20
10em 20om

Circuitry

Sensor —|

L%\

ECH,OEC-5 ECHOTE

Sem 5em
Connection
Gircuitry cable
Thermal
sensor
Sensor
Dielectric
4-probe
electrical VWG sensor
array





nav.xhtml


  sensors-16-01912


  
    		
      sensors-16-01912
    


  




  





media/file11.png
Real volumetric water content (%)

Performance of the ECH,0-ECS5 for the 1%, 2™ and 3" round Performance of the ECH,0-ECS5 for the 1%, 2" and 3" round

of saline water and non-saline water application (reference of saline water and non-saline water application (reference

line; sand; CP; factory linear calibration line; sand; CP; own linear calibration
45.0 = 45.0 >

'.’.' g I.’.'.
35.0 - '.'. e 35.0 1 o
’’ < "’
’” Q '’
. et o
o" = ’.’
O l'. 8 :".
25.0 - P = 25.0 - P
;Q' § O-'i.
QX QX
x® £ & °®
15.0 -1 g ® 15.0 | .’.‘
oaX £ i
8>?x X Reference line —g &2‘ X Reference line
. —eimee x=y line > ' 4 ————— x=y line

501 o O ECH,0 EC-5_1* round g 01 0" O ECH,0 EC-5_1* round

® ECH,0EC5_2"round = ® ECH,0EC-5 2" round

@® ECH,0EC-5 3”round @® ECH,0EC-5 3°round
_5.0 - L] ] ] ] _5.0 L] L) ) ]
-5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 45.0 -5.0 5.0 15.0 25.0 35.0 45.0

Measured volumetric water content (%) Measured volumetric water content (%)





media/file6.jpg





media/file1.png
Input/output

A

Shield rods (3)

s

rod \.
[ .
1 > 0 o
Sensing 265 mm
Probe body —————><— o4 00
112 mm —

60 mm






media/file10.jpg
Real volumetric water content (%)

Performance of the ECH,0-£CS for the 1%, 2" and 3" round.
ofsalne water and nonsalin water application reference

lin;sand;CP factorylinearcalibrtion

Performance of the ECH,0-£CS for the 1°, 2 and 3 ound
ofsline waterand nosaine water appliction reference

Tine;sand; C%; own linear alibration

y E
§oe
H
g0
4 H f
X' H
X pete H 587 x e

Measured volumetric water content (%)

Measured volumetric water content (%)





media/file7.png
ECH,O EC-5 real vs. measured 6 using
factory calibration for LP, MP,CP; sand

40.0 0
< A
<30.01 .’

c *.'
[T ’
E L o
(] o
©20.01 o e
2 (a
g "%
/e
°Q ‘.A -
.5 10.0- * u ‘I"
., ¢
A ¢ EG5LP
E oA EG5
] ol .t = EGSMP
e A EC5CP
(2 -
- «=e= x=y line
~10.0+= : : . :
-10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.

Measured volumetric water content (%)

ECH,O TE real vs. measured 0 using
factory calibration for LP, MP,CP; sand

40.0 =
) 4".
2\:30.0- o
c .
‘ué I-"'.
o < A
> 20.0- AN
3 AW
(] Py
S &
L i
E 10.04 ‘x_y
5 L @ ECH,O-TELP
° oA -
2 0.0- B ECH,O-TE MP
= 0.
& A ECH,O-TE CP
rd .ee= x=y line
—10.04= r . r r
-10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0

B
o
o

Measured volumetric water content (%)

ECH,O EC-5 real vs. measured 6 using
factory calibration for MP; soil

30.0+

= N
© ©
o o
L L

b
o
1

Real volumetric water content (%)

-10.0

m EC-5 MP
«=.= =y line

-10.0

0.0 10.0 20.0

30. 40.0
Measured volumetric water content (%)

ECH,O TE real vs. measured 0 using

factory calibration for MP; soil

30.0+

20.0+

10.04

0.0

Real volumetric water content (%)

~10.0+5

® ECH,O-TE MP
c=e= x=y line

-10.0

0.0

g . 30.0 40.0
Measured volumetric water content (%)

