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Abstract: In the bioremediation field, geophysical techniques are commonly applied, at lab scale and
field scale, to perform the characterization and the monitoring of contaminated soils. We propose a
method for detecting the dielectric properties of contaminated soil during a process of bioremediation.
An open-ended coaxial probe measured the complex dielectric permittivity (between 0.2 and 20 GHz)
on a series of six soil microcosms contaminated by diesel oil (13.5% Voil/Vtot). The microcosms had
different moisture content (13%, 19%, and 24% Vw/Vtot) and different salinity due to the addition of
nutrients (22 and 15 g/L). The real and the imaginary component of the complex dielectric permittivity
were evaluated at the initial stage of contamination and after 130 days. In almost all microcosms,
the real component showed a significant decrease (up to 2 units) at all frequencies. The results revealed
that the changes in the real part of the dielectric permittivity are related to the amount of degradation
and loss in moisture content. The imaginary component, mainly linked to the electrical conductivity
of the soil, shows a significant drop to almost 0 at low frequencies. This could be explained by a salt
depletion during bioremediation. Despite a moderate accuracy reduction compared to measurements
performed on liquid media, this technology can be successfully applied to granular materials such as
soil. The open-ended coaxial probe is a promising instrument to check the dielectric properties of soil
to characterize or monitor a bioremediation process.

Keywords: open-ended coaxial probe; complex dielectric permittivity; diesel oil; bioremediation;
contaminated soil

1. Introduction

Hydrocarbon biodegradation can cause changes in soil geophysical properties, like dielectric
permittivity or electrical conductivity, for many reasons. The first and most evident is that, when
hydrocarbon contamination is reduced, water or air takes its place. In this way, the relative quantities
of the substances composing the soil matrix change, affecting the geophysical properties of the bulk [1].
More complex phenomena occur when biological processes are going on in soils. Soil weathering can
induce variations in electrical conductivity [2], and the biological production of extracellular polymeric
substances, known as biofilms, can cause changes in soil porosity as well as grain surface electrical
interactions [3].
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Monitoring geoelectric properties in a contaminated site can be a useful tool to understand
the biodegradation processes in progress [4,5]. In bioremediation contexts, geophysical techniques
have been commonly applied, such as electrical resistivity tomography, self-potential measurements,
and acoustic impedance measurements [3,6,7] at the field scale. The application of geophysical
methodologies for on-site monitoring of organic contaminants is widespread [8–10]. The monitoring
over time (time-lapse) of changes in the chemical-physical characteristics of the soils is based on the
application of geophysical sensors sensitive to changes in electrical and electromagnetic parameters.
The most sensitive methodologies are based on the analysis of the complex electrical conductivity
observed in the frequency domain and, more generally, on the analysis of induced polarization
phenomena. Koroma et al. [11] verified the sensitivity of induced polarization measures in the
frequency domain to the variation over time of the degradation-related effects in soil contaminated by
hydrocarbons. This topic has been addressed at the laboratory scale and in the field [12,13].

The development of geophysical sensors for the quantitative evaluation of the effective degradation
of organic compounds in the soil remains particularly challenging, especially for the complexity of the
biological and chemical phenomena that are responsible for the variations of the geophysical parameters.
The most significant results are obtained through the integration of electrical and electromagnetic
methodologies, jointly with the biological and geochemical tests of soil and groundwater [14].
New insights about the relationships between the biogeochemical parameters and the geophysical
signature could be achieved through laboratory investigation [15,16]. At the laboratory scale,
the investigation of dielectric properties of materials has been often performed using resonant cavities
and transmission lines [17–19]. Resonant cavities are designed for single-frequency measurements
of dielectric values, but multi-frequency measurements may outline the dielectric properties of soil
more comprehensively. Transmission line techniques need large samples, which makes the handling
of granular materials difficult. Both techniques are widely used to measure low-lossy materials,
but contaminated soil can be lossy because of the presence of water. Therefore, the characteristics of
contaminated soil reveal the need for more suitable and convenient alternatives.

The use of open-ended coaxial probes (OECP) has been very common in biological and biomedical
applications [20,21] to test agricultural products [22] and, in general, to measure lossy materials [23].
Its application has been uncommon in soil characterization and monitoring. It was tested in
contaminated soils by Godio [24], who also reviewed the theoretical background of electrical properties
of soil with a focus on the dielectric response of retention water (bound water). Another research
focused on the OECP measurement of different soil samples with different water content and salinity,
pointing out that the imaginary component of dielectric permittivity, at low frequencies, is particularly
sensitive to variations in the water salinity [25]. Models like the Complex Refractive Index Model
(CRIM) have been developed and widely applied [26] to estimate the soil volumetric water content or
diesel oil content from measurements of dielectric permittivity.

Previous laboratory-scale research investigated the use of Time Domain Reflectometry (TDR)
probes in contaminated soils [1,27]. A comparison between TDR and open-ended probes was carried
out by Skierucha et al. [28], finding that, at frequencies around 1 GHz, the two technologies give similar
dielectric permittivity results. The open-ended coaxial probe provides more detailed information about
the dielectric properties than TDR sensors. Moreover, having the possibility to measure a spectrum of
frequencies, the OECP may detect eventual different polarization phenomena, which are responsible
for variations in both the real and imaginary component of the dielectric permittivity.

