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Wumspulumsussliueuduvesdiu fe ns¥adanmnniliiwesasatanududiseth (ECe) il
ANEIELN YINTITNTINAT EC maumﬂ uazaIadlunsEAuAMALvesiuldslumadendmiuinunsnslunis
AARILAMAINAULAY mmwummﬂi aad i alUSsuifieuisnnstaAn EC sew3neds ECe fU33 EC 1:5 91n
waaﬂgummi (EC 1:5 Lab) w303in EC wuunnwisaUsenda (EC 1:5 pen- type) wazganIIvEeu EC npauiu (EC
test kit) AnwAufifinansznuanindelunians fusenidsavievesusemalng S1uau 32 U3 593 194 #9879 Wa
NM13AN®INUI1 A1 EC 1:5 Lab waz EC 1:5 pen-type @11150vi1ung ECe sgannisannasidadulasgiadivszd@ndnim
Tiandudszansnsiinue (RD) wirfu 0.82 uaz 0.83 Mud1iu 13U A1 EC 1:5 pen-type a13150vi1une ECe fag
aunsanneeLdudu AuwiudwesmsiugeglussdugsluidiuAmlesialunats (ECe <4 ds/m) diA1 Residual
Indeud (-1.93 s 5.87 dS/m) LLauamaqLuammmmamuawu (ECe >4 dS/m) 3ifin residual 531319 -4.47 63 6.26
ds/m ImaslumummawumsﬂiuLmummwmfm wuzhliinsaouiisuiaiast EC wuunnmsiaUszndngae
a9a mamm’muﬂaumﬂmmwﬂma d3U EC test kit Imamusua:uaLsuaﬂawimal,ummlmmmvmmumimwma
A1 ECe WWaUTu LmawmmimﬂmmaquamﬂamuLwamLLuﬂmumuwaamuiuimwaam‘ulm ANUgnaadluns
FuunsERUANANvRsAuYIntU 88.14% Wawfleufuen ECe mn‘manumms
AFIARY: ANNLANTEIAY N1SUTERIUANULANYBIRY NMTANNTBIAIULALAIARLNL

Abstract

The standard method for evaluating soil salinity is the determination of electrical conductivity (EC) of
the saturated soil paste extract (ECe) which requires considerable technical expertise. Simpler EC measurement
methods that can effectively classify soil salinity levels would be highly beneficial for routine monitoring. This
study aimed to compare the analytical performance of the standard ECe method with alternative methods,
including EC 1:5 measured in the laboratory (EC 1:5 Lab), EC 1:5 measured using an inexpensive pen-type EC
meter (EC 1:5 pen-type) and a field soil EC test kit (EC test kit). A study was conducted on saline-affected soils
at 32 locations in northeastern Thailand, with a total of 194 samples collected. The results demonstrated strong
linear relationship between ECe and both EC 1:5 Lab and EC 1:5 pen-type measurements, with coefficients of
determination (R?) 0.82 and 0.83, respectively. The results revealed that EC 1:5 measured using an EC pen-type
meter could be used to predict ECe using a linear regression equation. Model performance was more reliable
in low to moderate salinity ranges (ECe <4 dS/m; Residual values -1.93 to 5.87 dS/m), whereas prediction
uncertainty increased at higher ECe levels (ECe >4 dS/m; Residual values -4.47 to 6.26 dS/m) indicating a
tendency of the model to underestimate ECe at higher salinity levels. Calibration is recommended for the
inexpensive pen-type EC meter prior to use to enhance measurement accuracy. As the EC test kit provides
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semi-quantitative discrete interval data, it is not suitable for quantitative prediction of ECe. However, the EC test
kit is capable of screening saline soil at the field level. The soil salinity classification accuracy was 88.14% when
compared to the laboratory-determined ECe values.

Keywords: soil salinity, soil salinity assessment, field salinity screening.
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m’mLﬁmmauLﬂuﬂﬁgw;mwmimwmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁmwamzwwiaﬂﬁwamﬁﬁzmaﬁ"ﬂaﬂ wazdsmasonsidenlnsy
2990 U (Phuong et al., 2020) ﬁuﬁlwwﬂqaﬂasmm%aaa: 20 vaslanldsunansenuannAINuLA YL (Food and
Agriculture Organization of United Nations and The Intereovernmental Technical Panel on Soils, 2015; Shahid et
al, 2018) dmiuuszmalng wudriiufivszanaiosas 17 vesnanziusenidsanieldiunansznuainanuian
(Sahunalu, 2003) fawguanainindediulsiu wazduwlfuvenedaufiuduluouan (Yang et al, 2022) N139579
Annw LLainuLmummmmamuamqmaLuaa LLauamLauammmmmﬂmmamsauuauumamsmmimwLaazﬂmm
LLawmswammmimwu (Kargas etal, 2022) o

