Chapter 22
Broad-Scale Soil Monitoring Schemes
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“Land, then, is not merely soil; it is a fountain of energy
Sflowing through a circuit of soils, plants and animals” .

Aldo Leopold, A Sand County Almanac, 1949

22.1 Introduction

Soil resources provide many important ecosystem goods and services. However,
they are at risk from a variety of threats operating over a broad range of scales.
Political awareness that soil is threatened by increasing pressures has been rising
for several years (European Commission 2006). Indeed, the demand for soil infor-
mation is increasing continuously (Richer de Forges and Arrouays 2010). Although
rates of soil degradation are often slow and only detectable over long timescales,
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they are often irreversible. Therefore, monitoring soil quality and condition is
essential in order to detect adverse changes in their status at an early stage.

Soil monitoring is the systematic determination of soil properties so as to record
their temporal and spatial variations (FAO/ECE 1994). In a recent review, Morvan
et al. (2008) defined a soil monitoring network (SMN) as a set of sites/areas where
changes in soil characteristics are documented through periodic assessment of an
extended set of soil properties. According to this definition, national frameworks
for soil monitoring exist in numerous countries and in most member states of
the European Union. However, while some countries have achieved uniformity in
methodology and coverage, this is far from common even among national systems
(Arrouays et al. 2008a; Morvan et al. 2008; van Wesemael et al. 2011). In addition
to achieving harmonisation, there are many generic issues that must be addressed
by scientists when establishing and operating SMNs, including the requirement
for these to be effective for different soil systems. Of particular importance is
the requirement for SMNs to detect change in soil over relevant spatial and
temporal scales with adequate precision and statistical power (Arrouays et al. 2008b;
Desaules et al. 2010; van Wesemael et al. 2011).

In this chapter, we present some of these generic issues including the design and
implementation of soil sampling in space and time, the development of statistical
techniques that are general enough to describe the complicated patterns of spatial
and temporal variations of soil properties and harmonisation issues.

22.2  Soil Monitoring Objectives

In a review of European SMNs, Arrouays et al. (1998) stressed that their establish-
ment may have several objectives:

1. Determination of the current characteristics and properties of soils as well as their
environmental stresses, which can be considered as an initial assessment of the
soil status, often called “baseline” values, although the term “baseline” may be
reserved for some assessment of soil state without the impact of human activities,
inferred, perhaps, from nearby soils under climax vegetation

2. Long-term and/or early determination of changes in soils as a consequence of
location-, stress- and use-specific factors, through periodic investigations

3. Assessment of the sensitivity of soils to changes and prediction of their future
development;

4. Development and validation of models for the simulation of ecosystem responses
and the use of these to estimate responses to actual or predicted changes and
stresses and to make regional assessments in concert with survey data

5. Establishment of reference sites for calibration of environmental measurements

6. Generation of information about soil trends, to inform future national policies to
protect soils from degradation and pollution, including the identification of new
threats to soil quality/condition and tests of the effectiveness of existing policies
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de Gruijter et al. (2006) grouped the objectives of SMNs into three broad
categories that have implications when developing the options for the design of a
SMN:

1. Status/ambient monitoring to characterise or quantify the status of soil and
follow how its properties change over time, such as topsoil carbon content under
different land uses

2. Trend/effect monitoring to assess the possible effects of pressures or drivers on
soils to determine not only status but also whether a change was caused by a
specific event or process

3. Regulatory/compliance monitoring to determine whether soils are failing to meet
set standards or targets

22.3 General Considerations About SMN Design
and Construction

The choice of design for a SMIN is crucial, especially when assessing large areas and
several properties that are driven by numerous controlling factors of various origins
and scales.

22.3.1 Establishing a SMN

Several reviews have highlighted large differences between existing networks
(Arrouays et al. 1998; Morvan et al. 2008; Saby et al. 2008b; van Wesemael
et al. 2011). The geographical coverage of SMNs is very diverse between and
within countries. Three broad approaches to the establishment of SMNs can be
distinguished, including:

1. The design and construction of purpose-built SMNs

2. Resampling of the soil at sites where measurements have previously been made
for other purposes

3. Compilation and analysis of soil data that have previously been collected in other
soil analysis exercises or experiments

Purpose-built SMNs have been adopted by many countries (e.g. France, UK,
Denmark, Austria, Switzerland, Germany) although in most cases the sites have,
as yet, been sampled only once and hence remain inventories until sampling is
repeated. The sampling design is critical when establishing new SMNs. There are
continuing and extensive discussion about the choice between probability sampling,
which permits design-based analyses free of any statistical model, and model-based
sampling schemes, commonly regular grids with some supplementary points, which
are analysed by model-based statistical methods (Brus and de Gruijter 1993, 1997;
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de Gruijter et al. 2006). The probability designs include a random component in
the selection of sampling locations, whereas the purposive designs select sampling
locations such that a specified objective is best served (see Chap. 11). Often the
purposive design consists of a regular grid since this ensures that the study region
is evenly sampled. This design choice controls the types of statistical analyses that
can be performed. Probability designs are generally used to answer questions about
behaviour across the whole study area or within a restricted number of subareas
using design-based analyses. This means that inferences from the data are based
upon the probability that particular locations are included in the design. Designs
other than probability designs require model-based analyses (see Chap. 11) where
statistical models of the variation of the property are estimated. If these models truly
reflect the variation of the property, it is possible to make localised predictions and
maps and to quantify the uncertainty associated with these maps.

The decision about the scale over which results should be reported presents issues
in itself. To some extent it should be controlled by the scale at which policymakers
require information (see Chaps. 23 and 17). However, some effects may only be
observable at particular spatial scales. For example, Wang et al. (2010) demonstrated
that effects of climate on soil organic carbon (SOC), which were evident at the
provincial scale, were less evident at smaller spatial scales.

