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A new model to predict soil thermal 
conductivity
Kun Xiong 1,2,3, Yuqing Feng 2*, Hua Jin 3*, Sihai Liang 1, Kaining Yu 2, Xingxing Kuang 4 & 
Li Wan 1

Thermal conductivity is a basic parameter of soil heat transferring, playing an important role in 
many fields including groundwater withdrawal, ground source heat pump, and heat storage in 
soils. However, it usually requires a lot of time and efforts to obtain soil thermal conductivity. To 
conveniently obtain accurate soil thermal conductivity, a new model describes the relationship 
between soil thermal conductivity (λ) and degree of saturation (Sr) was proposed in this study. Dry 
soil thermal conductivity (λdry) and saturated soil thermal conductivity (λsat) were described using a 
linear expression and a geometric mean model, respectively. A quadratic function with one constant 
was added to calculate λ beyond the lower λdry and upper λsat limit conditions. The proposed model is 
compared with five other frequently used models and measured data for 51 soil samples ranging from 
sand to silty clay loam. Results show that the proposed model match the measured data well. The 
proposed model can be used to determine soil thermal conductivity of a variety of soil textures over a 
wide range of water content.

As an important part of the earth’s critical zone, soil layer is a channel that controls the material transformation 
and energy  flow1–3. In recent years, with the rise of geothermal  energy4–6, understanding the soil thermal con-
ductivity (λ) is crucial for designing and optimizing engineering  projects7, 8. λ is one of the important parameters 
describing the thermal properties of soil. It represents the ability of soil to conduct heat and controls the heat 
transfer process in soil, which is a key parameter for geothermal energy  application9, 10. In geothermal energy 
development, λ significantly affects the heat transfer process between buried pipes and the surrounding  soil11. 
Accurately measure λ is important for determining the optimal spacing between geothermal  wells12–14 and design 
parameters for ground source heat pump  systems15, 16.

Many parameters, such as water content (θ), mineral composition, texture, temperature, confining pressure, 
bulk density (ρb), and porosity (n), may affect soil thermal conductivity λ17–21. Although significant progress 
has been achieved in measuring techniques (e.g., heat pulse method or heat plate method), direct measurement 
for various types of soils remains time consuming, labor intensive, expensive, and impractical for larger-scale 
 applications19, 22. As a result, majority of studies have focused on developing models based on widely available 
soil  properties23–28.

Existing soil thermal conductivity models can be classified into two types: theoretical models and empirical 
 models19, 29–31. An accurate theoretical model which has been widely used was proposed by De  Vries32, how-
ever, numerous parameters need to be chosen as input in the  model33, 34. Based on a great deal of experimental 
data,  Kersten35 established an empirical model requiring only one parameter, i.e., bulk density (ρb). But it isn’t 
appropriate for calculating λ at lower water contents. Lu and  Dong26 put forward a closed-form equation that 
incorporates the influence of various soil types and water content on thermal conductivity, specifically for ambi-
ent temperatures ranging from 20 to 25 °C. Building upon the Lu and Dong (2015)  model26, Duc et al.21 utilized 
the data obtained from Yao et al.20 and Xu et al.36 to develop a calculation model for thermal conductivity in 
unsaturated soil. This enhanced model takes into consideration the effects of water content, temperature, and 
confining pressure. However, too many physical parameters limit the use of the model in practical engineering.

Woodside and  Messmer37 proposed a geometric mean model to calculate saturated soil thermal conductivity 
(λsat), which contributed to the development of empirical models.  Johansen38 proposed a linear relationship to cal-
culate λ between λsat calculated by the geometric mean  model37 and λdry with the Kersten number (Ke). However, 
the Johansen (1975)  model38 cannot calculate λ with low saturation (0 < Sr < 0.05), and great deviation can be seen 
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for fine-textured soils. Previous studies attempted to modify the expression of Ke (the Kersten number)29, 39, 40. 
 Campbell41 introduced an empirical function with 5 parameters which describes the relationship between λ and 
volumetric water content (θ). The Campbell (1985)  model41 has been widely used in the  literature42–44. However, 
the parameters in the Campbell (1985) model are difficult to obtain and the function is not suitable for a large 
variety of soil  textures45. Hansson et al.46 modified the Campbell (1985) model by replacing θ with (θ+Fθi) to 
better describe the dependence of λ on ice and water contents of frozen soils. Tien et al.47 proposed an improved 
thermal probe method for thermal conductivity measurement, and established the relationship of λ with clay dry 
density, water content, and sand or crushed granite based on the Campbell (1985) model. Li et al.42 found that the 
Campbell (1985) model was quite different from measured data and then revised the expressions of parameters of 
the model. Modified Campbell (1985) models are emerging, suggesting that a unified and universally applicable 
model has not been found to calculate soil thermal  conductivity19. Xu et al.48 highlighted the need for correcting 
the Campbell (1985) model before its application. They noted that the model fails to adequately capture the vari-
ation pattern between thermal conductivity (λ) and water content (θ) in different soil types, particularly under 
conditions of low water content. As the underground soil temperature for thermal energy storage increases, the 
soil near the ground heat exchanger tends to experience  drying49, 50, significantly affecting the heat transfer effi-
ciency and thermal storage capacity. Studying λ at lower water content can provide a more realistic assessment 
of soil’s thermal conduction performance, helping us optimize the efficiency of geothermal heat pump systems.

With the continuous development of the model, although the physical mechanisms considered by the model 
are becoming more and more comprehensive, the increase in parameters increases the computational difficulty 
of the model, limits the use of the model in practical engineering, and improves the accuracy to a limited 
extent. The objective of this study is to develop a new model for calculating soil thermal conductivity based on 
the Campbell (1985) model. The new model aims to provide more accurate predictions of the variation of soil 
thermal conductivity with water content. In addition, it addresses the issue in existing models where the varying 
growth rates of soil thermal conductivity at low water content stages, due to variations in specific surface area 
among different soil textures, is not adequately addressed. This problem is successfully resolved in this study by 
introducing a simple parameter.

Materials and methods
Campbell (1985) model. The Campbell (1985) model is an empirical model developed by  Campbell41 for 
calculating the soil thermal conductivity of silt, loam, and forest litter. The model can be expressed as:

where θ is the volumetric water content,  cm3/cm3; A, B, C, and D are parameters related to soil physical proper-
ties, mc is the soil clay content, %; ρb is soil bulk density, g/cm3.

Proposed model. Previous studies show that values calculated by the Campbell (1985) model is much 
smaller than the measured  values42–44, 51. Enhancing the Campbell (1985) model calculations requires calibra-
tion for different soils to obtain the model parameters which increases the complexity of the model. To improve 
the agreement between calculated and measured data, we modified the Campbell (1985) model by replacing θ 
with Sr and changing the exponential term. Upon examining the variation curve of soil thermal conductivity, 
it becomes evident that there is a linear increase in thermal conductivity with increasing water content within 
the range of 0–0.2  m3/m3 (Fig. 1). The propose model is split into three terms. The first two terms of the model 
consist of a linear function related to the saturation 

(

P+QSRr
)

 . Since the thermal conductivity of different soil 
types increases with different rates. A parameter R was used to control the slope of the calculated λ plot at lower 
water content. Besides, a parameter S was introduced to control the calculations beyond the lower (λdry) and 
upper (λsat) limit conditions in the third item of the proposed model (S exp[Sr(1− Sr)]) . The modified model is 
applicable for different types of soil, which can be described as following:
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where P, Q, and R are related to physical properties of the soil (porosity, composition, and texture); S is related 
to Sr; Sr is soil saturation, % and c is a constant; λdry is dry soil thermal conductivity, W/m °C and is saturated 
soil thermal conductivity, W/m °C.