‘mwmaﬂimummﬂaa vanetls Aufilinsazauveundeazargviolossuveundelusgetioovistuauly
Uunafiganinnawinnuduiie daduszauanududuveandefidudinisasafivlavesiiy (Egorov et al, 1977)
mﬂ,m H0N19LNYATVDINTY V]iwmwriawi%al,mm (United States Department of Agriculture: USDA) ﬂuﬁﬁ%J‘U
NaNIENUIINNABTaNYMElanIzAe 1A1 ECe > 4 dS/m (United States Department of Agriculture, 1954) g4lsh
ana uiaswgiavatseie wWu Lina dn waglisyeiv Suldsunansznuainanuialugae ECe 2-4 dS/m Richards
(1954) l@weAuduius sz AU duRvesansatnaniu (ECe) uaznsnavuauasvasiiy Tnedien ECe 31Andn 2
ds/m Junawifisedavinnsiasaivinvesidiulvg luvaeiien ECe unni 16 ds/m ssiliitesiiniinusainde
Lmuwmmsaaasa(ﬂiﬂ Aow1 FAO USulsanasain1sa uunssAum AL o ssiu Tneimualinudilidnansenuan
1nNde (Non—satlne) um ECe <2 dS/m . )

Wumspruilhduidinnnuauvesiiu fo mstaranmnisilii (EC) vesansadniududiiei (ECe)
(Kruse et al., 1990) agglsAnu Bsnanldnanisiwsziun uagdoddussnugs slifinseidntennisine
amwmiuﬂ‘w%} suaqa'ﬁaﬂﬂmﬂmumauﬂuamﬁmumn 9 (Lsuu A ‘m 1:2.5, 1:5, 1:10) W@ sihAiilalumun vide
wlasalunends 3ideuunn fie n1sin EC mﬂmiaﬂmumauﬂuamﬁmu 1:5 (Park et al,, 2024) wazilonldlunis
mm@m’mLﬂmamuluaaammaa Iy wazieenans aﬁmimmuﬂgumlmwmw Luaamﬂﬂsmmmﬂﬁumm FO9N1T
natlunswsen warnsadaiivesndn LLﬁ“’iJG]‘L!VIum’]ﬂ’J’]’JS ECe (Rayment and Higginson, 1992; Shirokova et al.,
2000; Wang et al,, 2011; Kargas et al. 2022) faugian maﬂgummwmmmﬂuammevwmwmﬂmamuma EC 1:5
Luaammﬂmﬁmmsaﬂmw azan a5 Useudaian waze1ld91e (Khorsandi and Yazdi, 2007) usidviswavesaany
Wusensasayiulnvesitaulngdanesredaiuan ECe muuﬁmmLﬂummmmnma&m EC1:5 \Ju ECe LWE]S[fiﬂ‘lm’]i
Usuiflunsmeuauesuesfivesaminzas (He et al, 2013) wini3iinmsdieseifidns dzain 55 LLavmuwum GE
mmm’tmamsﬂivLuuléﬂﬂammﬂmﬁmmmmvLﬂuﬂivimmmmwmﬂﬂumimﬂmmmmwmumﬂumﬂamu

ﬂimwmummuauuauumsmmaaummwamimwmlﬂiaiﬂ‘mﬂwmﬂgwmi H1UsYUU e-Service (Land
DeveLopment Department, 2026) uay m'ﬂwmmmaaumumﬂaum (LDD test k|t Ima%maﬂummwwi”mﬂ LD
Wiunsd18ensusnis uazandununsdnnisiy egelsinng &Jq:uLﬂwmsﬂimqmummmmaamsmwaaumuL‘U@qmu
MILALEY YANTINEDUAUNAAUTY (EC test kit) anfendnnsarinnudetilugnsidi 1:5 thansafnlaluvhufaze
fuaneslumsn (AgNO,) (@sazanglninsn) ilevhufiseniuleeseunaslse (CU) luansafinandiu Tlwunadeulas
walududiames dlenaslsdluasadafunun Sanesluninaginiiortudufiameslasium Aadunzneudiima
meqmuﬁmam (End point) #3esiamununainisindannsldujisonaiivesdanieslunim uazluslulvueaug
(Bromothymol blue) dierhliAnnisuasunlasdfiaenadasiussfunnuiuvesiu (Best, 1929; Hajrasuliha et al,,
1991; Akpan et al., 2002)

’JS?J’]G]S%’]UI‘LJﬂﬁUiULimﬂﬁmLmJ“UENﬂ‘L! (Ece) Tuusiugn usildanuy Tdusanuann wazfidaldanege 38 EC
1:5 (amwmuwumam) uummma $1en91 winislin1snsaaeuAINgNFDs LLuumaaqmasmmLamUﬁ angninnis
yhunefiuusity SnfsdanauuusiassiiindefiouasiamsionsaaiioUssanae ECe 91nnsIn EC 15 Tdoeauiugn
N151AAT EC 1:5 GWFJ’JSﬂ”Ii(ﬂ’NG] fanuduiusegildodidydu ECe wazansnlilunisaanisal ECe ldaga
dhidedelusyiuanudusiieg Tnglduvudassmsaeudioviimnsay sy muddei Tinguse aamwamia‘umau
Bavindranmnsilnihvesiiuseningds ECe AUl EC 1:5 annviesufjiinns (EC 1:5 Lab), wW3aedn EC wuunnw
immimm (EC 1:5 pen-type) kazynn319aau EC n1aauin (EC test kit) LW’e]L‘Uu‘uE]maﬂiuﬂ’e]‘UﬂﬁLaaﬂIsU’Jﬁﬂﬁ
pzfimanzaniudnenin LLawuamnmaqsﬂmwmﬂumsmmumsmawuﬂaammmmamu Tunsdnwitlal
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ﬁ’JlIG\’JLLU?LU@@‘lﬁ.uﬂWi?Lﬂi’]”ﬂ Luaﬂ%’]ﬂlldLuur]’]iWGlJu’]LLu’Wl’NV]LiEJ‘lN’]EJLLauﬁ’lﬁﬂiﬂu’]‘lﬂﬂﬁ“ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂiﬂﬂWﬂﬁuﬂll
IG]EJLQWW”&WW?ULﬂU@‘iﬂiVliJﬂthJsU@ﬁJaﬁiJUWﬂu L L‘LJEJWLJ LWEﬂ‘Vi’Jﬁﬂ’]3148’11J’15€11‘UQ’1U19§I@’c’J‘lMWENEJ’mEJ"U@MaLWMLG]M