Discussions are still ongoing in Europe about the effectiveness of stratified
random sampling compared to purposive sampling on a grid. Previous simulations
have shown that a 16 x 16 km grid is representative of most soil-type/land cover
combinations at European and national scales (Arrouays et al. 2001; Van-Camp
et al. 2004; Morvan et al. 2008). In a report about the design and implementation
of a future SMN for the UK, Black et al. (2008) provided an extensive review of
the advantages, limitations and relative performances of these sampling options.
This study compared two purposive designs (grid and optimised grid) and two
probability designs (stratified random and stratified cluster random sampling). The
stratified random scheme was found to be the most suitable option for some of
the specific questions being addressed, particularly in terms of the assessment of
status and changes in SOC. In a review of ten national SMNs focused on SOC
changes, van Wesemael et al. (2011) showed that most of these SMNs (seven out
of ten) are based on stratified random sampling. Indeed, several studies dedicated to
sampling schemes for SOC monitoring have pointed out that a stratified sampling
design would be more efficient (Walter et al. 2003; Goidts et al. 2009b; Viaud
et al. 2010; Meersmans et al. 2011). In view of these studies, there appears to be
a consensus that stratified designs should be selected if the aim of the SMN is to
determine the average status and change of soil properties over large regions and if
the spatial patterns of factors which control the variation of all of the soil properties
are known. Major soil groups and land use categories are often suitable factors for
the stratification of the design.

However, grid-based surveys have the advantage of achieving good spatial
coverage, with proportional representation of the regions of interest. Overall, the
grid-based sampling scheme should be more flexible for incorporating unknown
future requirements such as the impact of new pressures and monitoring of new
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soil quality indicators and indicators for which spatial patterns are not yet known.
Also, grid-based designs will in general be more appropriate if a key objective is to
produce maps of status or change.

A further consideration is how the design of different phases of a SMN should
relate to each other. With reference to probability sampling, de Gruijter et al. (2006)
classified designs according to whether they are static and all sampling takes place
at a fixed set of locations or whether the set of locations changes for each phase
of the survey. Rotational designs are a compromise where only a proportion of the
locations from the previous phase are resampled and new locations are selected for
the remainder of the observations. de Gruijter et al. (2006) defined synchronous
designs as those where multiple observations are made at the same time. There
are trade-offs between these different classes of design. If locations are resampled,
then the temporal variation at these sites will be well understood, but the spatial
resolution of estimates can be improved if the locations change and more sites are
visited. If the measurement approach is destructive or alters the soil properties at
the site, then it might not be possible to revisit a particular location. Also static
designs mean that any bias in the initial sample design persists throughout the
life of the SMN. Static designs might be required if it is expensive to move and
reinstall monitoring devices such as the lysimeters used by Brus et al. (2010). This
SMN used a nonsynchronous design because the aim was to estimate the space-
time means of the measured indicators. Other surveys favour synchronous designs
because estimates of the indicators are required on different dates or because they
lead to simple estimators (Brus and Knotters 2008). The aim of model-based surveys
is often to produce a series of maps of soil indicators on different dates, and these are
most easily predicted from synchronous designs (Marchant et al. 2009). However,
the number of samples and the time taken to travel between them might mean it
is not practical to use truly synchronous designs for national-scale SMNs; it may
take more than 1 year to complete the sampling as in the National Soil Inventory of
England and Wales (Bellamy et al. 2005).

Regardless of the choice between probability-based and purposive approaches,
it is important to estimate, prior to implementation of the scheme, how many
measurements will be sufficient to predict status and change of key soil properties
with the precision required by policymakers (e.g. Black et al. 2008). The expected
errors from a particular purposive sample design can only be determined if the
variogram of the status and/or change of each indicator is known. The variogram
(Webster and Oliver 2007) is a function which describes the variance and spatial
correlation of a property (see Chaps. 10 and 21). It is the model in much model-
based analysis of soil data. It is unlikely that the variograms are known exactly
prior to monitoring, but approximate variograms can be estimated from previous
surveys of similar indicators in similar circumstances. This approach has been used
to design both probabilistic (Brus and Noij 2008) and purposive (Marchant et al.
2009) sample schemes. Often the required precision of a SMN is unclear because
neither the rate of change of an indicator nor the implications of changes are known
prior to sampling. In a recent study, Lark (2009) emphasised that the current status of
a particular indicator and the rate of change of that indicator are different variables,
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and so their variability may differ. Some plausible statistical models of change
in the soil were examined, and their implications for sampling to estimate mean
change in large regions were considered. These results show that taking account of
knowledge of soil processes may improve the design of the SMN. Some authors
recommend adapting (or calculating) the sampling time interval to make sure that
the observed changes will be significantly higher than the differences that might
be due to sampling and other methodological issues (Smith 2004; Bellamy et al.
2005; Saby et al. 2008b), while others (e.g. Desaules et al. 2010) argue that given
these uncertainties, reducing the time interval increases the power of the scheme to
observe short-term and potentially important changes in the observed trends.
Finally, it should be stressed that resources for SMN establishment and operation
are always limited to some extent, and this affects the actual choice of sampling
strategy and places a premium on identifying an optimal scheme taking account of
the monitoring objectives and a requirement for resource efficiency. Considering
this limitation, Black et al. (2008) choose to test the design of a UK SMN on
SOC status and changes, as these properties are involved in processes controlling
a large number of threats to soil (e.g. decline in soil organic matter, erosion, soil
biodiversity, compaction, fate of contaminants). Similarly, Yu et al. (2011) assessed
the sampling required to detect a change of 1.52 g kg~! in SOC under various
types of land management in South China. Chapter 23 gives a relevant example
of designing a cost-effective monitoring scheme for farm-scale soil carbon auditing.
Resampling inventory sites from past soil mapping surveys allows immediate
estimates of change and reduces the opportunity cost of establishing a SMN, as
the baseline sampling exercise is already completed. This strategy has been used
extensively in Belgium for monitoring SOC (Arrouays et al. 1996; Sleutel et al.
2007; Goidts et al. 2009a, b; Meersmans et al. 2009, 2011). It supports a focus
on the change in SOC stock at the point scale. Although Goidts et al. (2009a)
resampled within a radius of 11 m of the original site of the Belgian National
Soil Survey (1947-1974), the source of error related to imprecise resampling of
each location was quite large (i.e. relative RMSE ranging between 12% and 31%)
due to large variability in SOC concentration, bulk density, stone content and
sampling depth at very fine spatial scales (i.e. variability within the same field).
Consequently, given the response time of SOC to changes in management or land
use (i.e. in the order of decades), most soil inventories are probably not old enough,
and/or the rates of SOC changes at individual sites are too small to be detected
by resampling. Nevertheless, the latter study shows that uncertainty because of
positioning error was considerably lower when studying SOC stock changes for
homogeneous landscape units (characterised by same land use, agricultural region
and soil type) due to the fact that multiple locations (9—47) were sampled at this
aggregated level (i.e. relative RMSE ranging between 1% and 11%). Indeed, other
studies have been able to detect significant temporal changes when conducting SOC
stock comparisons for areas rather than individual monitoring sites. For example,
Meersmans et al. (2009) studied changes in the vertical heterogeneity of SOC by
resampling soil profile pits from the National Soil Survey and comparing modelled
depth distribution of SOC from both time periods within homogenous land use-soil-
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type combinations in North Belgium. Moreover, Sleutel et al. (2007) related average
SOC stock evolution between 1990 and 2000 by municipality (from 190,000 SOC
measurements) to agricultural variables (e.g. manure application, crop rotation, land
use change) in order to derive the main factors explaining the overall SOC change
over time in Flanders (North Belgium). Recently, Meersmans et al. (2011) identified
an overall countrywide significant increase under grassland and a decrease under
cropland after modelling the spatial distribution of SOC in all agricultural soils over
all of Belgium in 1960 using the initial sites from the National Soil Survey and data
for 629 locations resampled in 2006.