In such a context, we applied the open-ended coaxial probe technology to contaminated soil during
a process of bioremediation. Our goal was to test their use as a support instrument for geophysical
surveys on contaminated sites. First, we calibrated the sensor in known liquid media. Then, we set-up a
series of measurements in six soil microcosms, contaminated with diesel oil, and realized with favorable
bioremediation conditions for aerobic autochthonous microorganisms. The microcosms had different
moisture content and salinity, so we were able to check the accuracy issues arising by using this sensor
in a granular material such as soil. We discussed the results on the basis of previous research in which
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we have performed physico-chemical analyses (e.g., gas chromatography and fluorescein diacetate
production) regarding the diesel degradation and the biological processes on the same soil [29].

In the following sections, we first outline the theory of the dielectric properties of materials with a
focus on the models that describe the soil matrix. Then, we present the open-ended coaxial probe and
our design of the soil microcosms. We show the results, discussing the reliability of the methodology
to assess a bioremediation process. Finally, based on our research, we compare the open-ended coaxial
probe with another technique used in this field, known as the Time Domain Reflectometry).

2. Theoretical Background

Dielectric properties of a medium can be described by the complex dielectric permittivity (ε),
which is a quantity composed of a real and an imaginary component. The real part represents the
electric field that the material generates when an external electric field (E) is applied, called polarization,
while the imaginary component describes the dielectric and the conductive losses [27]. This charge
displacement can be described by the electric flux density of the electrical displacement vector (D),
and it is related to dielectric permittivity.

D = εE (1)

The real and the imaginary component compose the complex dielectric permittivity (εr).

εr = ε′r + i(ε′′r +
σdc

2π fεv
) (2)

where the dimensionless relative permittivity (or dielectric constant) is defined as:

εr =
ε

εvacuum
(3)

The first term of the imaginary component (εr”) represents the dielectric losses, related to the
vibration or rotation of the molecules. The second term represents the losses due to conductivity [30].

The frequency dependence of complex dielectric permittivity is due to the non-instantaneous
polarization response of a material to the applied electric field, so that D is not linearly related to E as in
Equation (1), but ε = ε( f ), where f is the frequency. Each material exhibits a characteristic relaxation
time (τ), that is related to the time required for dipoles to orientate, according to the external electric
field. The correspondent relaxation frequency is:

fc =
1

2πτ
(4)

Some materials can exhibit more than one relaxation time, as they are subjected to more than
one polarization mechanism (Figure 1). Orientation or dipolar polarization, atomic polarization,
and electronic polarization are the most common [31].

Considering the simplest case of single relaxation time (τ), the frequency dependence of permittivity
can be described with the Debye equation.

ε(ω) =
εdc − ε∞
1 + iωτ

(5)

that can be divided into:
ε′ = ε∞ +

εdc − ε∞
1 +ω2τ2 (6)

ε′′ =
(εdc − ε∞)ωτ

1 +ω2τ2 (7)

where εdc is the direct current or zero frequency permittivity, ε∞ is the infinite frequency permittivity,
ω = 2π f , and τ is the relaxation time.
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At low frequencies, the polarization mechanism is fast enough to keep pace with the oscillations of
the electric field, so that the real component is fairly constant. It can be observed that the dielectric losses
(εr”) increase with direct proportionality to the frequency. At frequencies near relaxation, εr” continues
to increase but the storage capacity (εr’) decreases because the polarization cannot fully develop, and a
phase lag between the electric field and the dipole alignment occurs. At higher frequencies, both real
component and dielectric loss component drop off, as the oscillations of the electric field happen at too
great speed to influence the orientation polarization mechanism. At the highest frequencies, other
mechanisms such as atomic and electronic polarization will take place.

The Debye equations were semi-empirically modified by some authors, who studied the dielectric
properties of polymers, to better fit real observations, reviewed by Psarras [32].
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The dielectric permittivity, in a multi-phase material as soil, depends on the dielectric properties of
the various phases. The porosity of soil can be filled by water, air, and other compounds in fluid phases
(e.g., contaminants), more often by a combination of them. The CRIM model [26] was developed to
provide a simple correlation between the measured real dielectric permittivity and the percentage of
the various phases in a soil.

εαb = εαs (1−φ) + [εαwSw + εαo So + εαa (1− Sw − So)]φ (8)

where φ is the porosity, S is the saturation, and subscripts b, s, w, a, and o refer to bulk, soil grains,
water, air, and oil, respectively. The exponent α has values around 0.5.

Archie’s Law, instead, allows for the calculation of the electrical conductivity of a soil matrix from
the values of water-solution conductivity and porosity.

σt =
1
a
σwϕ

nSm
w (9)

where n is the cementation exponent, ranging from 1.3 in sands to 2 in consolidated rocks, a is the
tortuosity factor or lithologic factor, and m is the saturation exponent, equal to 2 in non-polluted soils,
up to 3–4 in the presence of hydrocarbons [33].
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3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Set-Up of Microcosms

The study was carried out in six jars filled with 200 g of soil, water, and diesel oil, called microcosms.
They were supposed to simulate contaminated soil in which biological processes of degradation can
happen, as demonstrated by previous research [15].

The sandy soil was sieved to obtain a particle size distribution between 0.15 and 2 mm. It was
contaminated with the addition of diesel oil and bio-stimulated by adding a nutrient solution in the
form of Mineral Salt Medium for Bacteria (MSMB) [29]. Microcosms had a different volumetric water
content (13% to 19%–24%) and amount of nutrients (Carbon/Nitrogen ratio, C/N = 120, 180), in any
combination of them, as described in Table 1 and shown in Figure 2. The jars were kept sealed during
the whole process to avoid evaporation, except when aeration was provided by manual mixing two to
three times per week.