A5n1sAnE

nsiuAeE1eAu

msm‘umammummumumawuﬁﬂim (#u A B uaz C) (Genetic Soil Sampling) 38 MaNBYNTHIT AU
(Soil Taxonomy) Ma15aLAZRENLAUAINT UAY (Soil Horizon) fl @2 ounsEUIUATSIAALATTRAUINISYBIAY
(Pedogenesis) Ingl4dsziiouisuinsgruluniseSursdnwuswiidniu (Soil Science Division Staff, 2017) 910 32
Us e sawqau 194 fees (Figure 1) lnpdingiuiinvesiudsznoume ag neuthvienzneuimesdy fu
mmamuwmwumiquaawmaﬂﬂw WaY/%3e maaumau%ﬂuﬁw gmilailnaiin MegadugnAdliusludisy ua
oo uazdouiuAzLnIIwA 2 faduns MntniusnuiogdluramatainUaiatnauniasinluiinses
(Soil Science Division Staff, 2017)
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Figure 1 Soil sampling map in Northeastern Thailand (Geo-Informatics and Space Technology Development
Agency, 2023).

nflsi'whamwn'ﬁﬁ'ﬂw%maqﬁflsaﬁ'ﬂau%"uﬁfaé’wﬁﬂ (ECe)

wmammummu 400 n5u laluninesnatainauin 600 Naddns memﬂauuam’sumavl,mwwmwumu
Susnden arnduitndegrdlsidunan 16 Falus ﬂauLLEJﬂmiavmUaaﬂmﬂmamﬂmaﬁmmmmﬂ \iuansazanei
Ialurananadin wazihludadanimnnsilaii dae EC meter (United States Department of Agriculture, 1954)
nsyaAmsiliiindidiunisdeedssfadranimnisiilai (E0) Tneldindesiauuudalde (Lab 955, Sl Analytics
GmbH, Mainz, Germany) Imammsaa‘umsmLmaq:uamamsazmammgm KCl fifananimnnsilad 0.084, 0.147
way 1.413 dS/m ﬁam‘wﬂﬁ 25°C daumﬂ‘i’f&m (United States Department of Agriculture, 1954)
msqﬂmamwnqsuﬁ1WWﬂmaqaﬂsanﬂﬂu m 1:5 mnwaqﬂg‘umms (EC 1:5 Lab)

mmammummu 10 n¥u ldluvasanaassnarainuuuiilndnvuin 80 Jaddng Wudhnduusuna 50
fiadans Uneliiain snthuddeirdesefininuss 180 seusdewdt Wunan 60 wii wagiindogeliilunm 30
U1 (Food and Agriculture Organization of United Nations, 2021) n1sinaninn1sunluf1eaidunisaaeias o
Lmammmamwmsuﬂw% (EQ) Tngvimsaeuiiisuini ssileseasazatgninsgiu KOl Aananiwnisunlwil 0.084,
0.147 uay 1.413 dS/m Vlam‘vmm 25°C ﬂaumﬂ‘m’m Food and Agriculture Organization of United Nations, 2021)
msqﬂmamwn’mu’ﬂﬂﬁ’ruaﬁ’mﬁnmu i 1:5 miaefm EC uuuwnw1s1a1usendn (EC 1:5 pen-type)

- meiegsaudisdeunsiunng 5 dadans (uWWUﬂﬂuUi“M’]iy 6-7 N3u) 91U 1 Fou lalunvurwaradn

Lﬁmﬁﬂﬂébué’m%aumw%mm 5 fladdns S 5 dou euliidiu PnuwnIemeiiadunal 10 Wil uagindegie
Pdunan 1 9alus neuthludaanmnisiiluindiseiesin EC wuunnmsialsyndna sdatainislines 5-in-1 (In
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A1 pH, TDS, EC, ammu WaTAIULAL) SdaiuiuuauaLLa ﬁu Imam’;qmimmamwmsuﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂiamau 0-10,000
pS/cm, 10.01-19.99 mS/cm uag 20.1-400 mS/cm ﬂaum'ﬂﬁumumimm EC wuunnwsausenda vinsaeuiisy
\n309d0AI8aITAZA1ENINTEIU KCL fifiannisiliiiia 1.413 dSs/m wqmmu 25°C (Queensland Government, 2018;
Food and Agriculture Organization of United Nations, 2020)
msdadranmnsihiniveshudlgyansiaday EC ampaun (EC test kit)

