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Abstract: Time domain reflectometry (TDR) is one of the most widely used techniques for indirect
determination of soil volumetric water content (θ). TDR measures the relative dielectric constant (εr)
which, in a three-phase system like the soil, depends on water, air, and solid matrix dielectric constants.
Since dielectric constant of water is much larger than the other two, εr of bulk soil mainly depends on
water content. In many cases, the application of TDR requires a specific calibration of the relationship
θ(εr) to get quantitatively accurate estimates of soil water content. In fact, the relationship θ(εr) is
influenced by various soil properties, such as clay content, organic matter content, bulk density,
and aggregation. Numerous studies have shown that pyroclastic soils often exhibit a peculiar
dielectric behavior. In Campania (Southern Italy) wide mountainous areas are covered by layered
pyroclastic deposits of ashes (loamy sands) and pumices (sandy gravels), often involved in the
triggering of landslides induced by rainwater infiltration. Reliable field measurements of water
content of such soils are therefore important for the assessment of landslide risk. Hence, in this paper,
the θ(εr) relationship has been experimentally determined on samples of typical pyroclastic soil of
Campania, collected around Sarno, reconstituted with different porosities. The aim of the study is
to identify specific calibration relationships for such soils based not only on empirical approaches.
In this respect, a three-phase dielectric mixing model with a variable exponent is introduced, and the
variable value of the exponent is related to the different dielectric properties of bond and free water
within the soil pores.
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1. Introduction

Based on the strong relationship between the apparent dielectric permittivity of soil, εr, with
its volumetric water content, θ [1,2], Time domain reflectometry (TDR) is one the most common
indirect methods for estimating soil water content in the field. In addition to its limited invasiveness,
the reason for such a widespread use relies on several non-debatable advantages, compared to other
indirect techniques: TDR is cheap and safe, and does not require specific skills for its operation and
maintenance. However, as for any indirect method, the accuracy of the measurement depends on the
calibration relationship needed to estimate soil water content from the measured permittivity. In fact,
although the first applications of TDR to water content measurements in sandy soils seemed to indicate
that such a relationship could be considered independent of the soil type, i.e., the so-called universal
calibration relationship proposed by Topp et al. [2], it was lately recognized that in many cases a
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specific calibration relationship should be determined to get quantitatively accurate estimates of water
content of soils, e.g., Reference [3] and, more recently, of other porous materials e.g., References [4,5].

In the case of soils, the θ(εr) relationship is affected by several properties, such as clay
content [6], organic matter content [7–9], bulk density [9,10], and soil aggregation [11]. In this respect,
some pyroclastic soils are characterized by extremely low bulk density owing to a metastable structure
of micro-aggregates, and thus exhibit a peculiar dielectric behavior [12,13].

In Campania (Southern Italy) wide mountainous areas are covered by layered pyroclastic deposits
of ashes (loamy sands) and pumices (sandy gravels), originated by several eruptions of the volcanic
complexes of Somma-Vesuvius and Phegerean Fields that occurred during the last 40,000 years [14,15].
Textural and structural characteristics of the soils depend on the distance and the direction from
the eruptive centers, as finer materials were carried further away by the winds blowing during the
eruptions [16–18]. In particular, the ashes show fairly variable degrees of compaction, resulting in
porosities ranging between 0.5 and 0.75 [19]. In the last decades, such soils have been involved in
a number of catastrophic landslides, induced by soil wetting during rainwater infiltration. Hence,
monitoring of water content in the field, usually carried out by means of TDR measurements, is of
paramount importance for the management of landslide risk.

In order to gain more insight in the dielectric behavior of the pyroclastic soils of Campania,
and how it affects the interpretation of TDR measurements, in this paper the θ(εr) relationship has been
experimentally determined on samples of pyroclastic soils collected in the area of Sarno, reconstituted
with different porosities. The aim of the study is to identify specific calibration relationships for water
content measurement by TDR, capable of taking into account the effects of variations of porosity and
soil bulk density.

2. Principles of TDR

TDR is commonly used to measure soil moisture either in the laboratory or in the field, e.g.,
References [20–25]. As already pointed out, the volumetric water content (θ) is indirectly estimated
through the measurement of the relative dielectric permittivity (εr). The technique is in fact based
on the measurement of the travel time of an electromagnetic wave moving back and forth along a
metallic probe immersed in the soil. The speed of propagation of the wave (Vp) depends on the bulk
relative dielectric permittivity of the soil, in turn related to its water content, and can be determined as
Vp = (2L/t), L being probe length and t the travel time. From Vp, the relative dielectric permittivity is
readily obtained as εr = (c/Vp)2, in which c is the speed of light in the vacuum.