Analysing the results from existing soil measurement exercises, such as oper-
ational soil testing by farmers or fertiliser suppliers, is one potential option for
detecting large temporal trends in soil characteristics. Pre-existing data, such as
historic soil testing results, have often been used to assess temporal changes at
national and regional levels, e.g. for phosphorus by Skinner and Todd (1998) in
England and Wales, Cahoon and Ensign (2004) in eastern North Carolina (USA),
Wheeler et al. (2004) in New Zealand, Lemercier et al. (2008) in France and
Reijneveld et al. (2010) in the Netherlands and for carbon, Saby et al. (2008a) in
France and Reijneveld et al. (2009) in the Netherlands. These studies assessed the
change in soil test results with respect to land uses, cropping regimes and soil types.
A spatial analysis of a soil test database performed by Baxter et al. (2006) in England
and Wales contributed to designing future sampling approaches for monitoring soil
properties at the national scale.

The conclusions drawn using these kinds of data may be subject to several
sources of bias that are inherent in a noncontrolled sampling strategy. The farmers’
agronomic concerns for soil testing may have induced skews accentuating the
proportion of extreme values, especially for trace element contents. Indeed, farmers
are likely to require trace element soil testing when they suspect a crop or
animal deficiency or toxicity. Moreover, possible biases may arise from changes
in sampling resolution in space and time.

In deciding upon the monitoring approach to be used in SMN, managers
must weigh the efficiency of purpose-built designs against the reduced costs and
immediacy of change estimates from the other types of designs. The benefits of the
purpose-built design might be strongly felt if the SMN has a long lifetime and is
to be resampled on several occasions. If soil monitoring is required to quantify an
immediate threat in the short term, then the use of existing soil observations becomes
more important. If the resampling of an existing inventory is being proposed, then
the suitability of the inventory design for soil monitoring must be assessed. If
the initial inventory was a non-probability survey, then it will not be possible to
apply design-based analyses to the SMN. Model-based analyses will require that
the design of the inventory is adequate to estimate a model of the spatial variation
in the change of key properties and to predict this change across the study region.
The data from existing soil measurement exercises should only be used if they are
considered to be representative of the underlying variability of the soil.
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22.3.2 Within-Site Sampling

Site area and number of subsamples. When planning sampling in a site where a
soil indicator is expected to change, it is necessary to know how many samples
should be taken to demonstrate a given change and after how long this change
will be detectable. At the site level, numerous studies have addressed these issues
(Hungate et al. 1996; Garten and Wullscheleger 1999; Conen et al. 2003, 2004;
Saby and Arrouays 2004; Smith 2004). Arrouays et al. (2008a) reviewed within-site
variability using data from the literature. One hundred and twenty references were
collected, providing information about the short-range variability of soil indicators,
for sites having areas ranging from 1 m? to 20 ha. The data were used to derive
quantitative estimates of the mean variances, standard deviations and coefficients
of variation for all available parameters. They examined the possible relationships
between within-site variability and site area and/or mean values, and they found a
strong relationship between the within-site variability of some parameters and the
size of the site area. A marked relative increase in variability was observed for sites
having areas >1 ha. This was particularly the case for some trace elements which
are known to exhibit large spatial variations over quite short distances (Pb, Cd, Zn
and Cu). In view of the increase in variability with site area and its implications
for the number of samples that should be collected, they recommended using site
areas not exceeding 1 ha to keep the number of subsamples practically feasible. If
the aim of the SMN is to report the mean of an indicator over large scales such as
soil-landscape units, then within-site variability is less important provided that the
effect of this variability on the overall error of the mean is controlled, perhaps by
forming a soil sample for analysis by aggregation of aliquots from across the site.

Due to resource constraints, most of the national monitoring sites are sampled
using composite sampling, i.e. taking subsamples and bulking them. However, as
has been stressed, studies of the subsampling error of monitoring sites are crucial
for the interpretation of results and changes. In a study of results from the Swiss
soil monitoring network (NABO), Desaules et al. (2010) showed that no certified
trends can be stated after three measurement campaigns over a period of 10 years.
Moreover, these authors stressed that the only way to detect reliable signals and
trends earlier is to improve the overall measurement quality (precision and bias)
and to shorten the sampling time interval.

Sampling depth. In their review of European SMNSs, Arrouays et al. (2008a) and
Morvan et al. (2008) showed that fixed-depth increments are predominantly used
for core sampling (in more than 70% of the SMNs). This sampling method ensures
standardisation between sites. It is also the most relevant for some anthropogenic
characteristics (e.g. anthropogenic heavy metals, radionuclides, organo-chemicals)
and for properties showing a strong gradient near the soil surface where the soil is
often sampled over smaller increments.

Pedogenic horizons are often sampled in soil pits, outside the monitoring site, but
close to it. This method of sampling is relevant for some parameters (e.g. particle-
size distribution, water retention properties, mineralogy). It is also the most relevant
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unit to link SMN observations to geographical soil information systems derived
from soil mapping activities.

For nearly all the SMNSs, the organic layers at the soil surface are sampled
separately from the underlying organo-mineral soil, and this is our recommendation.

For organo-mineral layers, we recommend adoption of systematic depths in
order to avoid subjectivity in sampling, harmonise sampling protocols and facilitate
comparisons between SMNs.

The best practice would be to sample both by depth increments in the site and
by pedogenetic horizons in soil pits, outside the monitoring area, but close to it.
Arrouays et al. (2008a) examined, for each European SMN, the depths to which
indicators are measured or can be calculated which were highly variable amongst
SMNE.

Another way to compare vertical sampling is to calculate for each SMN the
maximal depth to which sampling is realised. About 90% of the SMNs provided
information down to 20 cm, whereas nearly 65% of the SMNs reached at least
30 cm.