mumaumsamiwvwmammmaa‘u EC n1pauny (EC test kit) m1LuumimumJaﬂuaqmummmmammams
Wauufifu ﬂilJW@,J‘H’WlG]"LJ ImﬂmmGm'13Lﬂaﬂuammmﬁaum'&Jmﬂlamuammal,lm asﬂmumau‘[mwamu finfuldvin
afmsua 2 Yo nthen SS01 Usums 10 Jadans (msatauuy 1:5) UWN”ILLauLLﬂ’NL‘U’l 9 mﬂuuﬂiaaaﬁaumaaa
luvannsesiu gaasavaeUsung 1 maam Tdluriavnaeu Wiuten SS01 U103 5 fadans wazneatnen 5S02
U 3 g Umrﬂ’um%m’mm 9 duthen SS03 muamULLameﬂmmiLﬂaﬂuﬂﬁummia ane laetdSeuiisunuueiy
Weudifleduunseiuanuiuvesiy mmmm’r&n SS03 AU 5 ﬂNLLa’J‘c’NVLiJLﬂWﬂﬁLIJaEJuﬁ TuUananu Table 1
(Land Development Department, 2025) mumamsmwlmﬂwagamﬂqm IenvasvauuuraIngy (Upper bound)
WuedunuvesusaznguiteWasnadestuinasinisdsusssumiuifuvosiu

Table 1 Salinity classification scale for the EC test kit (Land Development Department, 2025)

Number of drops EC 1:5 (dS/m) Salinity class
1 < 0.07 Non-saline
2 0.07 - 0.15 Very Slightly Saline
3 0.15-0.34 Slightly saline
4 0.34 - 0.63 Moderately saline
5 0.63 - 0.93 Strongly saline
No color change after 5 drops > 0.93 Extremely saline

NNSATIZANIIEDA

mslaszsideyansaiiuseneusmeatinilmssau Msinwinisonneelddy nswsuifisuAiadslog
I¥affiuuu paired t-test iflosandayalauandisgefungifiuvilidoyansaesyaianudunusiu wagns
MTIVFOUNITNTEALAVBIEILANAN Taeldlusunsu Microsoft Excel (Microsoft Corporation, 2024)

Nan1sANWILAzIN5al

msf&ﬁu,unﬁqasj'mﬁ"ﬁmcné]"ssjﬂ"lamwmiﬁﬂﬂﬂwaqmﬁaﬁmau?juﬁfaﬁwﬁﬁ (ECe)

amiwmmamawawu wuin Anads ECe Wity 2.12 dS/m Tuvniediisn1sTiasesd EC 1:5 Lab EC 1:5 pen-
type wa EC test kit umLaaa‘Lﬂammﬂu (0.25-0.28 dS/m) (Table 2) LL‘UdﬂaMG]’J%JEJN@U@]’]@JS“@UFI’J’]&JLmﬂﬂai‘dﬂﬁ
ECe uindin wun fhegrafuiulifa (Non -saline) 140 29819 AutAutios (Slightly sallne) 18 fveng AuALUY
nans (Moderately saline) 29 fa9819 AULANLIN (Strongly saline) 6 #9819 LavAuULANTA (Extremely saline) 1
F0E19 TINNSEU 194 @984 (Figure 2)

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of different EC measurement methods (n = 194, dS/m)

Method Minimum Maximum Mean S.D.
ECe 0.07 17.91 212 3.02
EC 1:5 Lab 0.01 1.69 0.25 0.36
EC 1:5 pen-type 0.01 1.65 0.28 0.39
EC test kit 0.07 1.23 0.25 0.31

nsWisuiisunanisiinssiatanmnsitlnivasansananudusdaiieun (ECe) uag EC 1:5 #asujuRns (EC
1:5 Lab)
WisuiisuAniafeves ECe waz EC 15 Lab wud annuuansafumeeafiifssiuoddy 0.001 S

ada

miﬂiuLmummmmaaﬂumﬂmmmaﬂ'1‘wmsmlWﬂwaqmiaﬂmumauﬂuam’]mu 1:5 (EC 1:5) LUU’JS‘VN’]FJ Ll
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desn ECe Wumdtafianilunsuaniddninavesmuiuvesiusionsasyivinvesindwndudouda EC
1:5 .U ECe (Shirokova et al., 2000; He et al,, 2013; FAO, 2018) .

msUszluanuAuvesiulaeluldfeddudaduaansaldaraninnisiald (EQ) yasensainfiioanslu
11505z UAIAMULALALATIINSIUYDIAY (Smagin et al, 2024) Tnafis1891uANUFURUSITLAUNLTILNTITZWINg
ECe Wiz EC 1:5 (Ozcan et al., 2006; Sonmez et al., 2008; Khorsandi and Yazdi 2011; Aboukila and Norton, 2017)
ﬂ1amJiwawawUiﬁﬂgiuﬂuwuauwuﬁululﬂuL‘wmmmm Lml,mﬂmﬂﬂu"LUmuL,ma“‘wu‘w (Kargas et al., 2022) W3guiiigy
’Jﬁﬂﬁ’JLﬂi’]“"ﬂ EC 1.5 SL‘UﬂiZJWZMU’]EJ’Iﬂﬂ’J’I’Jﬁ ECe miavmsmwaﬁmmw yiliAn EC 1:5 an31@A1 ECe #nA1 ECe v04
mu‘wuwamwumﬂmaammmmmw A1 EC 1:5 azdlpuduiusegndidediagyiu A1 ECe n1glaAn EC 1:5 Tunns
YIMu1gAn ECe a’?qmmwamﬁ‘am (Sonmez et al., 2008; Chi and Wang, 2010; He et al., 2012; Leksungnoen et al.,
2018; Gozukara et al., 2022; Rukadi et al., 2025)