ECH,O EC-5 real vs. measured 0 using
own calibration for LP, MP,CP; sand

ECH,O EC-10 real vs. measured 0 using

ECH,O EC-10 real vs. measured 0 using

factory calibration for LP, MP,CP; sand own calibration for LP, MP,CP; sand
0 g
40.0 40.0 AiLB
‘E 30.04 ;f :300' ’.a' :300 e
7] -~ 5 4 5 e
£ > £ 2
> 20.0 ~A ] S K
+. 20.04 e « 20.04 i el 1 &
o Y 5 2 5 20.0 i
2 o ," 2 "
5 10.0- al‘ '£10.01 5 10.01 ’
g V'S 2 -~ o ~
£ E ¢ EG5LP E EC-10 LP E K EC-10LP
2 Lol * m EG5MP 2 Lol EC-10 MP 2 Bl e EC- 10 MP
8 A EC5CP g EC-10CP g EC-10CP
'."‘ «=e= x=y line '_." .= Xx=yline '."’ == X=y line
~10.04 . . y ! ~10.04Z . : . . -10.045 . . . .
0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0
Measured volumetric water content (%) Measured volumetric water content (%) Measured volumetric water content (%)
ECH,O TE real vs. measured 0 using ECH,O EC-20 real vs. measured 0 using ECH,O EC-20 real vs. measured 0 using
own calibration for LP, MP,CP; san actory calibration for LP, MP,CP; san own calibration for LP, MP,CP; san
libration for LP, MP,CP d fact librat for LP, MP,CP d librat for LP, MP,CP d
40 = 40.0 — 40.0: -
_ _ A —_ .A".
£ 30,04 . £30.04 . £ 30.0- i
5 A g LS £ A
K o A Ka N
S 20.04 <A S 20.0- . S 50.0-
2 ‘.,ﬂ E DC OA "',' § 0.0 Q\A."‘D Y
© © & o’ © 4
S A 3 A . 3 N ¥
1) <& i 7 @
£ 10.0; ‘l‘ £10.01 n A ,§ 10.04 o
Q L 4 o o>
E 'e * ECH,O-TELP E on® © EC-20LP £ o8 & EC-20LP
S 00 ‘ ®  ECH,0-TEMP S 0.0 @b O EC-20MP S VZE 0 EC-20 MP
T A ECHO-TECP T A EC-20CP E B:01 A EC-20CP
o 4 i .
- = x=y line = o -=-= x=y line = - -=-= x=y line
~10.0+Z : : : : ~10.04= . - - - ~10.045 : : : :
-10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0
Measured volumetric water content (%) Measured volumetric water content (%) Measured volumetric water content (%)
ECH,O EC-5 real vs. measured 0 using ECH,O EC-10 real vs. measured 0 using ECH,O EC-10 real vs. measured 6 using
own calibration for MP; soil factory calibration for MP; soil own calibration for MP; soil
40.0 ~ = 40.0 =
<30.0- o 8300 r £ 30.0
= ’” - 2 - -
5 e 5 § o
= 20.0- n" ©20.0- © 20.01
B I., 3 l.'. 3 4
o ’”* © ., © ’.l
£ 10.0+ » £ 10.04 x S 10.01
: : :
3 m 5 3
g "I g _;" g a".
© O'O- l.'. © 00. _l" = 0.0' .'.'.
2 ,."' m EC-5 MP & e EC-10 MP & .,."' EC-10 MP
Ity == x=yline '_:" -=-= x=y line ~ == x=y line
~10.04 ' ' ' ' -10.0¥ . . . : ~10.0+ . . . .
-10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0
Measured volumetric water content (%) Measured volumetric water content (%) Measured volumetric water content (%)
ECH,O TE real vs. measured 0 using ECH,0 EC-20 real vs. measured 0 using ECH,0 EC-20 real vs. measured 0 using
own calibration for MP; soil factory calibration for MP; soil own calibration for MP; soil
40.0 = 40 3 vi 40.0 £
€300 £30.04 g
= 30.04 r =30. o . < 30.01 A0
E kg | b= X - S
] "c g '_I g -
=3 e - , =1 K4
€ < o - 5 .-
£ 20.07 S20.0- n C 20.01
£ m 12 £ rd
B - o (¢ T
£ 100 . £ 10.0- =g £ 1001 n%
E 4 g l"- g ’,’.
5 E} Ao 3
g u E g o0
+ 0.04 e = 0.04 ~ = 0.0 -
& o = ECHO-TEMP & re o EC-20MP & o O EC-20MP
_,-' == x=yline _'" == x=y line .," c=e= x=y line
~10.042 . . , . -10.04+5 . . . . -10.04~ ' ' . ’
-10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30. 40.0 -10.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 -10.0 40.0
Measured volumetric water content (%)

Measured volumetric water content (%)

k A 30.0
Measured volumetric water content (%)





media/file24.png





media/file16.jpg
RMSE (vol %)

75

55

35

15

Means and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

T

I

D S |

T

Loose

Moderate
Packing

Compact





media/file3.png
ECH,O EC-10 ECH,O EC-20 ECH,O EC-5 ECH,OTE
10 cm 20 cm 5cm 5cm

Connection

Circuitry cable
srreutry Thermal
sensor
Sensor
4-probe  Dielectric
electrical VWC sensor
Sensor ——

array






media/file22.jpg
RMSE (vol %)

Non-saline water

1 2 3

Salinity

aferthe ©* aterthe2” afterthe3*
dryinglwelting cycle with saline water appiication

Calibration type
— Factory linear
Own linear






media/file17.png
RMSE (vol %)

= o N
&) (&) (&)
I T T T I T T T I T T T | T T T |

RN
&)

|
O
o1

Means and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

1

1

Loose Moderate
Packing

Compact





media/file4.jpg
Rwcsrysorcirndase=]






media/file0.jpg
‘Shield rods (3)

R
Inputoutput

Sensing 5mn

-« Probe body > head > 00mm

112 mm 80Tan





media/file21.png
RMSE (vol %)

—
Aw

w o1 N ©

[
— —

Interactions and 95.0 Percent LSD Intervals

Packing

- o gt :

— ! .

:_ el e H e _:

- é :[ o _

o —— s e
Loose Moderate Compact

Sensor type
—*= ECH,O EC-10
= ECH,O EC-20
—¢o ECH,O EC-5
— ECH,OTE