Both the Tien (2005)  model47 and the Li (2008)  model42 are modifications of the Campbell model. However, 
the two models only adjust the coefficients of the Campbell model based on their measured data, without incor-
porating the variations in thermal conductivity. In contrast, the Johansen (1975) and Lu et al. (2007) models 
propose a linear relationship to calculate λ between λsat, calculated using the geometric mean  model37, and λdry 
with Ke. Despite the significant improvement in model accuracy, the complex logarithmic or exponential for-
mulations increase the computational difficulty of the two models. Many models have been developed to predict 
saturated soil thermal conductivity (λsat) and soil solids thermal conductivity (λs)25, 52–55. He et al.30 pointed out 
that the geometric mean model proposed by Woodside and  Messmer37 is one of the most frequently used models. 
The model was described as following:

where n is soil porosity, �w (0.594 W/m °C) is the thermal conductivity of water, �0 is taken as 2.0 W/m °C for 
soils with q > 0.2, and 3.0 W/m °C for soils with q ≤ 0.2, q is the quartz content in the soil, �q (7.7 W/m °C) is the 
thermal conductivity of quartz.

The Campbell (1985) model is used as a reference model. Two modified Campbell models by Tien et al.47 
and Li et al.42, the Johansen (1975) model, and the Lu et al. (2007) model were also used as reference models to 
compare with the proposed model.

Soil samples. The TEMPOS Thermal Properties Analyzer (TTPA) from METER Group (U.S.) which can 
read four different sensors was used to measure λ. TR-3 sensor (100 mm in length, 2.4 mm in diameter) was used 
to obtain λ within 1 min after inserting the sensor into soil. The values of θ were measured by Stevens Hydra 
probe II temperature and humidity probe.

We collected 8 soil samples from field. The 8 soil samples have different textures including sand, sandy clay 
loam, silty clay, loam, sandy loam, silt loam, and silt clay loam. Soil samples were air dried, ground, and sieved 
through a vibrating screen. Then the soil samples with different particle sizes were made according to the inter-
national standard for soil  texture56. To reduce the impact of environment on the results, laboratory temperature 
was controlled at constant (20 °C) by air conditioner while measuring λ. Different soil water contents were 
obtained by adding a certain amount of water to the soil sample and thoroughly mixing the water and soil. Firstly, 
the 8 soil samples with different initial gravimetric water content of 0% (dry soil), 3%, 5%, 8%, 10%, 13%, 15%, 
18%, and 20% were sealed and kept for 6 h, respectively. Secondly, the 8 soil samples with different gravimetric 
water contents were packed into sealed columns of Φ105 × 110 mm (diameter × height) and placed at least 12 h 
to ensure uniform distribution of water in soil. The porosity of soils was controlled by dry density which was 
govern through the height and mass of the soil in sealed columns. After setting for 12 h, λ was measured 3 times 
for each soil sample by a TR-3 sensor.

Measured datasets in the literature were also collected to verify the proposed model. The Tarnawski et al.57 
dataset consisting of 39 soils from nine Canadian provinces and the Lu et al.29 dataset with 12 soils (10 from 
China, 2 from U.S.) were used. Detailed information on the texture and particle-size of all the 59 soils are listed 
in Table 1.

Model performance. Model performance was assessed by three goodness-of-fit parameters: (1) the root-
mean square error (RMSE), (2) the average deviations (PBIAS), and (3) the Nash–Sutcliff Efficiency (NSE):
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Figure 1.  Relationship between soil thermal conductivity (λ) and water content (θ) for the 8 soils.
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Soils NO. Soil name Texture

Particle size 
distribution (mass %)

