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Fig.3 Changes of soil moisture content with time in monitoring experimental area from April to October 2023
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Fig.4 Changes of soil moisture content with depth in monitoring experimental area from April to October 2023
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Fig.5 Changes of soil moisture content with terrain in monitoring experimental area from April to October 2023
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Table 2 Vertical profile difference statistics in monitoring experimental area
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Fig.8 Variation coefficient of soil moisture content with depth
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