Table 1. Main properties of microcosms.

Parameter (UM) Value

Soil (kg) 0.2
Diameter of glass jars (cm) 7

Height of soil (cm) ~3
Total volume (l) 0.115

Porosity 0.4
Real density of soil (kg/m3) 2700

Apparent density of soil (kg/m3) 1620
Diesel oil (g) 13

Volumetric diesel oil content (loil/ltotal volume) 13.5%
Particle size distribution (mm) 0.15–2

Volumetric water content (lw/ltotal volume) 13% to 19%–24%
Carbon/Nitrogen ratio (g/g) 120–180

Electrical conductivity of solution (S/m) 1.80 (C/N = 120)–1.21 (C/N = 180)
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3.2. Open-Ended Coaxial Probe

The open-ended coaxial probe technology allows us to measure separately the real and the
imaginary component of the complex dielectric permittivity, analyzing the reflection coefficient of an
electromagnetic signal at the probe-sample interface and applying inversion algorithms. A coaxial
probe consists of a truncated coaxial cable whose surface will be in contact with the measured dielectric
sample. The electromagnetic field that travels on the coaxial transmission line will encounter a
mismatch in the probe-sample interface and the wave will be partially reflected. As explained in a
study by Komarov et al. [34], “the incident principal transverse electric and magnetic (TEM) field mode,
generated by the network analyzer, propagates along the waveguide. In the vicinity of the aperture,
the TEM wave is getting distorted, and the vector of the electric field starts gaining a component
perpendicular to the aperture plane. The energy of the incident wave is partially radiated into the
dielectric half-space and partially reflected back to the coaxial waveguide. The complex magnitude
of the reflected wave significantly depends on the dielectric properties of the tested material” [34].
The reflection coefficient (measured by a Vector Network Analyzer) of the probe-sample system depends
on the dielectric properties of the sample. Therefore, the measurement of the reflection coefficient is
a measurement of the dielectric properties of the material. The extraction of the latter data can be
obtained from the actually measured reflection coefficients. In general, the measurement is performed
in a frequency sweep instead of a single frequency approach. Summarizing, the flanged open-ended
coaxial probe can be used for measurements of the material’s complex dielectric permittivity. Inversion
algorithms and full-wave solutions have been widely studied [35–39], and a good explanation of the
different mathematical and computational processes is provided by Reference [34].

The advantages of this probe are related to its simplicity including the probe having to touch the
interface during the measurement time with no need for sample destruction for most of the dielectric
materials. In addition, it performs the acquisition over the complete frequency band data with no
alteration of the probe nor of the sample. The measurement time for the complete band depends on the
network analyzer sweep time, and it is in the range of a couple of seconds. The manufacturer of the
probe is Keysight, and the model is 85070D Dielectric Probe Kit, composed of an open-ended coaxial
probe (to be connected to a network analyzer) and its software.

In this particular case, the diameter of the probe is 3.2 mm (19 mm considering the large flange
around the truncated coaxial) and requires a sample of at least 20 mm. The probe has a flange around
the external conductor to avoid field leakage and to contain most of the field lines that cross the sample.
A thickness requirement is determined by 20

√
εr

mm (as in the datasheet [34]), considering the expected
dielectric values. In the microcosms under analysis, these requirements were satisfied widely.

The large flange of the probe makes it easier to measure our semi-solid, granular material. Due to
the heterogeneity of the size of soil grains, the repeatability of the measurements could vary, especially
considering that the limit region for granularity recommended by the probe datasheet is 0.3 mm.
Multiple measurements in different points could confirm homogeneity on the density and independent
behavior with respect to the granularity in our case, and we propose the approach to confirm
repeatability. The probe suits non-magnetic, isotropic, and homogeneous materials. Homogeneity
can be an issue of the same nature as granularity. It is important to highlight that the typical accuracy
declared by the manufacturer is 5%, but it depends on the properties of the material under tests.
At lower frequency, for low εr values, this accuracy can reach values above 10% [40].

The calibration of the probe requires the measurement of samples where the electromagnetic
properties are well known, as distilled water, air (leaving the probe open), and a short circuit standard.
This three-term calibration corrects the directivity, tracking, and source match errors of the reflection
measurement, removing the systematic errors. Special care must be taken in the pressure and stillness
of the probe during the measurement time, as probe stability and air gaps can introduce an error for
the measurement.

The open-ended coaxial probe was selected because it is capable of measuring complex dielectric
permittivity in a broad frequency range. In particular, the ability to distinguish the real and imaginary
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components makes it interesting to be applied in contaminated soil, where different biological processes
can influence both.

The open-ended coaxial probe was connected to a network analyzer and the head of the sensor was
put in direct contact with the soil, measuring complex dielectric permittivity in a 0.2–20 GHz frequency
range. The measurements were performed at the beginning of the set-up and, after 130 days, to control if
the evolution of biodegradation happening in microcosms induced variations in geoelectric properties.
Each sample was stirred to make them homogeneous, and the measure was repeated 10 times, moving
the probe in different areas of the sample surface. Temperature calibration was performed.

Figure 3 shows how the end of the probe was put in contact with the soil.
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4. Results

The complex permittivity spectrum of distilled water was measured with the open-ended coaxial
probe during the calibration process. Figure 4 shows in orange the real component, and, in black,
shows the imaginary one.
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The graphs pictured in Figures 5–10 are related to the measurements performed on the soil
microcosms at time 0 and after 130 days. The microcosms had different water contents and two
different values of the Carbon/Nitrogen (C/N) ratio. The pictures show the real part (E’) and the
imaginary part (E”) of the dielectric permittivity versus the frequency. The permittivity values at the
initial stage of contamination (in blue) are compared with those after 130 days (in red). The main
observations are summarized in Table 2.
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Figure 10. Complex dielectric permittivity before bioremediation and after 130 days: real part (a),
imaginary part (b). Microcosm: C/N = 180. Volumetric water content = 24%.