Bulk density Porosity SourcesClay Silt Sand

1 XK-01 Sand 0.08 0.75 99.17 1.65 0.37 This study

2 XK-02 Sand 0.05 0.45 99.5 1.65 0.37 This study

3 XK-03 Sand 0.3 1.4 98.3 1.65 0.38 This study

4 XK-04 Sand 0.2 1.8 98 1.65 0.38 This study

5 XK-05 Sand 0.17 1.54 98.29 1.65 0.38 This study

6 XK-06 Clay loam 20.4 30 50.96 1.65 0.39 This study

7 XK-07 Sandy loam 0.8 10.3 92 1.65 0.37 This study

8 XK-08 Silty clay 26.67 73.33 0 1.65 0.40 This study

9 NS-05 Loamy sand 0.03 0.13 0.85 1.60 0.40 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

10 SK-04 Loamy sand 0.03 0.14 0.83 1.56 0.42 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

11 PE-01 Loam 0.08 0.42 0.5 1.48 0.44 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

12 NS-06 Sandy loam 0.06 0.38 0.56 1.32 0.51 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

13 NS-03 Sandy loam 0.05 0.37 0.57 1.61 0.4 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

14 SK-05 Sandy loam 0.05 0.28 0.68 1.47 0.45 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

15 NS-02 Sandy loam 0.05 0.34 0.61 1.49 0.45 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

16 MN-04 Loamy sand 0.03 0.15 0.81 1.43 0.47 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

17 SK-02 Sandy loam 0.06 0.27 0.67 1.49 0.45 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

18 NS-04 Sand 0 0 1 1.70 0.36 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

19 PE-02 Loam 0.09 0.39 0.51 1.54 0.42 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

20 NB-01 Silt loam 0.15 0.82 0.03 1.19 0.54 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

21 NB-02 Silt loam 0.17 0.83 0 1.12 0.56 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

22 NB-03 Silt loam 0.1 0.66 0.24 0.98 0.62 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

23 AB-01 Silt loam 0.1 0.52 0.38 1.19 0.55 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

24 PE-03 Loamy sand 0.03 0.14 0.83 1.57 0.41 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

25 NS-01 Silt loam 0.1 0.57 0.32 1.22 0.55 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

26 SK-01 Silt loam 0.26 0.74 0 1.59 0.41 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

27 QC-02 Loamy sand 0.03 0.17 0.79 1.40 0.48 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

28 ON-03 Loamy sand 0.04 0.26 0.71 1.46 0.46 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

29 NB-05 Silty clay loam 0.33 0.67 0 1.25 0.54 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

30 ON-04 Sand 0.01 0.1 0.89 1.68 0.39 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

31 ON-06 Loamy sand 0.02 0.14 0.84 1.53 0.44 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

32 MN-01 Silt loam 0.14 0.69 0.17 1.21 0.55 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

33 SK-03 Silt loam 0.15 0.83 0.02 1.27 0.53 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

34 BC-06 Silt loam 0.1 0.58 0.32 1.32 0.52 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

35 ON-05 Sandy loam 0.07 0.37 0.56 1.71 0.38 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

36 QC-01 Sand 0.02 0.05 0.93 1.55 0.43 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

37 NS-07 Silt loam 0.12 0.67 0.22 1.20 0.57 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

38 ON-01 Silt loam 0.08 0.56 0.37 1.54 0.43 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

39 BC-03 Silty clay loam 0.3 0.7 0 1.33 0.51 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

40 ON-07 Silt loam 0.14 0.54 0.32 1.52 0.45 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

41 MN-03 Silt loam 0.21 0.76 0.03 1.01 0.63 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

42 BC-01 Silty clay 0.42 0.58 0 1.34 0.51 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

43 MN-02 Silt loam 0.24 0.55 0.22 1.64 0.41 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

44 BC-02 Silty clay 0.42 0.58 0 1.36 0.5 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

45 ON-02 Silt loam 0.18 0.75 0.07 1.35 0.51 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

46 BC-04 Silt clay 0.41 0.59 0 1.34 0.52 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

47 BC-05 Clay 0.33 0.67 0 1.30 0.53 Tarnawski et al. (2014)

48 Lu-1 Sand 0.05 0.01 0.94 1.60 0.37 Lu et al. (2007)

49 Lu-2 Sand 0.06 0.01 0.93 1.60 0.37 Lu et al. (2007)

50 Lu-3 Sandy loam 0.12 0.21 0.67 1.39 0.46 Lu et al. (2007)

51 Lu-4 Loam 0.11 0.49 0.40 1.30 0.5 Lu et al. (2007)

52 Lu-5 Silt loam 0.22 0.51 0.27 1.33 0.51 Lu et al. (2007)

53 Lu-6 Silt loam 0.19 0.70 0.11 1.31 0.5 Lu et al. (2007)

54 Lu-7 Silty clay loam 0.27 0.54 0.19 1.30 0.5 Lu et al. (2007)

55 Lu-8 Silty clay loam 0.32 0.60 0.08 1.30 0.55 Lu et al. (2007)

Continued
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where x is the number of measurements; Yobs
i  is the measured soil thermal conductivity; Ysim

i  is the calculated 
soil thermal conductivity; Yobs

i  is the average of measured soil thermal conductivity.
The value of RMSE represents the efficiency of this model. The lower the value, the better the reliability of 

the model. PBIAS indicates the total amount of disparities between the calculated and measured values. PBIAS 
lower than 0.10 is desired, between 0.10 and 0.15 is reasonable, between 0.15 and 0.25 is satisfactory, and above 
0.25 is not  satisfied58. The value of NSE is less than 1, which is perfect above 0.75, good between 0.65 and 0.75, 
satisfactory between 0.5 and 0.65, and not satisfied below 0.559.

Results and discussion
Relationship between soil thermal conductivity (λ) and volumetric water content (θ). Figure 1 
presents measured λ as a function of θ for the 8 soil samples with different textures. The influence of soil texture 
on the shape of λ curve has three distinct characteristics. First, the 8 soil samples with different textures have 
similar λ when the soil is dry, namely texture has little influence on λdry. Second, sand (soils 2 and 3) has higher 
λ values than other soils and the greatest λ value appears in the soil which has the highest quartz content (q). 
Besides, at lower volumetric water contents, values of λ increased more gradually on fine-texture soils (soils 6, 
11, 12, and 34); while λ values of sand (soils 2 and 3) and clay (soils 8 and 39) exhibit the fastest and the lowest 
rate of growth, respectively. The θ at which λ sharply increases is greater for clay than those for sand and fine-
textured soils. This can be explained by the fact that clay has larger surface areas and more water is required 
before water bridges forms between soil solid  particles29, 60.

The influence of θ on λ at room temperature can be explained by the process of substituting water for air 
between soil particles. Among solid, liquid, and air phases, the air phase has the lowest thermal conductivity 
(0.026 W/m °C), where water thermal conductivity (0.594 W/m °C) is 22 times greater than it. By analyzing the 
published datasets, four domains of soil water content were subdivided by Tarnawski and  Gori61, i.e. residual, 
transitory meniscus, micro/macro porous capillary, and superfluous. At lower water content (residual water 
domain), water molecules adhere tightly to the surface of soil particles and the thickness of water film increases 
slowly with the increase of θ. Consequently, the soil thermal conductivity increases gradually but not significantly. 
With the further increase of θ (transitory meniscus, micro/macro porous capillary water domain), water bridges 
are constantly formed between soil particles, which leads to the increase of the contact area between soil particles 
and the rapid increase of soil thermal conductivity. This process does not stop until the air in the solid particle is 
completely replaced by water and the thermal conductivity is no longer increased (superfluous water domain).

Determination of parameters. At room temperature, most of the previous studies considered that poros-
ity and quartz content are the main influencing factors of soil thermal  conductivity38, 62–64.  Chen25 also pointed 
out that the leading paths for thermal conduction between solid particles in a dry state are confined to particles 
contact points. In this paper, n is considered as the main factor affecting λdry. Figure 2 shows the relationship 
between λdry and n. Clearly, λdry decreases linearly with n. Therefore, a simple linear formula similar to that of 
Lu et al.29, was developed to calculate λdry. By fitting Eq. (7) to the data in Fig. 2, the calculated values of a and b 
were 0.51 and − 0.6, respectively.

Figure 3 shows that the geometric mean model proposed by Woodside and  Messmer37 has a good performance 
in calculating the soil thermal conductivity (λsat). He et al.30 verified the applicability of the geometric mean 
model, which also indicated a good performance. So, λsat was determined by Eqs. (10) and Eq. (11).

Tarnawski and  Gori61 found that λ remained constant from dryness to a certain critical value of water content 
and it varied with soil texture. Clay and fine-textured soils have larger surface areas, so λ values increased more 
gently at low saturation while the λ values of sand had the fastest rate of growth.  Johansen38 and Lu et al.29 also 
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Table 1.  Texture and particle-size distribution of the soils used.

Soils NO. Soil name Texture

Particle size 
distribution (mass %)

Bulk density Porosity SourcesClay Silt Sand

56 Lu-9 Clay loam 0.30 0.38 0.32 1.29 0.55 Lu et al. (2007)

57 Lu-10 Silt loam 0.25 0.73 0.02 1.20 0.55 Lu et al. (2007)

58 Lu-11 Loam 0.09 0.41 0.50 1.38 0.51 Lu et al. (2007)

59 Lu-12 Sand 0.01 0.07 0.92 1.58 0.4 Lu et al. (2007)
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noticed this phenomenon and two different equations were used to calculate Ke from Sr for soils with different 
textures. In this study, we treated this by setting different R values. In Eq. (6), R controls the slope of the calcu-
lated λ plot at lower water content. Through trial calculations, a Microsoft Excel was used to assign different R 
values to different soil types so that the model calculation values agree well with the desired regular curve. The 
values of R are 1.2 for sand (soils 2 and 3), 1.5 is for the fine-textured soils (soils 6, 11, 12, and 34), and 2.0 for 
clay (soils 8, 39 and loamy clay).

A 1stOpt  program65 was used to find the optimized value of S using the Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm. 
Figure 3 presents the values of S as a function of Sr for the 8 soil samples. By fitting Eq. (9) to the optimized value 
of S in Fig. 4, the fitted value of constant c was 1.5.