It is very difficult to recommend sampling depths which should be adopted for
all SMNs. Moreover, there may be good reasons for accepting a particular depth
in a particular SMN, and changing systematic depths for a national SMN might, in
some cases, make it very difficult to use the data from previous campaigns to assess
changes. For example, it is not possible to compare data for indicators based on
a 0-15 cm sampling depth with that for the same indicators based on a 0-30 cm
resampling depth. One way to harmonise reporting at the international level could
be to report the results on the basis of an equivalent mineral mass (Ellert and Bettany
1995). However, this would require the determination of bulk density at all sites and
at each sampling date. General considerations about using soil depth functions or
horizons and classes are given in Chap. 9.

22.3.3 Resampling the SMN

One objective when resampling should be to replicate as closely as possible
the original sampling methodology and location. This requires that the original
methodology is documented completely, but even when this is done, it is likely
that variation in detailed procedures will occur, for example, due to differences in
practice between different operators. This extends to laboratory testing as well as
field sampling. While the availability of global position system (GPS), especially if
this incorporates a ground station, means that the longitude and latitude for sampling
locations can be precisely recorded and repeat sampling can be exactly located, this
does not extend to altitude, and very often the soil surface has been altered and
sometimes eroded leading to uncertainty in the equivalence of sampling exercises.
Deviation from sampling and analytical protocols and location errors are likely to
be confounded with those arising from actual spatial and temporal variation in the
indicator being monitored. When making in situ measurements, it is possible in
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principle to resample a specific location and the soil within it, but where a sample
is extracted for laboratory testing, this is clearly impossible. In the latter case, it is
essential to establish an adequate sampling scheme that can be applied rigorously at
each sampling location, for example, by establishing a grid and removing samples
from randomly determined locations at each sampling exercise.

22.4 Statistical Inference Issues

22.4.1 Design-Based or Geostatistical Methods

The variation of soil properties is very complex since soil is affected by many
processes acting over different spatial and temporal scales. Local factors such
as geological anomalies or anthropogenic pollution can distort and disguise the
underlying relationships of interest. Therefore statistical analyses are required to test
the significance of relationships and to determine the uncertainty associated with
estimates and predictions. We described previously how some SMNs such as the
Countryside Survey of Great Britain (Firbank et al. 2003) are based on probability
sampling, whereas others such as the French National Soil Monitoring Network are
based on purposive designs.

There are different statistical methods associated with these different types of
designs. Design-based analyses which are reviewed by Barnett (2002) and de
Gruijter et al. (2006) are associated with probability designs. These are well-
established statistical techniques which can estimate summary statistics such as
the mean, median or probability density function (PDF) of a soil property across
the entire study region or a portion of it. They can be used to understand the
underlying behaviour in the region and test hypotheses about the effect of particular
factors or threats. An estimation variance is also calculated that quantifies the
uncertainty associated with these estimates. Design-based methods can account for
different stratifications of the data, compare different temporal phases of SMNs
and determine whether a soil property has changed significantly between phases.
Kravchenko and Robertson (2011) stressed the importance of performing power
analyses prior to sampling to predict the sampling requirements and post sampling
to determine if observed changes are significant and exactly what can be inferred
from the absence of a significant change.

Soil monitoring networks based on purposive designs are generally analysed
by geostatistical techniques which can be used to make local predictions and
quantify uncertainties at any site of interest (see Chaps. 10, 11 and 14). Many of
the geostatistical methodologies commonly used today can be directly attributed
to Matheron (1965) and his analyses of the spatial variation of ore bodies. These
methodologies are based on a statistical model known as the variogram which is
fit to available data and describes the pattern of spatial variation of the observed
variable (see Chap. 21). The fitted variogram is used in kriging (Krige 1966; Chap.
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10) to predict the variable across the region and to calculate a measure of the
uncertainty associated with the predictions, known as the kriging variance. These
methodologies, which are introduced in an accessible manner by Webster and Oliver
(2007), rely upon a number of assumptions about the statistical distribution of the
soil indicator and the regularity of its variation. Brus and de Gruijter (1997) consider
this a disadvantage of geostatistical methods since the inferences made from them
will be invalid when these assumptions are not appropriate. In contrast, design-based
methods do not fit models to the data but instead base inferences on the sample
design and the probability that a point is included in the sample. The development
of techniques to analyse SMNs which are sampled spatially by probability designs
but temporally by non-probability designs is an active area of research (Brus et al.
2010).

A major challenge associated with geostatistical techniques, but not design-based
techniques, is to ensure that the model of variation is appropriate everywhere in
the study region. In the remainder of this section, we focus upon this challenge in
various circumstances that might not be consistent with the standard geostatistical
model.

22.4.2 Generalising the Geostatistical Model

Often the variation of a soil property is sufficiently consistent with the assumptions
of standard geostatistical models for the methods of Matheron (1965) to produce
adequate results. However in general the variation of soil indicators is much
more complex. Therefore, since the 1960s, many methods have been proposed to
generalise the geostatistical model so that, for example, the expectation (Lark et al.
2006b) or variance (Marchant et al. 2009) of the indicator can vary according to
covariates such as soil type. Furthermore, in some situations, the kriging variance
does not give a sufficiently complete description of the uncertainty associated with
the SMN, and model-based geostatistical methods have been introduced to predict
the entire PDF of the soil indicator at each site (see Chap. 11). Then the PDF can be
interrogated to answer specific questions such as “What is the probability that the
concentration of the soil indicator exceeds the regulatory threshold?” or “What is
the probability that the concentration of the soil indicator has increased?”

The geostatistical analysis of national-scale SMNs can be particularly challeng-
ing. The vast area covered by these surveys means that the observed variation is the
combined effect of processes acting over disparate spatial scales. The number of
observations means that efficient computational methods are required to ensure that
the statistical analysis is tractable.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-63439-5_11

680 D. Arrouays et al.
22.4.3 Extreme Observations

Isolated geological anomalies or pollution can lead to outliers or extreme values
amongst SMN observations. Outliers are not consistent with standard geostatistical
models and can lead to the underlying uncertainty in the SMN being overestimated.
Standard kriging methods can exaggerate the spatial extent of hotspots around
outliers. In studies of trace elements, this can mean that excessive remediation is
conducted or the areas of potential deficiencies are missed. This issue was addressed
by Marchant et al. (2010) in a study of cadmium variation across France. They used
robust geostatistical methods which reduced the influence of outliers when they
fitted their models of variation. These models were used to identify outliers which
were censored prior to kriging (Hawkins and Cressie 1984). Their methodology
separated variation into geological, diffuse and anomalous components and meant
that underlying relationships could be investigated. When these methods were
applied to a wider group of trace elements (Saby et al. 2011), soil experts were
able to identify processes contributing to variation at each scale. Figure 22.1 shows
how the variation of lead across France is divided between these scales.