The dielectric permittivity of a heterogeneous medium depends on the spatial arrangement of the
various constituent materials and on their dielectric permittivity. Wet soil is usually described as a
three-phase medium (solid particles, water, and air). At ambient temperatures, the relative dielectric
permittivity of free water is around 80, while the minerals constituting the solid skeleton of most soils
have 3 ≤ εr ≤ 7 and air behaves as a vacuum, with εr = 1 [26]. Hence, the bulk relative dielectric
permittivity of wet soil strongly depends on its water content [1], and it can be used as a proxy for its
measurement by introducing a calibration relationship θ(εr).

Several expressions of the calibration relationships for wet soils have been proposed, either
empirical or with some theoretical basis. One of the first expressions is the third order polynomial
proposed by Topp et al. [2], experimentally determined for soil samples with various textures:

θ = −5.3× 10−2 + 2.92× 10−2εr − 5.5× 10−4ε2
r + 4.3× 10−6ε3

r (1)

Equation (1) fitted the experimental data of water content for all the tested soils, regardless
of water salinity and temperature, with errors in the estimates of soil water content smaller than
0.013 [2]. Thanks to the good agreement with the experimental dielectric behavior of various soils,
Equation (1) is often considered as a “universal” relationship, and it is used for TDR measurements
without a soil-specific calibration. However, several studies indicate that the dielectric response to
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water content variations of many soils is quite different from Equation (1). Namely, soils rich of loamy
and clayey fractions, with high organic matter content, and with low density due to micro-structural
aggregation, such as some soils of volcanic origin, strongly depart from Equation (1); however,
whenever a quantitatively accurate estimate of water content is required, a specific determination of
the θ(εr) relationship is recommended [27–31].

One of the first empirical expressions, considering the effects of soil bulk density, ρ, on the
relationship between dielectric permittivity and soil water content was proposed by Malicki et al. [10].

√
ε∗ = 0.63 + 0.62ρ + 8.18 θ (2)

Another class of expressions of the TDR calibration relationship are the dielectric mixing models,
which define soil permittivity as the power-law volumetric average of the dielectric constants, εi, of the
various constituents of the soil (typically three: solids, free water, and air).

εα
e f f =

N

∑
i = 1

fi εα
i (3)

In Equation (3), N represents the number of considered constituents, and fi are the volumetric
fractions of each constituent, and the exponent α depends on the spatial arrangement of the mixture
with the respect to the applied electromagnetic field [32]. For a heterogeneous layered medium,
the exponent varies between −1, for an electromagnetic field orthogonal to the layers, and +1, for a
parallel field [33].

Roth et al. [34] proposed a dielectric mixing model with three phases

εr = [θεα
w + (1− n)εα

s + (n− θ)εα
a]

1
α (4)

in which εw, εa, εs are the relative permittivity of free water, air, and solids, respectively, and the
exponent α was experimentally found close to 0.5, indicating an isotropic distribution of the three
phases. The dielectric mixing models can be rewritten in a more compact form

θ = mεα
r − b (5)

in which m and b are, respectively:

m =
1

εα
w − εα

a
; b =

(1− n)εα
s + nεα

a
εα

w − εα
a

(6)

Therefore, the constants m and b should be theoretically determined. However, in practical
applications the parameters α and εs cannot be considered known, and so Equation (5) is often
used as an empirical relationship without theoretical basis, thus determining m and b by fitting
experimental data.

To better fit experimental values of bulk permittivity of wet soils, dielectric mixing models with
four phases have been proposed. In fact, the dielectric constant of bound water is very different
from free water, rather resembling that of ice, due to the electrical bonds limiting the freedom of
polarization of water molecules [35]. According to the four-phase dielectric mixing model proposed
by Dobson et al. [36], Equation (5) and parameter m in Equation (6) remain unchanged, while the
expression of parameter b becomes:

b =
(1− n)εα

s + nεα
a + θbw(ε

α
bw − εα

w)

εα
w − εα

a
(7)

In Equation (7), θbw and εbw represent the volumetric fraction and the dielectric permittivity of
bound water.
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The dielectric mixing model of Maxwell-De Loor [37] also considers four constituents of the soil:

εr =
3εs + 2(θ − θbw)(εw − εs) + 2θbw(εbw − εs) + 2(n− θ)(εa − εs)

3 + (θ − θbw)(εs/εw − 1) + θbw(εs/εbw − 1) + 2(n− θ)(εs/εa − 1)
(8)

Again, the parameters of Equations (6) and (7), as well as of Equation (8), may be obtained from
theory, but more often they are identified by best fitting of experimental data.