Therefore, the proposed model can be described as followed:

Model comparison for the eight typical soil samples. Figure  5 presents the comparison between 
the measured and calculated λ for the 8 typical soil samples. RMSE, PBIAS, and NSE of different models are 
listed in Table 2. The quartz contents of the 8 soils were not measured, so the measured λsat was used to estimate 
λ of the soils. Models of  Campbell41, Tien et al.47, and Li et al.42 produced large deviations in the entire water 
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Figure 2.  Relationship between dry soil thermal conductivity (λdry) and porosity (n) based on published 
datasets from Tarnawski et al. (2014). The fitted linear equation was used in the proposed model to predict λdry 
from n.
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content range. The Campbell (1985) model was able to provide more accurate calculations for silt loam and silt 
clay loam (Fig. 5g, h), but it was no longer suitable for other soils. The Campbell (1985) model underestimated 
the measured values for sand (Fig. 5a, b), loam (Fig. 5e), and sandy loam (Fig. 5f) under near-saturated condi-
tions, while underestimated λ for sandy clay loam (Fig. 5c) and silty clay (Fig. 5d) in the entire water content 
range. For sand (Fig. 5a, soil 2), for example, the discrepancies of the Campbell (1985) model between measured 
and calculated λ values at θ = 0 is 0.1204 W/m °C, while it increased to 0.5763 W/m °C at θ = 20%. The Li et al. 
(2008) model, developed for loamy soil, underestimated λ for over the full texture ranges of soils. The Tien 
(2005) model generally overestimated λ at lower water contents and underestimated λ at higher water contents. 
In general, the Johansen (1975) model produced a good prediction of the thermal conductivity of the 8 soils, 
but there was a large error in predicting the thermal conductivity of dry soil. It overestimated the soil thermal 
conductivity of coarse sand and underestimated that of fine soils. For example, the measured values of dry soil 
thermal conductivity of soils 2, 12, and 39 are 0.21, 0.19, and 0.17 W/m °C, while the corresponding calculated 
values are 0.25, 0.21 and 0.20 W/m °C, respectively. The reason is that the Johansen’s calculation formula of λdry 
has a close correlation with the dry bulk density of soil, while the dry bulk density of coarse sand is higher and 
the dry bulk density of fine soils are generally lower. This model also didn’t predict soil thermal conductivity well 
when the saturation is in the range of 0–5%. Compared with the Johansen (1975) model, the Lu et al. (2007) 
model produced a higher accuracy in predicting the thermal conductivity of fine-textured soils, but it was not 
as good as the Johansen (1975) model in predicting the thermal conductivity of coarse sand. In addition, the 
Lu et al. (2007) model obviously overestimates the soil thermal conductivity when soil saturation is in the range 
of 0.2–0.6. Those phenomena were not obvious in the new model. Therefore, we conclude that the new model, 
which provides the lower RMSE (0.04–0.06), PBIAS (-0.04–0.04), and the higher NSE (0.98–0.99), performs 
better than other models for all the tested soils. As shown in Table 2, the new model has the best performance on 
sand and the RMSE, PBIAS and NSE are 0.04 W/m °C, − 0.03 and 0.99, respectively. Although we did not obtain 
the exact quartz content, actual λ and quartz content measurements were listed in the  paper57. Figure 5e–h show 
that the accuracy of the proposed model can be high.

Model evaluation and comparison using data in the literature. To further evaluate the accuracy of 
the proposed model, λ of soils with different textures and from different regions were used. Published datasets 
from Tarnawski et al.57 and Lu et al.29 and measured data in this study (soils 1, 4, 5, and 7) were used to evaluate 
the six models. Lu et al. did not measure the quartz content, either. So, it was assumed that the quartz content 
equals to the sand  content29. The results are shown in Fig. 6a–f and RMSE, PBIAS and NSE of the 6 models are 
listed in Table 3. The calculated λ values from the proposed model agreed well with the measured λ for all the 
51 soil samples, as indicated by the distribution of the data along the 1:1 line. The proposed model works best 
among the six models with the lowest RMSE (0.08), lowest PBIAS (− 0.01), and the highest NSE (0.98), followed 
by the Lu et al. (2007), Johansen (1975) and Campbell (1985) models. The Li et al. (2008) model and Tien et al. 
(2005) model are the worst for calculating λ.

In the process of model validation, we found that the Campbell (1985) model (RMSE/PBIAS/
NSE = 0.28/0.10/0.77) was greatly affected by soil bulk density, and it could better predict λ within the bulk 
density range of 1.2–1.4 g  cm−3. As shown in Fig. 6a, most of the symbols in the model are located below the 
1:1 line, implying that the calculated values are smaller than the measured value, which is consistent with Zhao 
et al.51. The Li et al. (2008) model (RMSE/PBIAS/NSE = 0.66/0.60/− 0.32) and the Tien et al. (2005) model (RMSE/
PBIAS/NSE = 0.48/0.30/0.30) modified from the Campbell (1985) model mainly developed for fine-textured soils 
and frozen soils perform the worst that their model calculations severely underestimated the actual soil thermal 
conductivity based on results in Fig. 6b, c. Their calculations show similar increase trend as they only changed 
the model coefficients and didn’t further adjust the model structure. Since the inaccurate calculation of λdry, the 
Johansen (1975) model (RMSE/PBIAS/NSE = 0.16/0.05/0.92) overestimates the soil thermal conductivity at low 
water content and underestimates the soil thermal conductivity at high water  content29, 39, 51 (Fig. 6d). The Lu et al. 
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Figure 4.  The dependence of parameter S on Sr.
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(2007) model (RMSE/PBIAS/NSE = 0.14/− 0.05/0.94) was improved with fitted parameters, however, it does not 
give satisfactory results for some soils at low water contents (Fig. 6e). Notably, the Lu et al. (2007) model improves 
the performance of the Johansen (1975) model at low water contents, especially on fine-textured soils. The NSE 

Figure 5.  Comparison between calculated and measured soil thermal conductivity. (a) Sand (soil 2), (b) sand 
(soil 3), (c) sandy clay loam (soil 6), (d) silty clay (soil 8), (e) loam (soil 11), (f) sandy loam (soil 12), (g) silt loam 
(soil 34), and (h) silt clay loam (soil 39).
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values of soil 10, 17 and 30 improve from 0.763, 0.689 and 0.709 to 0.895, 0.880 and 0.984, respectively (Table 3). 
In general, the normalized empirical model (Johansen (1975) model and Lu et al. (2007) model) perform better 
than the models modified from the Campbell (1985) model (Tien et al. (2005) model and Li et al. (2008) model).

Compared to the Campbell (1985) model, the new model introduces parameter R to control the shape of λ 
curve, while parameter S governs the calculated values between λdry and λsat. In contrast to the Johansen model, 
the new model addresses the limitation of accurately estimating λ for Sr ranging from 0 to 0.05, and exhibits 
superior accuracy. When comparing to the Lu et al. (2007) model, both models demonstrate similar accuracy, but 
they address the issue of varying growth rates of thermal conductivity at low water content stages for different soil 
textures differently. Lu et al.29 employs a complex exponential equation to tackle this problem, whereas the new 
model resolves it by introducing a single parameter, R, which is derived from extensive analysis and synthesis 
of experimental data. It is widely recognized that thermal conductivity measurements are primarily conducted 
in field settings, where simpler models prove more advantageous for practical field work. Additionally, the new 
model achieves high accuracy and has been developed and verified using a diverse range of soil textures. The 
proposed model accurately estimates λ across the entire water content range.