Robust methodologies are not appropriate for compliance monitoring where
the risk of extreme values must be included and a model that can accommodate
them is required. Marchant et al. (2011a) demonstrated that copula-based methods
can accommodate general statistical distributions including the extreme value
distribution. The PDF of the indicator of interest can be calculated at any site in
the study region, and any relevant measure, such as the probability of exceeding
a threshold, can be determined. They used this model to map the probability of
cadmium exceeding a regulatory threshold of 0.8 mg kg™! within France (Fig. 22.2).
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Fig. 22.1 Components of lead variation at the geological (a), diffuse (b) and anomalous localised
(c) spatial scales estimated by robust geostatistical methods (Figure reprinted from Arrouays D,
Marchant BP, Saby NPA, Meersmans J, Orton TG, Martin MP, Bellamy PH, Lark RM, Kibble-
white M (2012) Generic issues on broad-scale soil monitoring schemes: A review. Pedosphere
22(4):456-469)
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Fig. 22.2 Map of probability that regulatory cadmium threshold of 0.8 mg kg™! is exceeded

and (inset) PDF (probability density function) for cadmium at specified sites. Predictions are
derived from a copula-based model (Figure reprinted from Arrouays D, Marchant BP, Saby NPA,
Meersmans J, Orton TG, Martin MP, Bellamy PH, Lark RM, Kibblewhite M (2012) Generic issues
on broad-scale soil monitoring schemes: A review. Pedosphere 22(4):456-469)

22.4.4 Different Sources of Uncertainty

Geostatistical methods can be used to quantify the uncertainty that results from
the prediction of spatial maps based on observed data. However, the data obtained
from a SMN includes other sources of uncertainty (see Chap. 14). In the field,
there may be errors in locating observation sites. In the laboratory, there may
be measurement error; for some trace elements, many observed values might be
less than the detection limit, meaning that the value cannot be distinguished from
zero. Our discussion focuses on continuous data such as concentrations of elements
in the soil, but noncontinuous types of data such as radioactive emission counts
require that the uncertainty is expressed in a different manner. Also, there can be
errors in estimating spatial models. All of these components of uncertainty should
be understood if we are to fully appreciate the total uncertainty of a predicted
map (see Sect. 14.4.5). Rawlins et al. (2009) considered the relative influence of
errors from different sources and strategies that do exist to isolate these different
uncertainties. In large-scale SMNs that include many observations, the effects of
these uncertainties might well be negligible. However, it is prudent to confirm that
this is the case.

22.4.5 Location Uncertainty

Cressie and Kornak (2003) reviewed methods that account for location errors and
suggested novel kriging equations which included such errors. Area-to-point kriging
(Kyriakidis 2004) can be used to incorporate the uncertainty that results from data
that are averaged over geographical units of varying sizes. The method is based on
the assumption that the covariance between any two areal data units is the average
of point-to-point covariances between the two units; this assumption allows a point-
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to-point covariance function to be fitted to represent the variation of the areal data,
which can then be used to calculate the area-to-point kriging predictions.

22.4.6 Measurement Error and Detection Limit Data

Laboratory errors can be estimated if repeated measurements are made at a
small number of sites in a survey (Marchant et al. 2011b). Orton et al. (2009)
used information from such repeated measurements to define a simple Gaussian
measurement error model, and this was combined with the effects of the micro-
scale field variation (which was assumed to be Gaussian on a log scale) using a
Bayesian hierarchical modelling approach (Banerjee et al. 2004).

When laboratory measurements are reported as being less than a detection
limit (DL), it is important to consider how they should be included in a spatial
analysis. Commonly, measurements below the DL are incorporated in the analysis
by replacing them with some function of the limit (e.g. DL/2). Although this
approach is simple and allows analysis through the standard variogram estimation
and kriging methods, Helsel (2006) observed that it can lead to biased estimates of
the mean and variance. De Oliveira (2005) and Fridley and Dixon (2007) used data
augmentation in the Bayesian framework to incorporate DL data in geostatistical
prediction, in which the DL data were replaced by sampled values below the DL
using a Markov chain Monte Carlo method, and their uncertainty and effect on
variogram estimation and prediction were determined.

22.4.7 Other Forms of Data

Noncontinuous soil indicators, such as emission counts of radioactive material from
the soil, or the presence or absence of some bacteria can be observed in SMNs. In
such cases, interest will typically lie in a nonmeasurable quantity: the underlying
true quantity of the radioactive contaminant in the soil or the probability of the
presence of bacteria at each location. Although we can proceed with analysis as
if the measured quantity were our primary focus (e.g. by indicator kriging for
binary data), uncertainty in such cases can be more appropriately described by
some statistical description of the data-generating mechanism: count-type data can
often be described well by a Poisson distribution, and binary data might be better
described by the binomial distribution. For describing uncertainty resulting from
such data, the generalised linear mixed model (LMM, Diggle and Ribeiro 2007)
and Bayesian hierarchical modelling approaches (Banerjee et al. 2004) provide
powerful expansions of the classical kriging methods (see Sects. 11.3 and 11.4);
they provide more flexible statistical representations of the data than the classical
approaches, so that the processes that gave rise to the measurements can be more
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accurately modelled. These general methods seem to offer significant opportunities
for representing uncertainty in geostatistical analyses of these types of SMN data.

22.4.8 Uncertainty in Estimating Spatial Models

Parameters in spatial models can usually be separated into two sets: those that repre-
sent the expected value or a trend for the primary variable and those that represent its
variance and correlation in space/time. Since Matheron’s work (Matheron 1965), the
uncertainty about trend parameters has been accounted for through the ordinary or
universal kriging methodologies. For the variance parameters, the kriging methods
have adopted a plug-in approach: first, the parameters are estimated, and then the
estimated values plugged into the kriging equations to calculate the prediction
and associated kriging variance. Hence the uncertainty of the estimated spatial
model is ignored. Marchant and Lark (2004) used the Fisher information matrix to
further include variance parameter uncertainty in the resulting spatial predictions
in a maximum likelihood framework. Bayesian methods also incorporate fully
the effects of variance parameter uncertainty through Markov chain Monte Carlo
methods (Minasny et al. 2011) (see Sect. 14.4.2).