3. Materials and Methods

The tested soils are three volcanic ashes collected in the surroundings of Sarno (southern Italy),
around 15 km NE of the crater of Vesuvius. In this area, complex layered air-fall pyroclastic soil deposits
are found over a limestone bedrock (Figure 1). Generally, the soils of the deposits are cohesionless and
consist of ashes (with texture ranging from sands, to loamy sands, and to loams) and pumices (from
gravels to sands with gravel), e.g., Reference [38]. The tested ashes have been collected from layers A,
C, and E of Figure 1, originated by different eruptions.
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Figure 1. Sketch of the layered soil profile in the site of sample collection.

All the tested soils are loamy sands. The particle size distribution curves are shown in Figure 2.
Table 1 reports the specific weight and the maximum diameter class of the solid particles, obtained
with standard laboratory tests. More information about the physical properties of the pyroclastic soils
of Campania can be found in Reference [39].

Table 1. Specific weight and maximum diameter class of the tested soils.

Sample γs (g/cm3) dmax (mm)

A—Sarno 2.621 1.4 < d < 2.36
C—Sarno 2.542 1.4 < d < 2.36
E—Sarno 2.613 1.4 < d < 2.36

As clearly indicated by the curves of Figure 2, obtained with sieving and sedimentation tests,
the three soils contain a small clay fraction, owing to the alteration having occurred before they were
covered by deposits from more recent eruptions.
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Figure 2. Particle size distribution curves of the three tested soils.

The experimental setup for TDR measurements consists of a TDR100 system (Campbell Scientific,
Logan, UT, USA) connected to a three-rod metallic probe. The rods are 7.5 cm long, with diameter of
1.8 mm and spacing of 4 mm. The probe was vertically placed in the middle of a cylinder (diameter
10 cm, height 14 cm), inside of which soil samples of assigned porosity and water content were
reconstituted. The method proposed by Heimovaara [40] has been used to measure the travel time
of the signal from the acquired TDR waveforms. The total weight of dry soil needed to completely
fill, after gentle compaction, the volume of the cylinder, Vtot, to get a sample of assigned porosity, n,
was obtained as:

Ps = (1− n)γsVtot (9)

After oven drying for at least 24 h at the temperature of 105 ◦C, the smallest desired volumetric
water content was obtained by adding to Ps the weight of water, Pw, given by:

θ =
VW
Vtot

=
Pw/ρw

Vtot
(10)

The wet soil was gently mixed, to get a homogenous water content distribution, and was placed
into the cylinder in five layers of equal weight. Then, the TDR probe was gently inserted into the soil.
After at least two TDR measurements, the soil was removed from the cylinder, more water was added
to obtain a higher water content, and the sample was placed again into the cylinder with the same
procedure for mixing and reconstituting. The addition of water was repeated until the soil became a
liquid mud, so that the reconstitution layer by layer of the sample was not possible anymore. For all
the three investigated soils, the entire procedure was repeated with three different porosities (n = 0.50,
0.55, 0.60).

4. Results and Discussion

Table 2 reports all the measured (θ, εr) couples acquired during the experiments for the three
tested soils. The same data are plotted in Figure 3 and compared with the “universal” polynomial
of Topp et al. [2], as well as with some calibration relationships of pyroclastic soils [12,13]. Although
significant data spreading can be observed, mainly due to the differences of porosity, the experimental
dots follow a distinct trend, which results closer to the equation of Topp et al. [2] than to the θ(εr)
relationships specific for other pyroclastic soils. However, it should be noted that both the relationships
proposed by Regalado et al. [12] and by Greco et al. [13] refer to soils characterized by significantly
higher porosity than the soils tested in this study, namely 0.77 (Las Aves) and 0.66 (Palajillos) for
the two volcanic soils studied by Regalado et al. [12], and 0.70 for the pyroclastic ashes of Cervinara
investigated by Greco et al. [13]. It looks clear that the soils from layers A, C, and E, although originated
from different eruptions, show practically the same dielectric behavior.
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Table 2. Experimental data of soil volumetric water content and dielectric permittivity of the three
investigated soils for the different tested porosities.