]
o

y = 7.63x + 0.15
=0.82

_ e
o
A

USDA salinity classification scale
Non-saline: ECe < 2 dS/m
Slightly saline: ECe > 2 — 4 dS/m

-
NnoA
']

ECe (dS/m)
)

8 . e R -. . . Moderately saline: ECe > 4 - 8 dS/m
6 o T @ ey
4 Lo omews e %L, Strongly saline: ECe > 8 - 16 dS/m
L ety s 520
4 ‘.‘ (A
0
0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00

EC 1:5 Lab (dS/m)

Figure 2 Linear regression between EC 1:5 Lab and ECe with the USDA salinity classification scale (n = 194)
(USDA, 1954).

a wva

nMsueransinTesidrsamnisinlwihessssataaududadaein (ECe) #aw EC 1:5 Hoeufiifing (EC 1:5
Lab)

MsiUSeuLiBuan EC 1:5 Lab fufn ECe wuindiauduiusidaduiin nefidrduussandnisdndula (R?)
WU 0.82 @UN1T0A0OUITNEUL y = 7.63x + 0.15 (y mx + ¢) A1AFU (Slope) Wiy 7.63 aunnsanneulBuduil
gninuldlunisviunean ECe 9nen EC 1:5 Lab @emaaudy (m) ) AlgdarnnsAneidanlndfostutisanudui
iwmuimmm’msmawm (7.36 < m < 8.22) (Sonmez et al,, 2008; Smagin et al., 2024) LLﬁuiJﬂ%’]ﬂJﬁiiWUﬁL‘lNLﬁu
3¥1I1999015 ECe way EC 1:5 Imammammuamsawamwuﬁm (Kargas et al., 2022) mﬂmmauwuswﬂmmmaalmm
EC 1: 5 Tun1sviunemn ECe (Leksungnoen et al., 2018)

HaN15¥WIEAN ECe (Predicted ECe) annaunisanaesuandlviiiuiisninuaenndesfiidontua ECe 7i3nle
939 (Measured ECe) TnufiAnandunusuuutiiesdu (Pearson correlation coefficient) ¥inAu O.90yazﬁau5ﬂmm
udaunssuazfiAmnsuesnuduiusiBadunseseninem Measured ECe wag Predicted ECe wanainil nsiUSeuliiou
Adeszninseitinlduwasaiiviungls Tuuandnstuegaived fyvneads (muwansiuads = 0.004 dS/m, 113
NAFBY t WUUFUE p = 0.97, r = 0.90, n = 194) fsuansly (Table 3)

Table 3 Paired t-test comparing the means of measured and predicted Ece

EC (dS/m) n Mean Variance t df p-value
Measured ECe 194 2.028 9.010

Predicted ECe 194 2.024 7.363

Paired comparison 0.04 193 0.97

Not significant at the 0.05 level

b ammsmmaammmwmaﬂmmamimaaa (Regression) 138 Residual plot vmmiwaam Residuals
(Measured Ece-Predicted ECe) uuwnu y Wieusudivhungls (Predicted ECe (dS/m)) LN X Lwaﬂmmammm
AIUAAIALAR DU WUT R]GWIﬂ?]ﬂﬂiuﬁ]’]EJE]EJ‘UULLavaWQLﬁuﬂ‘uEJ wangliiiuln NaaWﬁulummmwmamwjﬂiuuu
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(Systematic bias) (Figure 3a) lun1svihune aeandesiumsvaaey t Luudug (p = 0.97) uansi1 wwudiasinisanaey
LT 9L Y (A inear regression model) L1131y azmam ey uﬂi’lmmummmﬂwm ECe mmﬂ’mﬂaw 1H93910AAY
ﬂmﬂmaam ﬂiuﬁ]ﬂfmaEJ’N‘VI‘H’]LLuuiﬂaﬂuEﬂu%’NUiuu’lm 0-3 dS/m wile ECe mm‘waa‘uu A1 Residual ﬂiuﬁ]’]EJG]’Jiﬂﬂ
suu LLavm’mmmamLﬂaauu’mﬁuummummm au (x4-7 dS/m) uanalsiiiiuan ﬂ’J’lﬁJVLJJLLu“LJEJusLuﬂ’IWl’mWEJ‘\] meu
Luammmuawu (He et al,, 2013) Tusumvm mnmamwuﬂﬂﬂamm 10-13 dS/m memmmmmmaaum 'vmu
g osnanideuiisnety uaz mmumamwum ECe awiﬁummamuulummuﬂ (Sonmez et al., 2008)
aamﬂammwamimaawm Kargas et al. (2022) ‘vmwa'] A3YUNEAT ECe aziianuuiugnilon ECe Hounin 3
dS/m \ilevin Histogram of residuals Wuin ArAuAaInLAd euLanslifiuA1sNTZAERUUUNG ummaaaa%aﬂua
au‘uauuﬁuaaummu‘uaamimaaEJL‘UﬂLau LLauﬂ’ﬁVIﬂﬁa‘UVINﬁﬂmLL‘U‘U’fD‘Uﬂ (Paired Samples t-Test) (Figure 3b) asmli
Any Lmeaaqmmaﬁmmmeqmamwﬂ’]ﬁuwlﬂ/\lﬁwaqmummrmqmﬂ TngluuTIaesaEnusauUasen EC 1:5 1u
A1 ECe 1@88?@141LSUEJGEJLQW%IWU’NWI EC Uszunad 0-35 dS/m (Leksungnoen et al,, 2018) #ne1 EC gaunn looou
mwummﬂgﬂimﬂwﬂwmmamwuﬁivmw EC ﬂuﬂimmmaamwmlumuLauma n31d1Uv0IA1 EC Iuaﬂiauawa
LAZANTANNTIADY S afﬂaﬁmammmmammwmu m‘[.wvl,umuﬁﬂﬁlwaﬂmiwammammﬂaulm (Smagin et al,,