22.4.9 Inclusion of Temporal Variation

After more than one phase of a SMN has been completed, the model of variation
must be modified to quantify temporal variation in addition to spatial variation.
Then kriging algorithms can be used to map the change in indicators across
the study region. Different spatio-temporal models have been applied in existing
monitoring surveys. De Cesare et al. (2001) reviewed the use of space-time
covariance models. Papritz and Fliihler (1994) suggested that different phases of
a survey can be treated as coregionalised variables, and Lark et al. (2006a) used
robustly estimated coregionalisation models to determine the sampling requirements
for mapping change in metals in the part of eastern England. Bellamy et al. (2005)
included the rate of change of SOC as a parameter in their model of variation.
The challenge is to determine the most appropriate model for a particular SMN.
It is important to validate the model once it has been fitted so deficiencies can be
identified and strategies introduced to rectify them. For example, in a monitoring
survey of phosphorus enrichment in the Florida Everglades, Marchant et al. (2009)
identified that phosphorus was more variable in parts of the study region adjacent to
pumping stations which input agricultural runoff. They used remotely sensed data
of dominant vegetation to automatically identify these regions and adjusted their
model to accommodate the larger variability.
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22.5 Laboratory Testing Methods

The question of which soil measurement methods to recommend is complex.
Most countries have long-established SMNs and use specific testing methods.
Changing these methods to a different one would impede data comparison with
previous results, unless parallel analyses are performed, using both national and
new reference methods. An important example relates to the assessment of global
SOC stocks or changes. The analytical methods may often be different in space
or time. For example, modern analytical methods such as dry combustion might
be used instead of the more common Walkley and Black method (Meersmans et
al. 2009). Therefore correction factors are needed to avoid methodological bias
when comparing SOC data from sampling campaigns using different analytical
procedures (e.g. Jolivet et al. 1998; Lettens et al. 2007; Meersmans et al. 2009).

Arrouays et al. (2008a) reported information on soil testing techniques gathered
by partners from all the European member states. They found that, in some cases, the
applied test procedures were not sufficiently detailed; the information provided was
often very vague, even after several requests, with partners reporting only the type
of extract or equipment used. Nevertheless, for SMNs for which this information
was available, the testing methods showed numerous differences, indicating that the
use of international standards (when they exist) is far from common. Indeed, as
numerous international standards for soil analysis are still lacking, standardisation
will be one of the main issues in setting up a SMN at an international level. Clearly,
there is a widespread need for agreeing testing methods and ensuring that these are
validated and conducted to produce data of known and documented quality.

As a minimum, for each testing method employed, the following is essential:
a fully documented procedure with details of calibration methods that ensure
traceability to international standards; data on the repeatability (within-batch error)
and reproducibility (between-batch error) of the method, based on repeated analysis
of standard samples (preferably certified reference materials); and a testing method
detection limit, based on an agreed multiple of the standard error for whole
procedure blanks. In addition, to support continuing quality assurance procedures,
repeated analysis is required of standard samples included within each batch and
analysis of the results using statistical process control charts. Participation in inter-
laboratory proficiency exercises is critical. Although using a single laboratory to
test all samples ensures consistency in the quality of results, it does not guarantee
adequate quality, and in this case, as when several laboratories are participating in
testing, it is imperative that inter-laboratory comparisons are conducted to support
and demonstrate sufficient inter-comparability between laboratories.

Except for those parameters for which a consensus exists, the question of
testing method harmonisation remains a very difficult issue. For several parameters,
combining several techniques, on all samples or on a subset of samples, from
archives can be a useful option to harmonise data obtained using different or
inadequately validated testing methods. This can allow samplestaken in previous
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campaigns to be used to detect changes and to establish pedotransfer functions
for prediction of non-measured indicators (e.g. estimation of bulk density based
on texture and organic matter content).

Generally, the main cost in soil monitoring is from sampling in the field,
and adding more indicator measurements has a relatively low opportunity cost
depending on the complexity of the testing procedure.

22.6 Archiving Samples

Soils are monitored through long-term networks that require long-term commitment
from researchers and from funding agencies. In numerous countries, soils are
monitored on the basis of national schemes. Despite these enormous efforts to
characterise soils, it is striking that in the European Union, for instance, about 40%
of the monitoring programmes do not archive soil samples that are collected and
analysed (Arrouays et al. 2008a; Morvan et al. 2008). However there are very good
reasons to retain samples.

We do not know what we will be interested in the future. When the Broadbalk
experiment was established in 1843 at Rothamsted, UK, researchers were certainly
not aware that their decision to carefully archive samples taken from the experi-
mental plots would enable monitoring a posteriori of the levels of polychlorinated
biphenyls in the environment (Alcock et al. 1993).

New analytical techniques will arise in the future. These will be more precise
and/or will allow the use of new tracers of environmental or biogeochemical
processes. A number of substances which cannot be detected using current testing
methods will become quantifiable. Progresses in microbiology and molecular tools
already enabled soil DNA libraries to be built to explore the micro-biodiversity and
its long-term changes in relation to global change or other pressures (Dequiedt et
al. 2009, 2011; Gardi et al. 2009; Ranjard et al. 2010; Bru et al. 2011). Techniques
and standards for soil analyses are evolving continuously. Thus it is good practice to
retain soil samples so that they can be tested in the future. However, archiving sam-
ples raises some scientific and technical issues concerning the effects of changes in
sample properties with time: effect of drying (temperature) and ageing on numerous
soil properties, e.g. volatilisation of persistent organic pollutants (Garmouma and
Poissant 2004), changes in trace element speciation and bioaccessibility (Martens
and Suarez 1997; Martinez et al. 2003; Furman et al. 2007), changes in pH
(Prodromou and Pavlatou-Ve 1998), changes in phosphorus solubility (Styles and
Coxon 2006) and changes in microbial communities identification (e.g. Clark and
Hirsch 2008; Tzeneva et al. 2009).
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22.7 Harmonisation Issues