Table 2. Summary of complex dielectric permittivity measurements on the microcosms. Due to the
accuracy issues, these values must be taken only as qualitative.

Microcosm: C/N = 120,
VWC = 13%

C/N = 120,
VWC = 19%

C/N = 120,
VWC = 24%

C/N = 180,
VWC = 13%

C/N = 180,
VWC = 19%

C/N = 180,
VWC = 24%

Real part, t = 0,
1 GHz 4.3 4.7 6.2 7.8 7.3 7.2

Real part, t = 130,
1 GHz 3.3 3.4 4.7 5.7 5.8 7.2

Imag. Part, t = 0,
200 MHz 2.8 2.2 3.3 2.4 3.1 1.7

Imag. part, t = 130,
200 MHz 0.2 0 0 0 0.8 0.3

The spectra observed after 130 days (in red) always show greater values than the reference
ones (at time zero, in blue) for both the components. This is not valid for the only case reported in
Figure 10a,b, where the spectra at the two times overlap rather well. Furthermore, it can be observed
that the imaginary component substantially decreased at low frequencies in all microcosms.

The imaginary component is linked to the electrical conductivity, according to Equation (2).
Figure 11 shows the electrical conductivity of one of the microcosms as a representative example of all.
The values highlighted are at 1 GHz.



Sensors 2020, 20, 6677 11 of 16Sensors 2020, 20, x 11 of 16 

 

 
Figure 11. Electrical conductivity derived from the mean of the imaginary component of dielectric 
permittivity. Microcosm: C/N = 120. Volumetric water content = 13%. 

The dataset containing the raw data elaborated in this section is available in the Supplementary 
Materials. 

5. Discussion 

5.1. Preliminary Calibration and Accuracy 

The measurement on the distilled water sample showed values of permittivity similar to those 
found in the literature [31,41,42]. The complex permittivity of water in the frequency range from 0.2 
GHz to 20 GHz is influenced by the orientation polarization phenomenon. The real part starts to 
decrease at a frequency greater than 1-2 GHz because the dipole orientation of its molecules is not as 
fast as the directional change of the electric field. This causes dielectric losses that are indicated by 
the corresponding increase of the imaginary part. However, the frequency range of our measurement 
was not wide enough to signal the whole phenomenon, nor has it demonstrated other phenomena 
like atomic or electronic polarization, which happen at higher frequencies. The measurement on 
water, alongside the measurement on air and short circuit (provided by the manufacturer), was 
analyzed by the commercial software to calibrate the instrument. 

Compared to the calibration measurements on water samples, we observed a drop in accuracy 
in the measurements performed on contaminated soil (Figures 5–10). The permittivity values of 
replicas were often fairly different from each other, and this led to a high standard deviation in some 
cases (Figures 7a–9a). This showed that granular materials like sandy soil can cause inaccuracy 
problems due to the small area of sensitivity of the open-ended probe. The grain size of the soil used 
in this study was 0.15–2 mm. The gaps between the grains were sufficiently wide to moderately affect 
the repeatability of the measurement. The standard deviation, however, decreased from the initial 
conditions to 130th-day measurements. This is not easily explained, but we speculated that the soil 
changed in some physical characteristics such as porosity. For instance, porosity changes could be 
related to the progressive removal of diesel and the formation of secondary products like biofilms. 

Figure 11. Electrical conductivity derived from the mean of the imaginary component of dielectric
permittivity. Microcosm: C/N = 120. Volumetric water content = 13%.

The dataset containing the raw data elaborated in this section is available in the
Supplementary Materials.

5. Discussion

5.1. Preliminary Calibration and Accuracy

The measurement on the distilled water sample showed values of permittivity similar to those
found in the literature [31,41,42]. The complex permittivity of water in the frequency range from
0.2 GHz to 20 GHz is influenced by the orientation polarization phenomenon. The real part starts to
decrease at a frequency greater than 1-2 GHz because the dipole orientation of its molecules is not as
fast as the directional change of the electric field. This causes dielectric losses that are indicated by the
corresponding increase of the imaginary part. However, the frequency range of our measurement was
not wide enough to signal the whole phenomenon, nor has it demonstrated other phenomena like
atomic or electronic polarization, which happen at higher frequencies. The measurement on water,
alongside the measurement on air and short circuit (provided by the manufacturer), was analyzed by
the commercial software to calibrate the instrument.

Compared to the calibration measurements on water samples, we observed a drop in accuracy in
the measurements performed on contaminated soil (Figures 5–10). The permittivity values of replicas
were often fairly different from each other, and this led to a high standard deviation in some cases
(Figures 7a, 8a and 9a). This showed that granular materials like sandy soil can cause inaccuracy
problems due to the small area of sensitivity of the open-ended probe. The grain size of the soil used in
this study was 0.15–2 mm. The gaps between the grains were sufficiently wide to moderately affect
the repeatability of the measurement. The standard deviation, however, decreased from the initial
conditions to 130th-day measurements. This is not easily explained, but we speculated that the soil
changed in some physical characteristics such as porosity. For instance, porosity changes could be



Sensors 2020, 20, 6677 12 of 16

related to the progressive removal of diesel and the formation of secondary products like biofilms.
This phenomenon was previously observed by Davis et al. [3] who demonstrated that the electrical
conductivity is sensitive to the physical-chemical properties at the grain-fluid interface, and that the
imaginary conductivity component could be a good indicator of the microbial activity and biofilm
formation in porous media. Another hypothesis is that the granular size distribution changed due to
soil weathering, induced by the production of acid co-metabolites by biological activity, as observed by
Atekwana [43].