Conclusions
A new model has been developed to calculate soil thermal conductivity based on water content, utilizing only 
a small set of simple parameters including quartz content and porosity. The new model demonstrates excellent 
agreement with the measurement data across the entire water content range of 8 soil samples. Moreover, it exhib-
its strong consistency with soils of various textures, as documented in the literature. The new model creatively 
solves the problem of inaccurate calculation of soil thermal conductivity in the low water content stage of exist-
ing models. These findings highlight the robustness and versatility of the proposed model, making it a valuable 
tool for accurately estimating the thermal conductivity of diverse soil types. The new model can be applied to 
distributed hydrological models in the future and can also provide approximate soil thermophysical property 
parameters for the construction of ground source heat pump systems.

While the new model successfully addresses the challenge of accurately calculating λ for different soil textures 
at low water content, it is worth noting that the current introduction of empirical parameters (e.g., parameter R) 
lacks direct practical significance. To further improve the applicability of model, future research endeavors should 
focus on establishing meaningful relationships between these empirical parameters and essential soil physical 
properties, such as bulk density and porosity. By providing practical interpretations for these parameters, the 
model can be refined, expanding its applicability and contributing to a more comprehensive understanding of 
soil behavior. Ultimately, these efforts would enhance the accuracy of thermal conductivity calculations.

Table 2.  RMSE, PBIAS and NES of the models in predicting thermal conductivity of 8 soils.

Soil No

Campbell (1985) Tien et al. (2005) Li et al. (2008) Johansen (1975) Lu et al. (2007) Proposed model

RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES

2 0.341/0.181/0.735 0.678/0.356/− 0.05 0.875/0.567/− 0.745 0.082/0.015/0.985 0.156/− 0.107/0.944 0.056/0.035/0.993

3 0.213/0.138/0.868 0.517/0.265/0.219 0.721/0.53/− 0.517 0.047/− 0.024/0.994 0.150/− 0.103/0.935 0.04/− 0.026/0.995

6 0.553/0.412/− 0.044 0.424/0.18/0.384 0.795/0.633/− 1.159 0.077/− 0.032/0.980 0.070/− 0.036/0.983 0.047/0.02/0.993

8 0.337/0.275/0.455 0.253/0.012/0.693 0.566/0.547/− 0.543 0.104/− 0.070/0.949 0.069/− 0.048/0.977 0.049/0.007/0.989

11 0.25/0.164/0.84 0.601/0.372/0.08 0.774/0.612/− 0.527 0.136/− 0.055/0.953 0.067/− 0.033/0.988 0.043/0.018/0.995

12 0.247/0.136/0.83 0.597/0.415/0.01 0.66/0.55/− 0.209 0.160/− 0.075/0.929 0.209/− 0.140/0.879 0.059/− 0.022/0.99

34 0.058/− 0.005/0.984 0.397/0.311/0.272 0.564/0.604/-0.47 0.107/− 0.038/0.947 0.052/− 0.022/0.988 0.05/− 0.043/0.988

39 0.084/0.038/0.956 0.304/0.243/0.42 0.5/0.612/− 0.573 0.091/− 0.030/0.948 0.062/− 0.019/0.976 0.053/− 0.03/0.982
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Figure 6.  Comparison of predicted soil thermal conductivity (λ) from the six models with measured data. (a) 
The Campbell (1985) model, (b) the Tien et al. (2005) model, (c) the Li et al. (2008) model, (d) the Johansen 
(1975) model, (e) the Lu et al. (2007) model, and (f) the proposed model. Data source: this study (black square), 
Lu et al. (2007) (red dot), and Tarnawski et al. (2014) (blue triangle).
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Table 3.  RMSE, PBIAS and NES of the models in predicting thermal conductivity of 51 soils from Tarnawski 
et al. (2014), Lu et al. (2007) and this study.

Soil No.

Campbell (1985) Tien et al. (2005) Li et al. (2008) Johansen (1975) Lu et al. (2007) New model

RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES RMSE/PBIAS/NES

1 0.256/0.07/0.823 0.571/0.418/0.121 0.71/0.969/− 0.388 0.107/− 0.001/0.969 0.193/− 0.100/0.899 0.073/− 0.009/0.986

4 0.547/0.657/0.032 0.461/0.284/0.312 0.823/1.69/− 1.192 0.054/0.013/0.990 0.168/− 0.091/0.908 0.058/− 0.035/0.989

5 0.286/− 0.262/0.481 0.265/− 0.143/0.553 0.286/0.409/0.482 0.206/− 0.262/0.732 0.317/− 0.411/0.363 0.06/− 0.043/0.977

7 0.084/0.084/0.956 0.316/0.301/0.371 0.504/1.744/− 0.601 0.086/− 0.029/0.953 0.039/− 0.024/0.990 0.063/− 0.035/0.975

9 0.368/0.199/0.773 0.762/0.394/0.027 0.920/0.586/− 0.416 0.241/0.063/0.903 0.093/− 0.021/0.986 0.057/0.006/0.995

10 0.737/0.53/− 0.58 0.585/0.374/0.004 0.959/0.715/− 1.680 0.285/0.189/0.763 0.190/0.116/0.895 0.127/0.079/0.953

13 0.19/0.12/0.921 0.611/0.326/0.181 0.749/0.533/− 0.232 0.184/0.076/0.926 0.114/− 0.041/0.972 0.039/0.017/0.997

14 0.135/0.048/0.95 0.547/0.334/0.175 0.673/0.550/− 0.250 0.178/0.085/0.912 0.059/− 0.027/0.990 0.040/0.013/0.996

15 0.287/0.206/0.798 0.636/0.397/0.01 0.825/0.626/− 0.664 0.230/0.114/0.871 0.056/0.023/0.992 0.083/0.041/0.983

16 0.376/0.274/0.6 0.709/0.478/− 0.422 0.925/0.690/− 1.419 0.239/0.156/0.838 0.059/0.002/0.990 0.116/0.075/0.962

17 0.365/0.263/0.596 0.599/0.406/− 0.088 0.834/0.650/− 1.112 0.320/0.208/0.689 0.199/0.122/0.880 0.129/0.043/0.950

18 0.511/− 0.649/− 0.366 0.306/− 0.303/0.509 0.090/0.061/0.957 0.163/− 0.035/0.861 0.136/− 0.097/0.903 0.050/− 0.015/0.987

19 0.174/0.07/0.928 0.586/0.327/0.174 0.706/0.531/− 0.199 0.240/0.143/0.861 0.052/− 0.015/0.993 0.089/0.030/0.981

20 0.113/0.02/0.947 0.466/0.384/0.101 0.616/0.667/− 0.570 0.147/0.036/0.910 0.061/− 0.016/0.984 0.062/− 0.038/0.984

21 0.116/0.103/0.938 0.439/0.394/0.115 0.610/0.724/− 0.710 0.146/− 0.001/0.902 0.109/− 0.071/0.946 0.117/− 0.117/0.937