The uniformity of methodologies and the scope of actual monitoring networks
are variable between national systems. A recent review identified the differences
between existing systems and described options for harmonising soil monitoring
in the member states and some neighbouring countries of the European Union
(Morvan et al. 2008). The present geographical coverage is uneven between and
within countries (Morvan et al. 2008; Saby et al. 2008b). The most serious
barrier identified, which limits the harmonisation of data from existing SMNs,
is the wide variety of soil testing methods that have been employed historically.
Harmonisation can be defined as the minimisation of systematic differences between
different sources of environmental measures (Keune et al. 1991). There are some
opportunities for harmonising data obtained using different testing methods, for
example, by regression analysis, but these are limited. Recently, Baume et al. (2011)
proposed a universal kriging approach that is able to deal with the issue of merging
data from different monitoring networks. The establishment of benchmark sites
devoted to harmonisation and inter-calibration has been advocated as a technical
solution by many authors (e.g. Theocharopoulos et al. 2001; Wagner et al. 2001;
Van-Camp et al. 2004; Kibblewhite et al. 2008; Morvan et al. 2008; Gardi et al.
2009). Cathcart et al. (2008) have recently set up 43 benchmark sites in Alberta,
Canada, to monitor agricultural soil quality, and the sites were selected to be
representative of a number of soil chemical and physical properties across the
region. However, at present, few studies have addressed crucial scientific issues
such as how many calibration sites are necessary and how to choose them (Louis
et al. 2014).

22.8 Conclusions

Numerous scientific challenges arise when designing a SMN, especially when
assessing large areas and several properties that are driven by numerous controlling
factors of various origins and scales.

Three broad approaches to the establishment of SMNs can be distinguished,
including:

1. The design and construction of purpose-built SMNs

2. Resampling of the soil at sites where measurements have previously been made
for other purposes

3. Compilation and analysis of soil data that have previously been collected in other
soil analysis exercises or experiments

It is essential to establish an adequate sampling protocol that can be applied
rigorously at each sampling location and time. The organic layers at the soil
surface should be sampled separately from the underlying organo-mineral soil, and
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organo-mineral soils can be sampled both by depth increments in the site and by
pedogenic horizons in soil pits, outside the monitoring area, but close to it. Different
statistical methods should be associated with the different types of sampling design.
Several studies propose new statistical methods that account for different sources of
uncertainty (e.g. location errors, measurement error and detection limit, estimation
of spatial model). Except for those parameters for which a consensus exists, the
question of testing method harmonisation remains a very difficult issue. For several
parameters, combining several techniques, on all samples or on a subset of samples,
from archives can be a useful option to harmonise data obtained using different
or inadequately validated testing methods. The establishment of benchmark sites
devoted to harmonisation and inter-calibration has been advocated as a technical
solution. However, no one has addressed crucial scientific issues such as how many
calibration sites are necessary and how to locate them.

References

Alcock RE, Johnston AE, McGrath SP, Berrow ML, Jones KC (1993) Long-term changes in the
polychlorinated biphenyl content of United Kingdom soils. Environ Sci Technol 27:1918-1923

Arrouays D, Mench M, Amans V, Gomez A (1996) Short-range variability of fallout Pb in a
contaminated soil. Can J Soil Sci 76:73-81

Arrouays, D., Vogel, H., Eckelmann, W., Armstrong-Brown, S., Loveland, P., Coulter, B (1998)
Soil monitoring networks in Europe. 16th World Congress of Soil Science. Montpellier, France

Arrouays D, Deslais W, Badeau V (2001) The carbon content of topsoil and its geographical
distribution in France. Soil Use Manag 17:7-11

Arrouays D, Richer de Forges A, Morvan X, Saby NPA, Jones AR, Le Bas C (eds) (2008a)
Environmental assessment of soil for monitoring: volume IIb: survey of national networks.
Office for the Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg. EUR 23490
EN/2A

Arrouays D, Morvan X, Saby NPA, Richer de Forges A, Le Bas C, Bellamy PH, Berényi Uveges
J, Freudenschuf} A, Jones RJA, Kibblewhite MG, Simota C, Verdoodt A, Verheijen FGA (eds)
(2008b) Environmental assessment of soil for monitoring: volume Ila: inventory & monitoring.
Office for the Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg. EUR 23490
EN/2B

Banerjee S, Carlin BP, Gelfand AE (2004) Hierarchical modelling and analysis for spatial data.
Chapman and Hall/CRC, Boca Raton

Barnett V (2002) Sample survey: principles and methods, 3rd edn. Arnold, London

Baume O, Skgien JO, Heuvelink GBM, Pebesma EJ, Melles SJ (2011) A geostatistical approach
to data harmonization — application to radioactivity exposure data. Int J Appl Earth Obs
Geoinform 13:409-419

Baxter SJ, Oliver MA, Archer JR (2006) The representative soil sampling scheme of England and
Wales: the spatial variation of topsoil nutrient status and pH between 1971 and 2001. Soil Use
Manag 22:383-392

Bellamy PH, Loveland PJ, Bradley RI, Lark RM, Kirk GJD (2005) Carbon losses from all soils
across England and Wales 1978-2003. Nature 437:245-248

Black H, Booth P, Bellamy P, Elston D, Frogbrook ZL, Hudson G, Lark RM, Marchant B,
Potts J, Reynolds B, Lilly A (2008) Design and operation of a UK soil monitoring network.
Environment Agency, Bristol. 060072/SR



688 D. Arrouays et al.

Bru D, Ramette A, Saby NPA, Dequiedt S, Ranjard L, Jolivet C, Arrouays D, Philippot L (2011)
Determinants of the distribution of nitrogen-cycling microbial communities at the landscape
scale. ISME J 5:532-542

Brus DJ, de Gruijter JJ (1993) Design-based versus model-based estimates of spatial means: theory
and application in environmental soil science. Environmetrics 4:123-152

Brus DJ, de Gruijter JJ (1997) Random sampling or geostatistical modeling? Choosing between
design-based and model-based sampling strategies for soil (with discussion). Geoderma 60:
1-44

Brus, DJ, Knotters M (2008) Sampling design for compliance monitoring of surface water quality:
a case study in a polder area. Water Resour Res 44: W11410, 10 pp. 10.1029/2007WR006123

Brus DJ, Noij IGAM (2008) Designing sampling schemes for effect monitoring of nutrient
leaching from agricultural soils. Eur J Soil Sci 59(2):292-303

Brus DJ, de Gruijter JJ, de Vries W (2010) A sampling strategy for estimating plot average annual
fluxes of chemical elements from forest soils. Geoderma 159:399-408

Cahoon LB, Ensign SH (2004) Spatial and temporal variability in excessive soil phosphorus levels
in eastern North Carolina. Nutr Cycl Agroecosys 69:111-125