5.2. Analysis of Experimental Results

The real part of the dielectric permittivity was shown to be frequency-dependent (Figures 5a,
6a, 7a, 8a, 9a and 10a) with an inverse proportionality similar to that of water. However, its trend
was more complex. It decreased from 0.2 GHz to about 1 GHz, then it remained constant until about
6 GHz, and then it decreased again. This behavior could be explained by the evidence of an interfacial
polarization effect, typical of solid materials, and illustrated in Figure 1 [32]. We observed that, in the
frequency range in which it remained constant, the real component values ranged from 3 to 7. This is
acceptable to follow in the broad terms of the CRIM model (Equation (8)), but not sufficiently accurate
to distinguish correctly two microcosms with different amounts of water (for example, see Figures 5a,
6a and 7a). Therefore, all the following calculations on the values of real or imaginary permittivity
provided results in the correct order of magnitude, but cannot be considered as quantitatively accurate.

Nevertheless, comparing the real permittivity of microcosms before and after 130 days of
remediation, almost all microcosms showed a significant decrease (up to 2 units) at all frequencies.
We explained it by assuming a decrease of the liquid components of the sample. The measurements of
physical, chemical, and biological properties of the same microcosms have been performed during the
130 days of remediation, and have been extensively discussed by Raffa et al. [29], who demonstrated
the effectiveness of the treatment in reducing the diesel concentration. In particular, the study reported
an average diesel removal of about 65% (from 35% to 12% of diesel-oil saturation) after 130 days.
However, in this range of values of water content, diesel content, and porosity, according to the CRIM
model (Equation (8)), the observed decrease of the real permittivity cannot be caused only by the diesel
removal. We speculated that a fraction of water evaporated during the mixing operations to provide
oxygen, although the lack of accuracy of the instrument does not allow a meaningful quantitative
calculation of the water loss, if any. In other words, the results of the CRIM model can be considered
only as speculation about eventual water loss. The microcosm C/N = 180, VWC = 24% was an exception,
showing no decrease over time, even if the accuracy issue must be considered again.

The trend of the imaginary part of the dielectric permittivity was more interesting. It showed
a different behavior to the one measured on water. It initially decreased, and then increased after
2–3 GHz. At t = 0, the high values at low frequencies (around 200 MHz) were initially supposed to be
caused by the interface polarization mechanism, which is in agreement with the suppositions made
about the real component (see Figure 1). However, after 130 days, the 200-MHz imaginary permittivity
tended to zero in all microcosms, so we rejected the first hypothesis and speculated a link between
the imaginary component and the nutrient concentration. The nutrients were likely depleted by the
biological activity, and this depletion caused a decrease of the dissolved salts in the pore volume
water and, therefore, a decrease of the electrical conductivity, which is dependent on low-frequency
imaginary dielectric permittivity (Figures 5b, 6b, 7b, 8b, 9b and 10b). Another study already observed
a strong dependence of imaginary permittivity at low frequencies on soil-moisture salinity, using the
same technology [25]. This is also consistent with the findings pointed out in Reference [6], where the
decrease of the imaginary conductivity was related to a decrease of the biomass activity or death of
biomass because of nutrient limitations. The authors assumed that biomass reduction is caused by the
accumulation of waste products (e.g., organic acids) and low pH conditions.

To assess the validity of the open-ended coaxial probe in bioremediation contexts, we checked
possible correlations between these results and the results obtained in previous research about Time
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Domain Reflectometry (TDR) sensors [27]. We observed that the electrical conductivity measured
directly with TDR sensors in similar polluted soil (but with less-salty nutrient solution) decreased
from 0.006 to 0.004 S/m in about two months due to aerobic biological processes. For the current
study, instead, the electrical conductivity was derived from the imaginary component of dielectric
permittivity according to Equation (2), as shown in Figure 11. In particular, we focused on the values at
1 GHz because Skierucha et al. [28] compared TDR and OECP sensors in their research, and suggested
that, at this frequency, the two instruments can be broadly compared. However, we point out that
the two instruments use two very different technologies and their comparison is to be taken with
care [44]. We found a value of 0.05 S/m at the beginning of the experiment, which is consistent with
the electrical conductivity of the nutrient solution, according to Archie’s Law (a = 1, cementation
index = 1.3, saturation exponent = 3). After 130 days, a strong decrease in electrical conductivity to
about 0.007 was detected. In both OECP and TDR measurements, a marked decrease in the electrical
conductivity was observed with the due differences in absolute values since the microcosms had
different nutrient solutions.