n Soil A Soil E Soil C

θ (m3/m3) ε θ (m3/m3) ε θ (m3/m3) ε

0.50

0.05 3.26 0.05 3.46 0.05 3.12
0.10 4.26 0.10 4.76 0.10 4.11
0.15 6.03 0.15 6.17 0.12 4.72
0.20 8.42 0.20 9.01 0.15 5.64
0.22 9.90 0.23 10.20 0.20 7.82
0.25 10.95 0.25 10.89 0.22 9.07
0.27 13.98 0.25 12.44 0.25 10.46
0.30 17.40 0.28 14.66 0.30 17.80
0.32 19.80 0.32 20.72 0.36 22.67
0.35 21.76 0.35 23.09 0.38 23.66
0.38 22.89 0.37 24.27 0.40 24.55
0.41 25.72 0.39 25.53 0.42 26.21

0.43 24.59 0.45 27.10
0.43 28.21
0.45 25.46

0.55

0.05 3.04 0.05 2.83 0.05 2.74
0.10 3.80 0.08 3.43 0.10 3.93
0.12 4.19 0.10 4.45 0.15 5.88
0.15 6.05 0.13 5.07 0.17 7.21
0.20 8.57 0.15 6.30 0.20 8.66
0.22 8.57 0.18 6.99 0.22 10.76
0.25 12.42 0.20 8.54 0.25 12.22
0.27 11.81 0.23 9.80 0.26 13.53
0.30 14.82 0.25 11.41 0.27 14.91
0.35 21.16 0.26 12.36 0.30 16.06
0.39 21.84 0.28 14.20 0.33 20.10
0.41 23.69 0.29 16.18 0.35 22.46

0.30 17.67 0.37 23.51
0.35 21.87
0.38 21.42
0.40 23.24
0.42 25.59
0.44 26.37
0.45 33.42

0.60

0.05 2.61 0.05 3.01 0.05 2.80
0.10 3.53 0.10 3.77 0.10 3.87
0.12 4.09 0.17 5.99 0.15 5.85
0.15 5.04 0.25 11.38 0.18 8.70
0.18 7.30 0.20 9.71
0.20 7.88 0.23 12.36
0.22 9.15 0.25 15.57
0.25 11.46 0.27 16.66
0.27 14.54 0.30 17.45
0.30 18.79 0.32 18.87
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Figure 3. Experimental data of soil volumetric water content and relative dielectric permittivity
compared with some empirical calibration curves from the literature. The best fitting third order
polynomial of the experimental data is also plotted.

Aiming at investigating the effects of the changes in soil bulk density on the θ(εr) relationship,
the experimental data of samples with the same porosity have been grouped and are plotted in
Figure 4. For each porosity, the trends described by the experimental data are compared with the
calibration equations of Topp et al. [2], Dobson et al. [36], Roth et al. [34], and Maxwell-De Loor [37].
The parameters adopted for these models, reported in Table 3, have been chosen according to the
literature for soils in which quartz and silica glass are the main minerals. In particular, for the estimation
of θbw, the formulation proposed by Dirksen and Dasberg [37] has been used.

Table 3. Parameters of theoretical calibration equations of Dobson et al. [36], Roth et al. [34],
and Maxwell-De Loor [37].

εs εw εa α θbw εbw

5 78.5 1 0.5 0.054 3.2

None of the calibration relationships plotted in Figure 4 are able to fit the experimental data
throughout the entire investigated ranges of water content and porosities. For all the investigated
porosities, the expression of Topp et al. [2] fits well the experimental (εr, θ) dots at high water
contents, but underestimates the small water contents, especially for high porosities. Conversely,
the four-phase model of Dobson et al. [36] performs well only at small water contents. The three-phase
model of Roth et al. [34] falls in between the two previous models, so slightly underestimating θ for
εr < 10, and strongly overestimating it at high εr. The RMSE of the various models adopted to fit the
experimental data are reported in Table 4.

Table 4. RMSE of the models adopted to fitting the experimental data.

n Diksen and Dasberg, 1993 Dobson et al., 1985 Roth et al., 1990

0.5 6.07 3.90 2.08
0.55 6.22 3.67 1.97
0.6 5.13 3.14 1.92

Aiming at identifying a better performing calibration equation, the parameters εs, εbw, θbw, and α of
the four-phase dielectric mixing model have been treated as calibration parameters, and they have been
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identified by minimizing the RMSE of the model compared to the experimental data. The obtained
parameters are given in Table 5, and the corresponding best fitting curves are plotted in Figure 5.Sensors 2018, 18, x FOR PEER REVIEW  8 of 14 
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Figure 4. Experimental data for various porosities compared with calibration relationships from
literature. (a) n = 0.5; (b) n = 0.55; (c) n = 0.6.