22 0.14/− 0.06/0.865 0.355/0.403/0.134 0.559/0.825/− 1.144 0.107/− 0.007/0.922 0.103/− 0.081/0.928 0.084/− 0.119/0.952

23 0.176/0.091/0.86 0.451/0.403/0.081 0.657/0.741/− 0.952 0.150/0.031/0.899 0.087/− 0.073/0.965 0.072/− 0.055/0.977

24 0.183/0.126/0.913 0.579/0.343/0.132 0.742/0.556/− 0.425 0.237/0.165/0.855 0.126/− 0.083/0.959 0.106/0.055/0.971

25 0.211/0.213/0.81 0.489/0.426/− 0.017 0.699/0.737/− 1.076 0.133/0.042/0.925 0.045/− 0.008/0.991 0.067/0.055/0.981

26 0.137/0.021/0.952 0.529/0.287/0.284 0.654/0.495/− 0.094 0.199/0.106/0.899 0.077/− 0.045/0.985 0.051/0.009/0.993

27 0.215/− 0.007/0.827 0.463/0.34/0.195 0.647/0.593/− 0.570 0.201/0.108/0.849 0.113/− 0.050/0.952 0.086/0.027/0.972

28 0.132/0.113/0.92 0.413/0.318/0.214 0.635/0.603/− 0.863 0.198/0.147/0.820 0.056/− 0.013/0.985 0.115/0.056/0.939

29 0.196/0.105/0.827 0.454/0.39/0.072 0.666/0.724/− 1.000 0.134/0.034/0.919 0.092/− 0.064/0.962 0.041/− 0.028/0.992

30 0.171/0.039/0.884 0.347/0.203/0.521 0.557/0.465/− 0.233 0.271/0.221/0.709 0.063/0.028/0.984 0.097/0.008/0.963

31 0.106/0.075/0.96 0.425/0.271/0.352 0.612/0.542/− 0.341 0.247/0.166/0.782 0.105/− 0.026/0.960 0.093/0.048/0.969

32 0.072/0.057/0.977 0.427/0.356/0.172 0.589/0.666/− 0.570 0.139/0.020/0.912 0.108/− 0.082/0.948 0.066/− 0.060/0.980

33 0.059/0.054/0.979 0.329/0.281/0.338 0.528/0.657/− 0.699 0.123/0.037/0.908 0.055/− 0.014/0.981 0.038/− 0.013/0.991

35 0.159/− 0.04/0.915 0.329/0.117/0.636 0.474/0.404/0.243 0.201/0.115/0.864 0.070/0.027/0.984 0.097/− 0.061/0.969

36 0.109/0.06/0.949 0.396/0.277/0.328 0.606/0.538/− 0.572 0.231/0.167/0.772 0.089/0.026/0.966 0.136/0.003/0.921

37 0.124/0.122/0.924 0.423/0.38/0.117 0.619/0.717/− 0.891 0.122/0.013/0.926 0.197/− 0.159/0.809 0.068/− 0.075/0.977

38 0.171/− 0.16/0.876 0.338/0.185/0.518 0.455/0.427/0.122 0.167/0.105/0.881 0.061/− 0.021/0.984 0.047/− 0.026/0.991

40 0.113/− 0.113/0.936 0.287/0.146/0.585 0.436/0.458/0.044 0.157/0.086/0.875 0.061/− 0.036/0.981 0.081/− 0.072/0.967

41 0.061/− 0.051/0.972 0.309/0.312/0.283 0.476/0.740/− 0.700 0.137/− 0.001/0.859 0.149/− 0.106/0.833 0.180/− 0.262/0.758

42 0.196/− 0.235/0.69 0.22/0.07/0.608 0.330/0.474/0.117 0.111/0.002/0.900 0.144/− 0.094/0.833 0.145/− 0.177/0.830

43 0.292/0.194/0.799 0.613/0.337/0.118 0.793/0.556/− 0.479 0.177/0.138/0.926 0.164/0.050/0.937 0.101/− 0.002/0.976

44 0.193/− 0.232/0.721 0.229/0.067/0.607 0.334/0.464/0.164 0.115/0.007/0.901 0.134/− 0.088/0.865 0.130/− 0.157/0.873

45 0.189/− 0.196/0.692 0.201/0.112/0.653 0.394/0.487/− 0.046 0.109/0.061/0.897 0.070/− 0.035/0.958 0.076/− 0.088/0.951

46 0.295/− 0.424/0.224 0.196/0.022/0.658 0.284/0.422/0.281 0.104/0.009/0.905 0.121/− 0.080/0.870 0.138/− 0.181/0.830

47 0.119/0.142/0.879 0.213/0.085/0.611 0.360/0.531/− 0.110 0.104/0.004/0.907 0.138/− 0.097/0.837 0.150/− 0.201/0.807

48 0.731/0.359/0.351 1.058/0.496/− 0.359 1.247/0.673/− 0.888 0.169/− 0.076/0.965 0.330/− 0.257/0.868 0.065/− 0.008/0.995

49 0.657/0.322/0.521 0.825/0.419/− 0.015 1.024/0.655/− 0.562 0.182/− 0.113/0.951 0.377/− 0.330/0.796 0.050/− 0.023/0.996

50 0.318/0.239/0.686 0.65/0.444/− 0.311 0.858/0.681/− 1.286 0.980/0.023/0.081 0.977/-0.044/0.085 0.055/0.031/0.991

51 0.14/0.148/0.887 0.392/0.355/0.117 0.608/0.688/− 1.123 0.099/0.040/0.943 0.087/− 0.006/0.957 0.043/0.003/0.989

52 0.082/0.061/0.939 0.262/0.22/0.379 0.495/0.632/− 1.225 0.102/0.067/0.905 0.043/0.034/0.983 0.050/− 0.026/0.977

53 0.104/0.085/0.937 0.347/0.284/0.293 0.551/0.646/− 0.786 0.108/0.030/0.931 0.047/0.003/0.987 0.052/− 0.024/0.984

54 0.087/0.098/0.941 0.278/0.189/0.389 0.485/0.647/− 0.852 0.080/− 0.057/0.949 0.084/− 0.104/0.944 0.037/− 0.018/0.989

55 0.042/− 0.018/0.988 0.295/0.219/0.419 0.475/0.598/− 0.508 0.086/− 0.035/0.950 0.054/− 0.058/0.980 0.039/− 0.006/0.990

56 0.093/0.102/0.943 0.318/0.254/0.335 0.515/0.65/− 0.75 0.147/0.156/0.857 0.104/0.126/0.928 0.076/0.051/0.962

57 0.115/0.131/0.907 0.363/0.353/0.065 0.586/0.717/− 1.431 0.154/0.153/0.831 0.096/0.105/0.935 0.060/0.021/0.974

58 0.159/0.136/0.89 0.42/0.335/0.237 0.625/0.649/− 0.687 0.143/0.130/0.912 0.110/0.092/0.947 0.114/0.110/0.944

59 0.266/0.074/0.812 0.534/0.314/0.244 0.703/0.551/− 0.313 0.152/0.089/0.939 0.137/− 0.074/0.950 0.102/0.039/0.973



12

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2023) 13:10684  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-37413-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

Data availability
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published article and its appendix files.