5.3. Limitations

In the reclamation of a polluted site, and also in the preliminary lab-scale assessment, the choice
of geophysical techniques and sensors is crucial for the needed outcomes. In previous research,
we evaluated the use of Time Domain Reflectometry. In this study, we focused on the open-ended
coaxial probe, which is a novelty in the bioremediation field. Each has its strengths and weaknesses.
A TDR probe can measure the dielectric permittivity and the electrical resistivity simultaneously
and continuously, making it suitable for a long-term monitoring task of water content and salinity.
A single 12 V battery can provide enough power to supply multiple TDR probes for months, and their
measurements can be stored in portable dataloggers. Its sensing volume is about 6 dm3 for a 12-cm
TDR probe. As such, at the field scale, it provides only localized measurements, which can be used to
calibrate the results of other techniques like Electrical Resistivity Tomography (ERT). At the lab scale,
its sensing volume causes the need for big tanks or columns in which the fluid displacement can be
great and may hamper the accurate sampling needed for further laboratory analyses. The open-ended
coaxial probe, instead, is more focused on precise measurements at the lab scale, while it is not practical
for field-scale monitoring. It provides measurements of complex dielectric permittivity over a wide
frequency range, which are generally sufficient for a complete characterization of the soil’s electrical
properties. The measurement is very localized (some cm3), and the accuracy suffers if the soil has a
coarse granule size distribution. Our samples, in which the soil-grains diameter ranged from 0.15 to
2 mm, were slightly too coarse to ensure reliable accuracy. However, if loamy or silty soil is measured,
or if larger-diameter probes are tested [45], this problem should be overcome. The higher cost of this
technology makes it less suitable for multiple-samples monitoring at lab scale. However, it can be
used successfully for preliminary analyses and for checking the results of other less-accurate and
cheaper techniques.

6. Conclusions

The method allowed us to estimate both the electrical permittivity and conductivity in a wide
frequency range to focus on various/certain phenomena of the degradation process. The real component
of the complex dielectric permittivity was dependent on the moisture content and contaminant
concentration, whereas the imaginary component was likely related to the decrease of the nutrients or
some peculiar interaction between the solid phase and the liquid within the pore volume.

The adoption of the open-ended coaxial probe in the analysis of a bioremediation process in
contaminated soil seems to be promising for monitoring the behavior of degradation processes.
The challenging issue, namely the lack of accuracy when this probe is adopted in a porous and
heterogeneous material, is acceptable if qualitative information on the trend of the removal process
is the main goal. The quantitative interpretation of data (e.g., rate of removal of the contaminants)
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appears more challenging and is not yet resolvable because of the limitation of the method when
porous solid materials are measured. Despite the accuracy issues, we were able to qualitatively check
some significant differences in the observed geophysical properties, which are related to the soil matrix
properties and the degradation process. Future directions will mainly involve the improvement in
accuracy to develop a tool able to obtain quantitative information about the dielectric properties of
soil. This instrument might be tested on slightly less coarse granular material, and larger-diameter
open-ended coaxial probes might be tested and calibrated.

Supplementary Materials: The following dataset are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/1424-8220/20/22/6677/s1.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.G., F.C., and F.V. Methodology, J.A.T.V. and A.G. Software, A.V.
Validation, A.G. Data curation, A.V. and C.M.R. Writing—original draft preparation, A.V. Writing—review and
editing, A.G., F.C., J.A.T.V., and C.M.R. Supervision, A.G. Project administration, F.C. Funding acquisition, F.C.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research is part of the project “Geophysical Methods to Monitor Soil Bioremediation,” which is
funded by the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation in the frame of the Executive
Programme of Scientific and Technological Cooperation between the Republic of India and the Italian Republic for
the years 2017–2019—Significant Research.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Comegna, A.; Coppola, A.; Dragonetti, G.; Sommella, A. Dielectric Response of a Variable Saturated Soil
Contaminated by Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPLs). Procedia Environ. Sci. 2013, 19, 701–710. [CrossRef]

2. Hiebert, F.K.; Bennett, P.C. Microbial Control of Silicate Weathering in Organic-Rich Ground Water. Science
1992, 258, 278–281. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Davis, C.A.; Pyrak-Nolte, L.J.; Atekwana, E.A.; Werkema, D.D.; Haugen, M.E. Acoustic and electrical
property changes due to microbial growth and biofilm formation in porous media. J. Geophys. Res. 2010,
115, G00G06. [CrossRef]

4. Mori, Y.; Suetsugu, A.; Matsumoto, Y.; Fujihara, A.; Suyama, K. Enhancing bioremediation of oil-contaminated
soils by controlling nutrient dispersion using dual characteristics of soil pore structure. Ecol. Eng. 2013, 51,
237–243. [CrossRef]

5. Masy, T.; Caterina, D.; Tromme, O.; Lavigne, B.; Thonart, P.; Hiligsmann, S.; Nguyen, F. Electrical resistivity
tomography to monitor enhanced biodegradation of hydrocarbons with Rhodococcus erythropolis T902.1 at
a pilot scale. J. Contam. Hydrol. 2016, 184, 1–13. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Arato, A.; Wehrer, M.; Biró, B.; Godio, A. Integration of geophysical, geochemical and microbiological
data for a comprehensive small-scale characterization of an aged LNAPL-contaminated site. Environ. Sci.
Pollut. Res. 2014, 21, 8948–8963. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Atekwana, E.A.; Slater, L.D. Biogeophysics: A new frontier in Earth science research. Rev. Geophys.
2009, 47. [CrossRef]

8. Godio, A.; Naldi, M. Two-dimensional electrical imaging for detection of hydrocarbon contaminants.
Near Surf. Geophys. 2003, 1, 131–137. [CrossRef]

9. Godio, A.; Naldi, M. Integration of Electrical and Electromagnetic Investigation for Contaminated Site. Am. J.
Environ. Sci. 2009, 5, 562–569. [CrossRef]

10. Godio, A.; Arato, A.; Stocco, S. Geophysical characterization of a nonaqueous-phase liquid–contaminated
site. Environ. Geosci. 2010, 17, 141–161. [CrossRef]

