@J%#k ’1-}.%551‘ _Ig;—]:‘é},?ﬂ’;pm
R ESONETE S YOI -+
# &

B SRR L IO R L R LR ST IR T REIRRIRER

Bl iR s i ﬁﬂi:ﬁﬁl%@ FERHIH - o 5 JRE 2P B BN
] [‘ Qﬁ'ﬁl?&fﬁr’ SRRV R R Y “?F»‘ l”Jﬁ'J M lﬁtbﬁ%uﬁl‘?ﬁfﬁ [ N e
JE Ut"ﬂ%ﬁ]‘;t[ Ay J%SJFIE“F 1 o NS i U (g B R S A ) E N
R j%kﬁj SIS A ﬁ“F HHESEF e @;FI‘J;“%?? 7 Wi ER T W45 1/3bar ~ 1bar ~ 2bar

4bar ~ 8bar ~ 12bar Z7ESs > J{HE AT 5 [ E' ] ‘Eﬁﬁ*@ "J‘J'\ﬁ’[‘fkﬁllﬁﬁo Wﬁ?ﬁ%%;f T AET
RN %’Tfﬂ [l SRR o [0 1) = SIS ] > RGP o0 T IastA Pl — =il

BEGE -

(M4EF kAo FHd & R4 8% ~ 40fc-k &4 7 £ ~ van Genuchten Model )
A Study of Equilibrium Timing for Draining in Pressureplate
Experiment

Li-Ling Lin®
Professor, Department of Soil and Water Conservation,
National Chung Hsing University, Taichung 402, Taiwan, R.O.C.
Jing-Huay Hong®

Master, Department of Soil and Water Conservation,
National Chung Hsing University, Taichung 402, Taiwan, R.O.C.

Yi-Zhih Tsai®

Doctoral graduate student, Department of Soil and Water Conservation,
National Chung Hsing University, Taichung 402, Taiwan, R.O.C.

ABSTRACT

OLEREEE BN S
QR B g2 FEE AL S
QR BT k2 GEF I ELE] 2



Using pressureplate experiment to measure soil water properties is conventional and common,
even if its measurement is expensive, time consuming, and labor intensive. However, it is the most
directly measure method. Recently many new experimental apparatus and models in order to predict
soil water properties were developed. But pressureplate experiment still is a familiar method used to
test and verify the predicted results. The objective of this study was to compare the water
characteristic curves measured by pressureplate experiment in different time, namely 1 day and 3
days.The water contents were measured at 1/3, 1, 2, 4, 8, 12bar for soil to obtian water characteristic
curves. The result shows that soil water content could not achive balance when measure in 1 day. The

water characteristic curves in 3 days are better then 1 day.

(Keywords: Water characteristic curve, Pressureplate experiment, Saturated water content, van
Genuchten Model )
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Figure 1. The location of soil sampling.
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