Received: 27 March 2023; Accepted: 21 June 2023

References
 1. Hopmans, J. W., Šimunek, J. & Bristow, K. L. Indirect estimation of soil thermal properties and water flux using heat pulse probe 

measurements: Geometry and dispersion effects. Water Resour. Res. 38(1), 7–1 (2002).
 2. Steele-Dunne, S. C. et al. Feasibility of soil moisture estimation using passive distributed temperature sensing. Water Resour. Res. 

46, 3 (2010).
 3. Zhu, Y. G., Li, G., Zhang, G. L. & Fu, B. J. Soil security: From earth’s critical zone to ecosystem services. Acta Geogr. Sin. 70(12), 

1859–1869 (2015).
 4. Gaur, A. S., Fitiwi, D. Z. & Curtis, J. Heat pumps and our low-carbon future: A comprehensive review. Energy Res. Soc. Sci. 71, 

101764 (2021).
 5. Lund, J. W. & Boyd, T. L. Direct utilization of geothermal energy 2015 worldwide review. Geothermics 60, 66–93 (2016).
 6. Yang, N., Shi, W. & Zhou, Z. Research on application and international policy of renewable energy in buildings. Sustain. Basel 

15(6), 5118 (2023).
 7. Wang, H., Lu, J., Yang, B. & Qi, C. Simulation of high-temperature heat and moisture migration in soil with double heat sources. 

ACTA Energ. Soc. Sin. 34(11), 1910–1905 (2013).
 8. Urresta, E., Moya, M., Campana, C. & Cruz, C. Ground thermal conductivity estimation using the thermal response test with a 

horizontal ground heat exchanger. Geothermics 96, 102213 (2021).
 9. Qi, C. & Wang, H. Advance in high temperature heat storage in soil. J. Heibei Univ. Tech. 42(01), 94–99 (2013).
 10. Wang, L. et al. Study on the evolution characteristics of temperature and heat storage of the soil surrounding the tunnel with years. 

Energy Build. 257, 111804 (2022).
 11. Jia, G. S. et al. Review of effective thermal conductivity models of rock-soil for geothermal energy applications. Geothermics 77, 

1–11 (2019).
 12. Deng, S. et al. Optimization simulation research on middle-deep geothermal recharge wells based on optimal recharge efficiency. 

Front. Energy Res. 8, 598229 (2020).
 13. Blank, L., Meneses Rioseco, E., Caiazzo, A. & Wilbrandt, U. Modeling, simulation, and optimization of geothermal energy produc-

tion from hot sedimentary aquifers. Comput. Geosci. 25, 67–104 (2021).
 14. Chargui, R. & Awani, S. Determining of the optimal design of a closed loop solar dual source heat pump system coupled with a 

residential building application. Energy Convers. Manage. 147, 40–54 (2017).
 15. Spitler, J. D. & Gehlin, S. E. Thermal response testing for ground source heat pump systems—an historical review. Renew. Sust. 

Energy Rev. 50, 1125–1137 (2015).
 16. Li, B., Han, Z., Bai, C. & Hu, H. The influence of soil thermal properties on the operation performance on ground source heat 

pump system. Renew. Energy 141, 903–913 (2019).
 17. Lu, S. & Ren, T. Model for predicting soil thermal conductivity at various temperatures. Trans. Chin. Soc. Agr. Eng. 25(7), 13–18 

(2009).
 18. LydZba, D., RóZański, A., Rajczakowska, M. & Stefaniuk, D. Random checkerboard-based homogenization for estimating effective 

thermal conductivity of fully saturated soils. J. Rock. Mech. Geotech. 9(1), 18–28 (2017).
 19. He, H. L. et al. Room for improvement: A review and evaluation of 24 soil thermal conductivity parameterization schemes com-

monly used in land-surface, hydrological, and soil-vegetation-atmosphere transfer models. Earth-Sci. Rev. 211, 103419 (2020).
 20. Yao, J., Wang, T. & Likos, W. J. Measuring thermal conductivity of unsaturated sand under different temperatures and stress lev-

els using a suction-controlled thermo-mechanical method. In Geo-congress 2019: Geotechnical Materials, Modeling, and Testing 
784–793 (American Society of Civil Engineers, 2019).

 21. Duc Cao, T., Kumar Thota, S., Vahedifard, F. & Amirlatifi, A. General thermal conductivity function for unsaturated soils consider-
ing effects of water content, temperature, and confining pressure. J. Geotech. Geoenviron. 147(11), 04021123 (2021).

 22. Campbell, G. S., Calissendorff, C. & Williams, J. H. Probe for measuring soil specific heat using a heat-pulse method. Soil Sci. Soc. 
Am. J. 55(1), 291–293 (1991).

 23. Ewen, J. & Thomas, H. R. The thermal probe-a new method and its use on an unsaturated sand. Géotechnique 37(1), 91–105 (1987).
 24. Tarnawski, V. R., Gori, F., Wagner, B. & Buchan, G. D. Modelling approaches to predicting thermal conductivity of soils at high 

temperatures. Int. J. Energy Res. 24(5), 403–423 (2000).
 25. Chen, S. X. Thermal conductivity of sands. Heat Mass Transfer 44(10), 1241–1246 (2008).
 26. Lu, N. & Dong, Y. Closed-form equation for thermal conductivity of unsaturated soils at room temperature. J. Geotech. Geoenviron. 

141(6), 04015016 (2015).
 27. Chao, L., Qiang, S., Zhang, W. & Geng, J. A predictive model for the thermal conductivity of silty clay soil based on soil porosity 

and saturation. Arab. J. Geosci. 13(8), 145–151 (2020).
 28. He, H., Liu, L., Dyck, M., Si, B. & Lv, J. Modelling dry soil thermal conductivity. Soil Till. Res. 213, 105093 (2021).
 29. Lu, S., Ren, T., Gong, Y. & Horton, R. An improved model for predicting soil thermal conductivity from water content at room 

temperature. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 71(1), 8–14 (2007).
 30. He, H., Zhao, Y., Dyck, M. F., Si, B. & Wang, J. A modified normalized model for predicting effective soil thermal conductivity. 

Acta Geotech. 12(6), 1–20 (2017).
 31. Zhao, Y. & Si, B. Thermal properties of sandy and peat soils under unfrozen and frozen conditions. Soil Till. Res. 189, 64–72 (2019).
 32. De Vries, D. A. Thermal properties of soils. In Physics of Plant Environment (ed. van Dijk WR) 210–235. (North-Holland, 1963).
 33. Horton, R. & Wierenga, P. J. The effect of column wetting on soil thermal conductivity. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 138(2), 102–108 (1984).
 34. Ochsner, T. E., Horton, R. & Ren, T. A new perspective on soil thermal properties. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 65(6), 1641–1647 (2001).
 35. Kersten, M. S. Laboratory research for the determination of the thermal properties of soils. In Technical Report 23. Research Labo-

ratory Investigations, Engineering Experiment Station, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn (1949).
 36. Xu, Y., Zeng, Z. & Lv, H. Effect of temperature on thermal conductivity of lateritic clays over a wide temperature range. Int. J. Heat 

Mass Trans. 138, 562–570 (2019).
 37. Woodside, W. & Messmer, J. Thermal conductivity of porous media. I. Unconsolidated sands. J. Appl. Phys. 32(9), 1688–1699 

(1961).
 38. Johansen, O. Thermal Conductivity of Soils. Trondheim: Norwegian University of Science and Technology (1975)
 39. Côté, J. & Konrad, J. M. A generalized thermal conductivity model for soils and construction materials. Can. Geotech. J. 42(2), 

443–458 (2005).
 40. Vincent Balland, P. A. A. Modeling soil thermal conductivities over a wide range of conditions. J. Environ. Eng. Sci. 4(6), 549–558 

(2005).
 41. Campbell, G. S. Soil Physics with BASIC: Transport Models for Soil–Plant Systems (Elsevier Sci. Publ. Co, 1985).