11. Koroma, S.; Arato, A.; Godio, A. Analyzing geophysical signature of a hydrocarbon-contaminated soil using
geoelectrical surveys. Environ. Earth Sci. 2015, 74, 2937–2948. [CrossRef]

12. LaBrecque, D.J.; Ramirez, A.L.; Daily, W.D.; Binley, A.M.; Schima, S.A. ERT monitoring of environmental
remediation processes. Meas. Sci. Technol. 1996, 7, 375–383. [CrossRef]

13. Osella, A.; de la Vega, M.; Lascano, E. Characterization of a Contaminant Plume Due to a Hydrocarbon Spill
Using Geoelectrical Methods. J. Environ. Eng. Geophys. 2002, 7, 78–87. [CrossRef]

http://www.mdpi.com/1424-8220/20/22/6677/s1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.proenv.2013.06.079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.258.5080.278
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17835126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2009JG001143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2012.12.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jconhyd.2015.11.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26697744
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-013-2171-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24091526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2009RG000285
http://dx.doi.org/10.3997/1873-0604.2003003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3844/ajessp.2009.562.569
http://dx.doi.org/10.1306/eg.04261010003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12665-015-4326-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0957-0233/7/3/019
http://dx.doi.org/10.4133/JEEG7.2.78


Sensors 2020, 20, 6677 15 of 16

14. Cassiani, G.; Binley, A.; Kemna, A.; Wehrer, M.; Orozco, A.F.; Deiana, R.; Boaga, J.; Rossi, M.; Dietrich, P.;
Werban, U.; et al. Noninvasive characterization of the Trecate (Italy) crude-oil contaminated site: Links
between contamination and geophysical signals. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2014, 21, 8914–8931.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Bosco, F.; Casale, A.; Mazzarino, I.; Godio, A.; Ruffino, B.; Mollea, C.; Chiampo, F. Microcosm evaluation of
bioaugmentation and biostimulation efficacy on diesel-contaminated soil. J. Chem. Technol. Biotechnol. 2019,
jctb.5966. [CrossRef]

16. Fiore, S.; Zanetti, M.C. Evaluation of Hydrogen/Oxygen Release Compounds for the Remediation of VOCs.
Am. J. Environ. Sci. 2011, 7, 468–476. [CrossRef]

17. Kraszewski, A.W.; Nelson, S.O. Resonant Cavity Perturbation Some New Applications of an Old Measuring
Technique. J. Microw. Power Electromagn. Energy 1996, 31, 178–187. [CrossRef]

18. Costa, F.; Borgese, M.; Degiorgi, M.; Monorchio, A. Electromagnetic Characterisation of Materials by Using
Transmission/Reflection (T/R) Devices. Electronics 2017, 6, 95. [CrossRef]

19. La Gioia, A.; Porter, E.; Merunka, I.; Shahzad, A.; Salahuddin, S.; Jones, M.; O’Halloran, M. Open-Ended
Coaxial Probe Technique for Dielectric Measurement of Biological Tissues: Challenges and Common Practices.
Diagnostics 2018, 8, 40. [CrossRef]

20. Bobowski, J.S.; Johnson, T. Permittivity Measurements of Biological Samples by an Open-Ended Coaxial
Line. Progress In Electromagn. Res. 2012, 40, 159–183. [CrossRef]

21. Gioia, A.L.; OrHalloran, M.; Porter, E. Modelling of Tissue Dielectric Contribution Within the Sensing Radius
of a Coaxial Probe. In Proceedings of the 2018 EMF-Med 1st World Conference on Biomedical Applications
of Electromagnetic Fields (EMF-Med), Split, Croatia, 10–13 September 2018; pp. 1–2.

22. Sheen, N.I.; Woodhead, I.M. An Open-ended Coaxial Probe for Broad-band Permittivity Measurement of
Agricultural Products. J. Agric. Eng. Res. 1999, 74, 193–202. [CrossRef]

23. Marsland, T.P.; Evans, S. Dielectric measurements with an open-ended coaxial probe. IEE Proc. H Microw.
Antennas Propag. UK 1987, 134, 341. [CrossRef]

24. Godio, A. Open ended-coaxial Cable Measurements of Saturated Sandy Soils. Am. J. Environ. Sci. 2007, 3,
175–182. [CrossRef]

25. Gadani, D.; Rana, V.A.; Vyas, A.D.; Bhatnagar, S.P. Effect of saline water on emissivity of soil. Indian J. Radio
Space Phys. 2011, 40, 218–226.

26. Wharton, R.P.; Rau, R.N.; Best, D.L. Electromagnetic Propagation Logging: Advances In Technique And
Interpretation; Society of Petroleum Engineers: Richardson, TX, USA, 1980.

27. Vergnano, A.; Godio, A.; Raffa, C.M.; Chiampo, F.; Bosco, F.; Ruffino, B. Time-Domain Reflectometry (TDR)
Monitoring at a Lab Scale of Aerobic Biological Processes in a Soil Contaminated by Diesel Oil. Appl. Sci.
2019, 9, 5487. [CrossRef]

28. Skierucha, W.; Walczak, R.; Wilczek, A. Comparison of Open-Ended Coax and TDR sensors for the
measurement of soil dielectric permittivity in microwave frequencies. Int. Agrophys. 2008, 18, 355–362.