2024) mfﬂfummiﬁwsuaﬂm“m’mﬂwmam'ﬁmmm way lupanisannay (Regression) y 7.63x+0.15 @11130
AUUATEAUANULALYBIAUAIY EC 1: 5 Lab "meu AuliliAy (Non-saline) < 0.24 dS/m AuLAutios (Slightly saline)
0.24-0.50 dS/m AuiAuUIUNa1e (Moderately saline) 0.50-1.03 dS/m AuLAusn (Strongly saline) 1.03-2.08 dS/m
wazAuLANTn (Extremely saline) > 2.08 dS/m (Table 4) (United States Department of Agriculture, 1954; Visconti
et al,, 2010)

nMsiFeuiisunan1siasned EC 1:5 #osUfiAns (EC 1:5 Lab) uaz EC a1nia3asdauuumwnw (EC 1:5 pen-
type)

A1 EC 1:5 pen-type a1u1saldluniseduisanuuususiues EC 1:5 Lab lageniis 94.3% (R® = 0.943)
(Figure 4) @119 Linear regression 531319 EC 1:5 pen-type Wag EC 1:5 Lab Ao y = 0.888x — 0.001 A1 Slope Ao
0.888 FafiAdnlng 1 uazen intercept fiAUszana 0 \ouaghislend (Bias) Figure 4 uandlyiliiudn EC 1:5 pen-type
fenlnalAesiu EC 1:5 Lab wifwualdusnindnies awamawmmumuma’smiwm EC 1:5 pen-type 3981438013
mqmammuuauuﬂuammu 1: 5 (v/v) ‘vrfi,uammumamuuaumLLmﬂmNﬂuLaﬂuaaaawaiwmmwmulmmmJ 1
(Sonmez et al., 2008) mammsl,ﬂiaumaummawaa EC 1:5 Lab uaw EC 1:5 pen-type mmﬁmsmaau t LL‘U‘UWﬂ
WU m‘waamummmmmme(sml,aaﬂ fo 0.032 dS/m W mmLaaEJmemmuwammmuuaamw 0.001 ‘mu
A EC 7ifnldanniadostn EC wuunnmiiudugiunn fisedu EC < 10 dS/m waz LL@JuEnaqmm fisziu EC < 2 dS/m
(Arnold et al., 2005) szmewamamﬂ‘umLLuﬂmummm (Extremely saline) ¢ng EC 1:5 (> 2.08 dS/m) (USDA, 1954,
Visconti et al., 2010) ‘m‘u A1 EC 1:5 pen-type Ptalunirauinansalduny a1 EC 1:5 Lab 16 (Queensland
Government, 2018)

5 100
*
4 - & *
> o 80
&
2 “ ' ’. * .
) 2 “. * 60
‘.‘ h e !
4 . d 8 10 12 14
2 .. i z 40
* ¢
*
4 -
*
*
a [ | -

<-4 (-4,-3](-3,-2](-2,-1] (-1,0] (0,1] (1,2] (2,3) (3,4] >4

Residuals (dS/m)
(=1
Number of observations

Predicted ECe (dS/m) Residuals (ds/m)

€) (b)
Figure 3 Residual plot of predicted ECe values (a) and histogram of residuals (b) (n = 194).
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Table 4 Soil salinity classification based on EC 1:5 Laboratory measurements

Salinity class EC 1:5 Lab (dS/m)
Non-saline <0.24
Slightly saline 0.24 - 0.50
Moderately saline 0.50 - 1.03
Strongly saline 1.03 - 2.08
Extremely saline > 2.08
2.0
18 y = 0.888x - 0.001 _
1.6 R2 = 0.943
- )
§ 1.4 . o
T 12 . ' (]
E 1.0 ..:. . e *
908 Bt
¥ 06 _4,_&".‘ b
0.4 3 oo
0.2 ”-?»
.. ,0
0.0
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

EC 1:5 pen-type (dS/m)

Figure 4 Linear regression between EC 1:5 pen-type and EC 1:5 laboratory measurements (n = 194). The

orange dashed line represents the 1:1 line (slope = 1)

0.80 1 1
] ° ]
1 1
0.60 i .
1 1
1 1
0.40 | N | = = Non-saline
- ! o, ® ! Slightly saline
£ 020 ! o® ! )
a | L] Y ] 1 Moderately saline
o lo © ! = = Strongly saline
g 0.00 ~§, o o ¢ i
g 0.00 | o‘o‘ﬁ o' '1’00 ® 150" z.oq 2.50
L ]
& -0.20 | |
1 1
1 1
-0.40 i .
1 ¢ !
-0.60 ! !