13

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2023) 13:10684  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-37413-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

 42. Li, T., Wang, Q. J. & Fan, J. Modification and comparison of methods for determining soil thermal parameters. Trans. Chin. Soc. 
Agr. Eng. 126(3), 59–64 (2008).

 43. Wang, S., Wang, Q., Fan, J. & Wang, W. Soil thermal properties determination and prediction model comparison. Trans. Chin. Soc. 
Agr. Eng. 28(5), 78–84 (2012).

 44. Su, L., Wang, Q., Wang, S. & Wang, W. Soil thermal conductivity model based on soil physical basic parameters. Trans. Chin. Soc. 
Agr. Eng. 32(2), 127–133 (2016).

 45. Ren, J., Zhang, W., Chen, J. & Yu, B. Advances in measurement and model research of soil thermal conductivity. J. Xi’an Univ. 
Technol. 35(3), 352–360 (2019).

 46. Hansson, K., Simunek, J., Mizoguchi, M., Lundin, L.-C. & van Genuchten, M. T. Water flow and heat transport in frozen soil: 
Numerical solution and freeze-thaw applications. Vadose Zone J. 3(2), 693–704 (2004).

 47. Tien, Y. M., Chu, C. A. & Chuang, W. S. The prediction model of thermal conductivity of sand-bentonite based buffer material. In 
Proceeding of the 2nd International Meeting on “Clays in Natural & Engineered Barriers for radioactive waste confinement, Tours, 
France (2005).

 48. Xu, Y., Pan, J., Li, S. & Jiao, L. The influence of moisture content to thermal conductivity of unsaturated sand. J. Shenyang Jianzhu 
Univ. (Nat. Sci.) 27(6), 1173–1176 (2011).

 49. Bear, J., Bensabat, J. & Nir, A. Heat and mass transfer in unsaturated porous media at a hot boundary: I. One-dimensional analytical 
model. Transport Porous Med. 6, 281–298 (1991).

 50. Reuss, M., Beck, M. & Müller, J. P. Design of a seasonal thermal energy storage in the ground. Sol. Energy 59(4–6), 247–257 (1997).
 51. Zhao, T. et al. Comparative analysis of seven machine learning algorithms and five empirical models to estimate soil thermal 

conductivity. Agr. Forest. Meteorol. 323, 109080 (2022).
 52. Progelhof, R., Throne, J. & Ruetsch, R. Methods for predicting the thermal conductivity of composite systems: A review. Polym. 

Eng. Sci. 16(9), 615–625 (1976).
 53. Yuan, X. Z., Li, N. & Zhao, X. Y. Study of thermal conductivity model for unsaturated unfrozen and frozen soils. Rock Soil Mech. 

31(9), 2689–2694 (2010).
 54. Tian, Z., Lu, Y., Horton, R. & Ren, T. A simplified de Vries-based model to estimate thermal conductivity of unfrozen and frozen 

soil. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 67(5), 564–572 (2016).
 55. Chen, Z. X., Guo, X. X., Shao, L. T. & Li, S. Q. On determination method of thermal conductivity of soil solid material. Soils Found. 

60(1), 218–228 (2020).
 56. Wu, K. & Zhao, R. Soil texture classification and its application in China. ACTA Pedol. Sin. 56(1), 227–241 (2019).
 57. Tarnawski, V. R., Momose, T., Mccombie, M. L. & Leong, W. H. Canadian field soils III. Thermal-conductivity data and modeling. 

Int. J. Thermophys. 36(1), 119–156 (2014).
 58. Jankowfsky, S. et al. Assessing anthropogenic influence on the hydrology of small peri-urban catchments: Development of the 

object-oriented PUMMA model by integrating urban and rural hydrological models. J. Hydrol. 517, 1056–1071 (2014).
 59. Moriasi, D. Model evaluation guidelines for systematic quantification of accuracy in watershed simulations. Trans. Asabe 50, 

885–900 (2007).
 60. Lu, Y., Lu, S., Horton, R. & Ren, T. An empirical model for estimating soil thermal conductivity from texture, water content, and 

bulk density. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 78(6), 1859–1868 (2014).
 61. Tarnawski, V. & Gori, F. Enhancement of the cubic cell soil thermal conductivity model. Int. J. Energy Res. 26(2), 143–157 (2002).
 62. Jin, H., Wang, Y., Zheng, Q., Liu, H. & Edmund, C. Experimental study and modelling of the thermal conductivity of sandy soils 

of different porosities and water contents. Appl. Sci. 7(119), 1–17 (2017).
 63. Zou, H., Zhang, N. & Puppala, A. J. Improving a thermal conductivity model of unsaturated soils based on multivariate distribu-

tion analysis. Acta Geotech. 14(6), 2007–2029 (2019).
 64. Zhang, R. & Xue, X. A new model for prediction of soil thermal conductivity. Int. Commun. Heat Mass 129, 105661–105670 (2021).
 65. Integrated optimization package 1stOpt user manual (2005; accessed 15 November). https://u. diany uan. com/ upload/ space/ 2011/ 

08/ 25/ 13142 44553- 519376. pdf.

Acknowledgements
This research was supported in part by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No. 92047202 
and No. 91747204), and the Strategic Priority Research Program of Chinese Academy of Sciences (Grant No. 
XDA20100103).

Author contributions
Y.F. contributed to the conception of the study and contributed significantly to analysis; K.X. performed the 
experiment and wrote the manuscript. H.J. contributed significantly to analysis and manuscript preparation; 
S.L., K.Y., X.K., and L.W. helped perform the analysis with constructive discussions. All authors reviewed the 
manuscript.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ s41598- 023- 37413-5.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to Y.F. or H.J.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

https://u.dianyuan.com/upload/space/2011/08/25/1314244553-519376.pdf
https://u.dianyuan.com/upload/space/2011/08/25/1314244553-519376.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-37413-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-37413-5
www.nature.com/reprints


14

Vol:.(1234567890)

Scientific Reports |        (2023) 13:10684  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-37413-5

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	A new model to predict soil thermal conductivity
	Materials and methods
	Campbell (1985) model. 
	Proposed model. 
	Soil samples. 
	Model performance. 

	Results and discussion
	Relationship between soil thermal conductivity (λ) and volumetric water content (θ). 
	Determination of parameters. 
	Model comparison for the eight typical soil samples. 
	Model evaluation and comparison using data in the literature. 

	Conclusions
	References
	Acknowledgements