29. Raffa, C.M.; Chiampo, F.; Godio, A.; Vergnano, A.; Bosco, F.; Ruffino, B. Kinetics and Optimization by
Response Surface Methodology of Aerobic Bioremediation. Geoelectrical Parameter Monitoring. Appl. Sci.
2020, 10, 405. [CrossRef]

30. Kaatze, U.; Uhlendorf, V. The Dielectric Properties of Water at Microwave Frequencies. Zeitschrift für
Physikalische Chemie 1981, 126, 151–165. [CrossRef]

31. Keysight Basics of Measuring the Dielectric Properties of Materials. Available online: https://www.keysight.
com/it/en/assets/7018-01284/application-notes/5989-2589.pdf (accessed on 11 March 2020).

32. Psarras, G.C. Fundamentals of Dielectric Theories. In Dielectric Polymer Materials for High-Density Energy
Storage; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2018; pp. 11–57. ISBN 978-0-12-813215-9.

33. Archie, G.E. The Electrical Resistivity Log as an Aid in Determining Some Reservoir Characteristics. Trans.
AIME 1942, 146, 54–62. [CrossRef]

34. Komarov, S.A.; Komarov, A.S.; Barber, D.G.; Lemes, M.J.L.; Rysgaard, S. Open-Ended Coaxial Probe
Technique for Dielectric Spectroscopy of Artificially Grown Sea Ice. IEEE Trans. Geosci. Remote Sens. 2016, 54,
4941–4951. [CrossRef]

35. Blackham, D.V.; Pollard, R.D. An improved technique for permittivity measurements using a coaxial probe.
IEEE Trans. Instrum. Meas. 1997, 46, 1093–1099. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-2494-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24619658
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jctb.5966
http://dx.doi.org/10.3844/ajessp.2011.468.476
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08327823.1996.11688308
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/electronics6040095
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics8020040
http://dx.doi.org/10.2528/PIERB12022906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jaer.1999.0444
http://dx.doi.org/10.1049/ip-h-2.1987.0068
http://dx.doi.org/10.3844/ajessp.2007.175.182
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app9245487
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app10010405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1524/zpch.1981.126.2.151
https://www.keysight.com/it/en/assets/7018-01284/application-notes/5989-2589.pdf
https://www.keysight.com/it/en/assets/7018-01284/application-notes/5989-2589.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.2118/942054-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TGRS.2016.2553110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/19.676718


Sensors 2020, 20, 6677 16 of 16

36. Marcuvitz, N. Waveguide Handbook; IEE electromagnetic waves series; P. Peregrinus on behalf of the Institution
of Electrical Engineers: London, UK, 1986; ISBN 978-0-86341-058-1.

37. Deschamps, G. Impedance of an antenna in a conducting medium. IRE Trans. Antennas Propag. 1962, 10,
648–650. [CrossRef]

38. Pournaropoulos, C.L.; Misra, D. A study on the coaxial aperture electromagnetic sensor and its application
in material characterization. IEEE Trans. Instrum. Meas. 1994, 43, 111–115. [CrossRef]

39. Misra, D.; Chabbra, M.; Epstein, B.R.; Microtznik, M.; Foster, K.R. Noninvasive electrical characterization
of materials at microwave frequencies using an open-ended coaxial line: Test of an improved calibration
technique. IEEE Trans. Microw. Theory Techn. 1990, 38, 8–14. [CrossRef]

40. 85070D High-Temperature Dielectric Probe Kit [Obsolete] | Keysight. Available online: https://www.keysight.
com/en/pd-1000004359%3Aepsg%3Apro-pn-85070D/high-temperature-dielectric-probe-kit?cc=IT&lc=ita
(accessed on 12 March 2020).

41. Mavrovic, A.; Roy, A.; Royer, A.; Filali, B.; Boone, F.; Pappas, C.; Sonnentag, O. Dielectric characterization
of vegetation at L band using an open-ended coaxial probe. Geosci. Instrum. Methods Data Syst. 2018, 7,
195–208. [CrossRef]

42. Artemov, V.G.; Volkov, A.A. Water and Ice Dielectric Spectra Scaling at 0 ◦C. Ferroelectrics 2014, 466,
158–165. [CrossRef]

43. Atekwana, E.A.; Atekwana, E.; Legall, F.D.; Krishnamurthy, R.V. Field evidence for geophysical detection of
subsurface zones of enhanced microbial activity. Geophys. Res. Lett. 2004, 31. [CrossRef]

44. Seyfried, M.S.; Murdock, M.D. Response of a New Soil Water Sensor to Variable Soil, Water Content, and
Temperature. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2001, 65, 28–34. [CrossRef]

45. Filali, B.; Boone, F.; Rhazi, J.; Ballivy, G. Design and Calibration of a Large Open-Ended Coaxial Probe
for the Measurement of the Dielectric Properties of Concrete. IEEE Trans. Microw. Theory Tech. 2008, 56,
2322–2328. [CrossRef]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TAP.1962.1137923
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/19.293405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/22.44150
https://www.keysight.com/en/pd-1000004359%3Aepsg%3Apro-pn-85070D/high-temperature-dielectric-probe-kit?cc=IT&lc=ita
https://www.keysight.com/en/pd-1000004359%3Aepsg%3Apro-pn-85070D/high-temperature-dielectric-probe-kit?cc=IT&lc=ita
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/gi-7-195-2018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00150193.2014.895216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2004GL021576
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2001.65128x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TMTT.2008.2003520
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Background 
	Materials and Methods 
	Set-Up of Microcosms 
	Open-Ended Coaxial Probe 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Preliminary Calibration and Accuracy 
	Analysis of Experimental Results 
	Limitations 

	Conclusions 
	References