Table 5. Best fitting parameters of the four-phase dielectric mixing model by Dobson et al. [36].

εs εbw θbw α

5.68 1.06 0.086 0.82
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Figure 5. Fitting to the experimental data of the four-phase dielectric mixing model of Dasberg et al. [41],
with calibrated parameters, for the various investigated porosities. (a) n = 0.5; (b) n = 0.55; (c) n = 0.6.

All the graphs of Figure 5 indicate that the four-phase dielectric mixing model, though
satisfactorily fitting the data, is not capable of reproducing the inflection point in the θ(εr) relationship
shown by the experimental results of investigated soils, which has been highlighted by plotting in,
Figure 5, the best fitting third order polynomials through the data (the same issue arises using a
three-phase mixing model, as can be clearly seen in the plots of Figure 4).

Figure 6 shows that the peculiar trend of the θ(εr) relationship of the investigated soils may be
well interpreted by means of the three-phase dielectric mixing model of Roth et al. [34], with exponent
α varying in the range 0.3 ≤ α ≤ 0.7.

In fact, Zakri et al. [33] pointed out that this parameter is influenced by soil structure,
so that for structured soils it has been often considered as a fitting parameter of the model, e.g.,
References [9,12,30,42]. The pyroclastic soils of Campania, owing to the high specific surface of the
particles and to the high content of allophanes in their mineral composition, usually exhibit a weak
structure of micro-aggregates, e.g., References [38,43,44], which allows such soils to rest in extremely
loose configurations, with porosities as high as 0.75, e.g., References [19,45], and it is reasonable to
expect that the water assumes quite different spatial arrangements in the pores, moving from low
water content (mainly bond water) to high water content (mainly free water).
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Figure 6. Experimental data at different porosities compared with the three-phase dielectric mixing
model of Roth et al. [34] with various values of the exponent α. (a) n = 0.5; (b) n = 0.55; (c) n = 0.6.

To gain more insight in the variability of α, Figure 7 shows the values obtained, for all the
experimental data, by forcing the three-phase dielectric mixing model of Roth et al. [34] to give the
same values of εr as those provided by the TDR measurements, changing only α and keeping all
the other parameters constant and equal to those reported in Table 3. The obtained values of the
exponent α, clearly indicating a difference between small and high values of the water content, show an
increasing trend of α up to θ slightly higher than 0.3 (i.e., the value at which the θ(εr) experimental
points show a trend change), and then slightly decreasing for higher values. The obtained values of α

have been fitted with two expressions, also plotted in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Values of the exponent α of the dielectric mixing model of Roth et al. [34] obtained, for all the
experimental data, by forcing the model to give the same values of εr as those provided by the TDR
measurements. The red curves are fitting expressions of the α(θ) trend.

The obtained best fitting expressions of the α(θ) relationships have been introduced in Equation (4)
of the model of Roth et al. [34]. The resulting calibration curves are plotted in Figure 8 for the four
investigated porosities.
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Figure 8. Experimental data compared with calibration curves obtained with the dielectric mixing
model of Roth et al. [34] with variable exponent α. Two different expressions of the α(θ) relationships
are represented.

Both of the obtained calibration curves fit very well the experimental points, but the polynomial
α(θ) expression produces unrealistic values of water content for εr > 27. Hence, the TDR calibration
relationship of the pyroclastic soils of Sarno assumes the following expression:

εr = [θεα
w + (1− n)εα

s + (n− θ)εα
a]

1
α with α = 0.23 ln θ + 0.8 (11)

As the logarithmic expression adopted for α(θ) assumes realistic values of the exponent even
outside the investigated water content range, Equation (11) can be used for any water content from
dry conditions to complete soil saturation.

5. Conclusions

The pyroclastic soils of Campania (Southern Italy) are characterized by extremely loose
arrangements of particles, with porosities ranging between 0.5 and 0.75, and exhibit a peculiar dielectric
response to moisture changes, which requires the identification of a specific calibration relationship
linking the relative dielectric permittivity, εr, to the volumetric water content, θ, for the measurement
of soil water content with TDR.

In this paper, the θ(εr) calibration relationship has been experimentally determined for three
pyroclastic soils of Campania, reconstituted with various porosities. The investigated soils (sands with
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loam) were collected from different horizons of the layered profile of the area of Sarno (15 km North
East of Naples).