Predicted EC 1:5 (dS/m)
Figure 5 Residuals of predicted EC 1:5 values potted against predicted EC 1:5 values. Vertical dashed lines

indicate soil salinity classification based on EC 1:5 laboratory measurements (n = 194).

msmaaaaumumﬂma (ReS|duaL Analysis) ) wanslAliudn deRanainuesn1svituie (Prediction errors) fitiae
wnluiufilidy wariufifannaudush aﬂLﬂmmﬂmmwmmmmaauiﬂammamﬂ miﬂivmaml,mumﬂiumq <0.24
dS/m uazA Residuals fin1snsyanaiantieslugng 0.24-0.50 dS/m IumuvwwummLmﬁﬂmumﬂ%ﬂuﬂmmmmLmJ
munmqmad (>0.50 dS/m) Immawwvamqmmvmummwmmmw 1.03 dS/m (Figure 5) lomniflerufuvesiu
WinnTu euduiussearing ECe wae EC 1:5 liludunss (non linear) (Leksungnoen et al., 2018)
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msBeuifisunansinssiaaninnsinlniivesasafaduduiadaetn (ECe) uas EC anwiasiauuunana
(EC 1:5 pen-type)

1 EC 1:5 pen-type @1unsaldluniseduigninuulsusiuves ECe lade 83% (R? = 0.83) (Figure 6) @1nns
Linear regression %114 EC 1:5 pen-type Way ECe Ao y = 7.04x + 0.17 Fefdanuadrendatu auns Linear
regression 51119 EC 1:5 Lab way ECe (y = 7.63x+0.15, R?=0.82) A® 7171 Slope Uszulad 7 wazdan Intercept
Uszana 0.15 (Figure 2 uag Figure 6) @9AARDINITNAGDIVDY Kargas et al. (2022) wag Kumar et al. (2023) ANUN
A1 ECe 11nn31A1 EC 1:5 Uszana 7 win ﬁzjaaaslumdmmumﬁ]*&JawLauam’mauwuﬁmLauivmw ECe wag EC1:5
mu,m 5.05 94 11.7 (Ozcan et al., 2006; Sonmez et al., 2008; Chi and Wang, 2010; Aboukila and Norton 2017).
Luammsmi&mmwmmaamaa ECe way EC 1:5 pen type AIEITNIINADU t LUUTUA WU AvisaeaiiAnay
LLG]ﬂG]’NLQaEJ fin 1.846 dS/m LLauummL.Lmﬂmmumnaammumuuamﬂm 0.001

y=T7.04x + 0.17
R? = 0.83 *

—
w

ECe (dS/m)
o

&,
e

;.

»

0.00 0.50 1.00 1.50 2.00
EC 1:5 pen-type (dS/m)

Figure 6 Linear regression between EC 1: 5 pen-type and ECe measurements (n = 194).

miv‘hmﬂwamﬁLv»mzﬁﬂ'ﬁamwmsﬁﬂ%lﬁlwaamiaﬁ'ﬂauﬁlmﬁqé’wﬁﬂ (ECe) 18 EC NATBITARUUNANA (EC
1:5 pen-type)

vu1eA1 ECe 91nf1 EC 1:5 pen-type A28aun15011500008L8 181 (Linear regression) y = 7.04x + 0.17
WU AeABTes ECe fivungld (Predicted ECe) fa 2. 126 dS/m uay A1 ECe mmlmmﬂﬁaaﬂgumms (Measured
ECe) ﬂa 2.124 dS/m Fadalndidesiuan Arauuanssadesunn (0.002 dS/m) wan1INAADU Paired t-test WUl
Aadsves Measured ECe uay Predicted ECe luiunnsnsiuegslidedAgyneada (Table 6)

