Optimization of Water Use and Nitrate Use for Almonds under Micro-Irrigation
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Fig. 3. A schematic showing installation depths of
various sensor types , with 5TE representing the -
ECHO-5TE soil moisture, DT the deep tensiometers,

and SS referring to soil solution samplers.
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- Table 1. A comparison between leaching rates estimated using the water balance approach
with the Darcy equation approach.
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