Although originated by different eruptions of the volcanic complex of Somma-Vesuvius, occurring
in a time interval of several thousands of years, the three investigated soils show the same dielectric
response to water content changes when they are reconstituted with the same porosity. Even in absence
of information about soil porosity, an empirical calibration equation has been obtained, which can be
used with acceptable errors.

The observed experimental trends have also been interpreted with several models of the
calibration relationship proposed in literature, but none of the models satisfactorily fit the experimental
data. At the lowest reconstituted porosity (n = 0.5), the experimental θ(εr) trend results are close to the
“universal” calibration relationship of Topp et al. [2], while it departs from it for increasing porosity.
The departure from the relationship of Topp et al. [2] mainly affects the low water contents, suggesting
that it may be related to the dielectric behavior of bound water, well known to be different from that of
free water. Nevertheless, even a four-phase (solids, bound water, free water, and air) dielectric mixing
model, specifically calibrated to best fit the experimental data, although performing better than the
other tested models, does not successfully reproduce the observed trend. In dielectric mixing models,
the exponent α of the volumetric average of the dielectric permittivity of the various phases account
for their spatial arrangement and on how they interact with the electromagnetic field. As it can be
expected that, in a structured soil, the spatial arrangement of bound water might be quite different
from that of free water, a three-phase (solids, water, and air) dielectric mixing model with a variable
exponent α(θ) is proposed to describe the calibration relationship θ(εr), obtaining a very good fitting of
the experimental data at all the investigated porosities.

Although the approach based on the different spatial distribution of bound water compared to
free water can also be adopted for other pyroclastic soils, as they show similar properties, the obtained
expression cannot be extended to other pyroclastic soils of Campania without a prior experimental
verification. In fact, even if such soils have fairly similar properties, different grain size distributions
and porosities could significantly affect their dielectric behavior, thus leading to different parameters
in the logarithmic expression of α(θ).

Author Contributions: All the Authors equally contributed to the development of the research idea, to the
conceivement of the paper, to the discussion and comment of the results, and to the writing of the article G.S.
carried out the experiments under the supervision of G.C. and R.G.

Funding: This research was funded by PON Project No. 01_01503 “Integrated Systems for Hydrogeological Risk
Monitoring, Early Warning and Mitigation Along the Main Lifelines”, CUP B31H11000370005, in the framework
of the National Operational Program for “Research and Competitiveness” 2007-2013.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Campbell, J.E. Dielectric properties and influence of conductivity in soils at one to fifty megahertz. Soil Sci.
Soc. Am. J. 1990, 54, 332–341. [CrossRef]

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

3. Jones, S.B.; Wraith, J.M.; Or, D. Time domain reflectometry measurement principles and applications.
Hydrol. Process. 2002, 16, 141–153. [CrossRef]

4. Mollo, L.; Greco, R. Moisture measurements in masonry materials by time domain reflectometry. J. Mater.
Civ. Eng. 2011, 23, 441–444. [CrossRef]

5. Agliata, R.; Mollo, L.; Greco, R. Use of TDR to compare rising damp in three tuff walls made with different
mortars. J. Mater. Civ. Eng. 2017, 29. [CrossRef]

6. Ponizovsky, A.A.; Chudinova, S.M.; Pachepsky, Y.A. Performance of TDR calibration models as affected by
soil texture. J. Hydrol. 1999, 218, 35–43. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1990.03615995005400020006x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/WR016i003p00574
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0000188
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0001794
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1694(99)00017-7


Sensors 2018, 18, 3727 13 of 14

7. 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. [CrossRef]

8. Schaap, M.G.; De Lange, L.; Heimovaara, T.J. TDR calibration of organic forest floor media. Soil Technol.
1997, 11, 205–217. [CrossRef]

9. Weitz, A.M.; Grauel, W.T.; Keller, M.; Veldkamp, E. Calibration of time domain reflectometry technique
using undisturbed soil samples from humid tropical soils of volcanic origin. Water Resour. Res. 1997, 33,
1241–1249. [CrossRef]

10. Malicki, M.A.; Plagge, R.; Roth, C.H. Improving the calibration of dielectric TDR soil moisture determination
taking into account the solid soil. Soil Sci. 1996, 47, 357–366. [CrossRef]

11. Whalley, W.R.; Leeds-Harrison, P.B.; Whitmore, A.P.; Sarker, P.K. Effect of aggregate size on the water content
estimated with the time domain reflectance (TDR). Int. Agrophys. 2004, 18, 181–187.