Table 5 Paired t-test comparing the means of measured and predicted Ece

EC (dS/m) n Mean Variance t df p-value
Measured ECe 194 2.124 9.093

Predicted ECe 194 2.126 7.506

Paired comparison -0.029 193 0.98

Not significant at the 0.05 level

ATIRERUANAMYBUNAN1Tann0Y (Regression) Ingldnsu Residual plot FaRuINAIALLANGTeT
mmmlml,aumwmmﬂlﬂ (Measured Ece-Predicted ECe) WEAIUULAY Y Wisuleuiumiivinungle (Predlcted ECe,
dS/m) UUKNU X L‘INaﬂiuLlI‘L!TULL‘U‘Uﬂﬁiﬂi&iﬁﬁl%@ﬂﬂ?ﬂ’l’]ﬂﬂa’mLﬂaa‘u wamﬁmmwmwmw LLUU%’]&BQNF‘W’]’]@J@@J’]L&QJ@
maqwqmﬂsﬁu (Model behawor) TugnsiiAn EC #in Residuals umiﬂswmamua mm‘lﬂaﬂua (m Residual 5% NI
-1.93 ZN 5.87 dS/m) 1u‘umummam ECe E]EJI‘L!iuﬂ‘U‘U']‘LmaN AN Residuals LiiJ%Jﬂ']iﬂiuﬁ]’]EJLWJJ‘UU ae Lll’e]ﬂ'] ECe EN
Residuals mmzﬂiumammuamwmw (ﬂ’] Rye5|dual SEUIN -4.47 i‘lﬂ 6.26 dS/m) LLﬂﬂﬂ‘VImu’J’] mm”l,mmuawuaa
miﬁwmmﬁﬁumm fupufuvesRuiiiinty wuusaeadianuddeiounlugag ECe sdsuunans (<4 ds/m)
(Flgure 7) GZNF']'W ECe < 4 dS/m LWNWuﬁMWi“IﬁLUUﬁ]ﬂLLUQWUWNNaﬂiuVlUﬁ]’]ﬂLﬂﬁE]@@ﬂﬁ]’]ﬂﬂuVI‘luﬁJNﬁﬂivVl‘Uﬁ]']ﬂLﬂaE]
(Spiteri and Sacco, 2024) qumﬂiimaqLLU‘U%Waaammauﬂmmumaawm Leksungnoen, et al. (2018) Avial A
yngmsual ECe (51'1 (<5 dS/m) LLa“’LﬂWUEJNWWﬁ’]WGLUf‘I'ﬁWWUWEJL‘WlIGU‘LJ?JEJWQNUUﬂWﬂmﬂﬁﬁiUﬂuﬂmiuﬂUﬂﬂ ECe >35
dS/m
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Figure 7 Residuals of predicted ECe values potted against predicted ECe values. Vertical dashed lines indicate

soil salinity classification based on ECe measurements (n = 194).

nsSeuiisunan1sinsziataninnisiliwiivesarsanafudasiianieun (ECe) uag Y¥ansIsdU EC ANAFUIN
(EC test kit)
nsiUTsulitsunamsliesgirinisiliivesansatafudusadaei (ECe) uaganilldanyansaadou EC

¥

Aaauu (EC test kit) wuan ﬂjmmmaaummﬂamﬂwwamﬁamﬂu‘uagamﬁﬂaw"L:umaLuaa (Discrete intervals)
Judenldrvesveuunveingy (Upper bound) L’LJ’LM’WOLL‘V]U‘UENLLGlauﬂﬁlmLW@iMﬁ@ﬂﬂaaﬁﬂ‘ULﬂm%ﬂWiLUa’t’Juiu@lUﬂlm
Winvesiu egalsfinnu FreAdinananuanien wax WinkansenunmaIuteya (Ceiling effect) yilildaninga
ilulglunsitunean ECe wWeusunalaognaiaiugh

mﬂLﬂmemmsmLLummummmﬂwﬂ,wwmaav EC amaus (EC test kit) (Table 1) hagmudonuuesoinng
DIATUALLN YA TUAIAN ULV (Food and Agriculture Organization of United Nations, 2018) Farhmualifufy
ﬂwuﬂmaLUumumUimmma@mavawuﬂmavauaa’iusvmwmLWm‘wamvmmaﬂivmmamimmmuimavmamamsuaa
Nymanestin ma]&Jﬁ]ﬂmm%wumaqmmummﬂmﬂmamﬂmmﬁmaa EC test kit Bawiniu 0.63 dS/m wazAwauU ECe
mamumuﬂ’mﬂmﬂmuummaqam msmmsLLavmmemaamsvmmm (Food and Agriculture Organization of
United Nations, 2018) fia 8 dS/m Lﬂummmmwaua Luamsaumaum ECe NUANYOUUUYDI9RIN EC test kit Wuin
EC test kit mmmliﬁummmamwﬂu 2 ﬂam VL@LLﬂ ﬂaam 1 (ﬂw/lﬁJNaﬂiuVI‘UG]EJﬂ’]iLﬁ]iZULG]UIWUENW‘UUE]EJ (<0.63
ds/m) uag ﬂamn 2 mummmaﬂivmmamimmLmuimmaaw%mﬂ (20.63 dS/m) (Figure 8)

dleisunmssuunsesuprudivesiudie EC test kit fiuAn ECe mmwuﬁluwawgumﬂ'ﬁ WU EC test kit
Tnan1ssuunuanseaIne ECe $1uau 23 feghe annsiavan 194 degns ﬂmLﬂummmmaﬂumimLLuﬂimumm
WWuwasRuviniu 88.14% Lmeamaﬁmeﬂ EC test kit ﬂwmusuauammmu (Ordinal categones) usdsanunsauenngy
muLﬂ:umLLav‘LJwuﬂa'mlé‘l,uivmmamulm fotu EC test kit ammmvmmﬂ%LﬂumiawamﬂaumLwamuuﬂ WazAn
nsesruiudestuldedraiiussavanm (Akpan et al., 2002)

1.50

1.20 S —— oo ® © Non-saline
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§ 0.90 com oy ® o Mod .
4 loderately saline
b ® Strongly saline
¥ 060 - —O-@O—00e — — — = — — - — — —
*5 ’ ® Extremely saline
3
Y 030 | cmamo © oo = = EC test kit (0.63 dS/m)

’ ECe (8 dS/m)
0.00 fe))) 83} ooQ ©
0 5 10 15 20

ECe (dS/m)

Figure 8 Binary plot of ECe versus EC test kit showing salinity classification based on ECe measurement.
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a3Unan1sAnNen

msAniuandidiuin dn EC 1:5 mmﬂuaqﬂgummmmLmammmuwnwmmmauwuﬁﬂum ECe uazanunsn
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