12. Regalado, C.M.; Munoz Carena, R.; Socorro, A.R.; Hernandez Moreno, J.M. Time domain reflectometry
models as a tool to understand the dielectric response of volcanic soils. Geoderma 2003, 117, 313–330.
[CrossRef]

13. Greco, R.; Guida, A.; Damiano, E.; Olivares, L. Soil water content and suction monitoring in model slopes for
shallow flowslides early warning applications. Phys. Chem. Earth 2010, 35, 127–136. [CrossRef]

14. Rolandi, G.; Bellucci, F.; Heizler, M.T.; Belkin, H.E.; De Vivo, B. Tectonic controls on the genesis of ignimbrites
from the Campanian volcanic zone, southern Italy. Mineral. Petrol. 2003, 79, 3–31. [CrossRef]

15. Di Crescenzo, G.; Santo, A. Debris slides–rapid earth flows in the carbonate massifs of the Campania
region (Southern Italy): Morphological and morphometric data for evaluating triggering susceptibility.
Geomorphology 2005, 66, 255–276. [CrossRef]

16. Del Prete, M.; Guadagno, F.M.; Hawkins, A.B. Preliminary report on the landslides of 5 May 1998, Campania,
southern Italy. Bull. Eng. Geol. Environ. 1998, 57, 113–129. [CrossRef]

17. De Vita, P.; Di Clemente, E.; Rolandi, M.; Celico, P. Engineering geological Models of the initial landislides
occurred on the 30 April 2006 at the mount di Vezzi (Ischia Island, Italy). Ital. J. Eng. Geol. Environ. 2007, 2,
119–141.

18. Cascini, L.; Cuomo, S.; Guida, D. Typical source areas of May 1998 flow-like mass movements in the
Campania region, Southern Italy. Eng. Geol. 2008, 96, 107–125. [CrossRef]

19. Sorbino, G.; Nicotera, M.V. Unsaturated soil mechanics in rainfall-induced flow landslides. Eng. Geol. 2013,
165, 105–135. [CrossRef]

20. Dasberg, S.; Dalton, F.N. Time domain reflectometry field measurement of soil water content and electrical
conductivity. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1985, 49, 293–297. [CrossRef]

21. Topp, G.C.; Davis, J.L. Measurement of soil water content using TDR: A field evaluation. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J.
1985, 49, 19–24. [CrossRef]

22. Germann, P.F.; Di Pietro, L.; Singh, V.P. Momentum of flow in soils assessed with TDR moisture readings.
Geoderma 1997, 80, 153–168. [CrossRef]

23. Greco, R. Soil water content inverse profiling from single TDR waveforms. J. Hydrol. 2006, 317, 325–339.
[CrossRef]

24. Greco, R.; Guida, A. Determinazione sperimentale del legame tra permettività dielettrica e contenuto d’acqua
in piroclastici campane. In Proceedings of the Convegno Nazionale di Idraulica e Costruzioni Idrauliche,
Palermo, Italy, 14–17 September 2010.

25. Tarantino, A.; Pozzato, A. Strumenti per il monitoraggio della zona non satura. Riv. Ital. Geotec. 2008, 3,
109–125.

26. 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.
[CrossRef]

27. Ledieu, J.P.; De Ridder, P.; De Clerck, P.; Dautrebande, S. A method of measuring soil moisture by time
domain reflectometry. J. Hydrol. 1986, 88, 319–328. [CrossRef]

28. Jacobsen, O.H.; Schjonning, P. Comparison of TDR calibration functions for soil water determination.
In Proceedings of the Symposium: Time Domain Reflectometry Applications in Soil Science; Petersen, L.W.,
Jacobsen, O.H., Eds.; Danish Institute of Plant and Soil Sci.: Lyngby, Denmark, 1995; Volume 3, pp. 25–33.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.1992.tb00115.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0933-3630(96)00128-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/96WR03956
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.1996.tb01409.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0016-7061(03)00131-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pce.2009.12.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00710-003-0014-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2004.09.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s100640050028
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2007.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2012.10.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1985.03615995004900020003x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1985.03615995004900010003x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0016-7061(97)00074-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2005.05.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/vzj2003.4440
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1694(86)90097-1


Sensors 2018, 18, 3727 14 of 14

29. Young, M.H.; Fleming, J.B.; Wierenga, P.J.; Warrick, A.W. Rapid laboratory calibration of time domain
reflectometry using upward infiltration. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1997, 61, 707–712. [CrossRef]

30. Tomer, M.D.; Clothier, B.E.; Vogeler, I.; Green, S. A dielectric–water content relationship for sandy volcanic
soils in New Zealand. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1999, 63, 777–781. [CrossRef]

31. Persson, M.; Berndtsson, R.; Sivakumar, B. Using Neural networks for calibration of time domain
reflectometry measurements. Hydrol. Sci. J. 2001, 46, 389–398. [CrossRef]

32. Regalado, C.M. A physical interpretation of logarithmic TDR calibration equations of volcanic soils and their
solid fraction permittivity based on Lichtenecker’s mixing formula. Geoderma 2004, 123, 41–50. [CrossRef]

33. Zakri, T.; Laurent, J.P.; Vauclin, M. Theoretical evidence of the Lichtenecker’s mixture formulae based on the
effective medium theory. J. Phys. D Appl. Phys. 1998, 31, 1589–1594. [CrossRef]

34. Roth, K.; Schulin, R.; Fluhler, H.; Attinger, W. Calibration of Time Domain Reflectometry for Water Content
Measurement Using a Composite Dielectric Approach. Water Resour. Res. 1990, 26, 2267–2273. [CrossRef]

35. Dasberg, S.; Hopmans, J.W. Time Domain Reflectometry Calibration for Uniformly and Nonuniformly
Wetted Sandy and Clayey Loam Soils. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1992, 56, 1341–1345. [CrossRef]

36. Dobson, M.C.; Ulaby, F.T.; Hallikainen, M.T.; El-Rayes, M.A. Microwave dielectric behavior of wet soil: Part
II. Dielectric mixing models. IEEE Trans. Geosci. Remote Sens. 1985, GE-23, 35–46. [CrossRef]

37. Dirksen, C.E.; Dasberg, S.I. Improved Calibration of Time Domain Reflectometry Soil Water Content
Measurements. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1993, 57, 660–667. [CrossRef]

38. Olivares, L.; Picarelli, L. Shallow flowslides triggered by intense rainfalls on natural slopes covered by loose
unsaturated pyroclastic soils. Géotechnique 2003, 53, 283–287. [CrossRef]

39. Scognamiglio, S.; Basile, A.; Calcaterra, D.; Iamarino, M.; Langella, G.; Moretti, P.; Vingiani, S.; Terribile, F.
Andic soils and flow-like landslides: Cause-effect evidence from Italy. Land Degrad. Dev. 2018. [CrossRef]

40. Heimovaara, T.J. Design of triple-wire time domain reflectometry probes in practice and theory. Soil Sci. Soc.
Am. J. 1993, 57, 1410–1417. [CrossRef]

41. Dasberg, S.; Bielorai, H.; Erner, Y.; Barum, M. The effect of saline irrigation water on Shamouti oranges.
In Proceedings of the IV International Symposium on Water Supply and Irrigation in the Open and under
Protected Cultivation, Padova, Italy, 26–28 August 1985; International Society for Horticultural Science:
Leuven, Belgium, 1985. [CrossRef]

42. Todoroff, P.; Langellier, P. Comparison of empirical and partly deterministic methods of time domain
reflectometry calibration, based on a study of two tropical soils. Soil Tillage Res. 1998, 45, 325–340. [CrossRef]

43. Adamo, P.; Zampella, M.; Gianfreda, L.; Renella, G.; Rutigliano, F.A.; Terribile, F. Impact of river overflowing
on trace element contamination of volcanic soils in south Italy: Part I. Trace element speciation in relation to
soil properties. Environ. Pollut. 2006, 144, 308–316. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Terribile, F.; Basile, A.; De Mascellis, R.; Iamarino, M.; Magliulo, P.; Pepe, S.; Vingiani, S. Landslide processes
and Andosols: The case study of the Campania region, Italy. In Soils of Volcanic Regions in Europe; Arnalds, Ó.,
Óskarsson, H., Bartoli, F., Buurman, P., Stoops, G., García-Rodeja, E., Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,
Germany, 2007.

45. Damiano, E.; Olivares, L.; Picarelli, L. Steep-slope monitoring in unsaturated pyroclastic soils. Eng. Geol.
2012, 137–138, 1–12. [CrossRef]

© 2018 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/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1997.03615995006100030001x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1999.634777x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02626660109492834
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2004.01.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0022-3727/31/13/013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/WR026i010p02267
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1992.03615995005600050002x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.1985.289498
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1993.03615995005700030005x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1680/geot.2003.53.2.283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ldr.3199
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1993.03615995005700060003x
http://dx.doi.org/10.17660/ActaHortic.1988.228.35
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0933-3630(97)00025-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2006.03.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16777304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enggeo.2012.03.002
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Principles of TDR 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results and Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