Cathcart J, Cannon K, Heinz J (2008) Selection and establishment of Alberta agricultural soil
quality benchmark sites. Can J Soil Sci 88:399—408

Clark IM, Hirsch PR (2008) Survival of bacterial DNA and culturable bacteria in archived soils
from the Rothamsted Broadbalk experiment. Soil Biol Biochem 40:1090-1102

Conen F, Yakutin MV, Sambuu AD (2003) Potential for detecting changes in soil organic carbon
concentrations resulting from climate change. Glob Chang Biol 9:1515-1520

Conen F, Zerva A, Arrouays D, Jolivet C, Jarvis PG, Grace J, Mencuccini M (2004) The carbon
balance of forest soils: detectability of changes in soil carbon stocks in temperate and boreal
forests. In: Griffiths H, Jarvis PJ (eds) The carbon balance of forest biomes. BIOS Scientific
Press, Oxford

Cressie N, Kornak J (2003) Spatial statistics in the presence of location error with an application
to remote sensing of the environment. Stat Sci 18:436-456

De Cesare L, Myers DE, Posa D (2001) Estimating and modelling space — time correlation
structures. Stat Probabil Lett 51:9-14

de Gruijter J, Brus DJ, Bierkens MFP, Knotters M (2006) Sampling for natural resource
monitoring. Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg

De Oliveira V (2005) Bayesian inference and prediction of Gaussian random fields based on
censored data. J Comput Graph Stat 14:95-115

Dequiedt S, Thioulouse J, Jolivet C, Saby NPA, Lelievre M, Maron P-A, Martin MP, Chemidlin
Prévost-Bouré N, Toutain B, Arrouays D, Lemanceau P, Ranjard L (2009) Biogeographical
patterns of soil bacterial communities. Environ Microbiol Rep 1:251-255

Dequiedt S, Saby NPA, Lelievre M, Jolivet C, Thioulouse J, Toutain B, Arrouays D, Bispo A,
Lemanceau P, Ranjard L (2011) Biogeographical patterns of soil molecular microbial biomass
as influenced by soil characteristics and management. Glob Ecol Biogeogr 20(4):641-652

Desaules A, Ammann S, Schwab P (2010) Advances in long-term soil-pollution monitoring of
Switzerland. J Plant Nutr Soil Sci 173:525-535

Diggle, P. J., Ribeiro, P. J. (2007) Model-based geostatistics. Springer, New York, 230pp

Ellert BH, Bettany JR (1995) Calculation of organic matter and nutrients stored in soils under
contrasting management regimes. Can J Soil Sci 75:529-538

European Commission (2006) Thematic strategy for soil Protection (Communication).
COM(2006)231 final. European Commission, Brussel

FAO/ECE (1994) International workshop on harmonisation of soil conservation monitoring
systems. Research Institute for Soil Science and Agricultural Chemistry of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences, Budapest

Firbank LG, Barr CJ, Bunce RGH, Furse MT, Haines-Young RH, Hornung M, Howard DC, Sheail
J, Sier ARJ, Smart SM (2003) Assessing stock and change in land cover and biodiversity in
GB: an introduction to the countryside survey 2000. J Environ Manag 67:207-218


http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2007WR006123

22 Broad-Scale Soil Monitoring Schemes 689

Fridley BL, Dixon P (2007) Data augmentation for a Bayesian spatial model involving censored
observations. Environmetrics 18:107-123

Furman O, Strawn DG, McGeehan S (2007) Sample drying effects on lead bioaccessibility in
reduced soil. J Environ Qual 36:899-903

Gardi C, Montanarella L, Arrouays D, Bispo A, Lemanceau P, Jolivet C, Mulder C, Ranjard
L, Rombke J, Rutgers M, Menta C (2009) Soil biodiversity monitoring in Europe: ongoing
activities and challenges. Eur J Soil Sci 60:807-819

Garmouma M, Poissant L (2004) Occurrence, temperature and seasonal trends of a- and y-HCH
in air (Québec, Canada). Atmos Environ 38:369-382

Garten CT, Wullscheleger SD (1999) Soil carbon inventories under a bioenergy crop (switchgrass):
measurement limitations. J Environ Qual 28:1359-1365

Goidts E, van Wesemael B, Crucifix M (2009a) Magnitude and sources of uncertainties in soil
organic carbon (SOC) stock assessments at various scales. Eur J Soil Sci 60:723-739

Goidts E, van Wesemael B, Van Oost K (2009b) Driving forces of soil organic carbon evolution at
the landscape and regional scale using data from a stratified soil monitoring. Glob Chang Biol
15:2981-3000

Hawkins DM, Cressie N (1984) Robust Kriging — a PRoposal. J Int Ass Math Geol 16:3-18

Helsel DR (2006) Fabricating data: how substituting values for nondetects can ruin results, and
what can be done about it. Chemosphere 65:2434-2439

Hungate BA, Jackson RB, Field CB, Chapin FS (1996) Detecting changes in soil carbon in CO,
enrichment experiments. Plant Soil 187:135-145

Jolivet C, Arrouays D, Bernoux M (1998) Comparison between analytical methods for organic
carbon and organic matter determination in sandy spodosols of France. Commun Soil Sci Plant
Anal 29:2227-2233

Keune H, Murray AB, Benking H (1991) Harmonization of environmental measurement. GeoJour-
nal 23:249-255

Kibblewhite MG, Jones RJA, Montanarella L, Baritz R, Huber S, Arrouays D, Micheli E, Stephens
M (eds) (2008) Environmental assessment of soil for monitoring: volume VI: soil monitoring
system for Europe. Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg.
EUR 23490 EN/6

Kravchenko AN, Robertson GP (2011) Whole-profile soil carbon stocks: the danger of assuming
too much from analyses of too little. Soil Sci Soc Am J 75:235-240

Krige DG (1966) Two-dimensional weighted moving average trend surfaces for ore-evaluation. J
South Afr Inst Min Metall 66:13-38

Kyriakidis PC (2004) A geostatistical framework for area-to-point spatial interpolation. Geogr
Anal 36:259-289

Lark RM (2009) Estimating the regional mean status and change of soil properties: two distinct
objectives for soil survey. Eur J Soil Sci 60:748-756

Lark RM, Bellamy PH, Rawlins BG (2006a) Spatio-temporal variability of some metal con-
centrations in the soil of eastern England, and implications for soil monitoring. Geoderma
133:363-379

Lark RM, Cullis BR, Welham SJ (2006b) On spatial prediction of soil properties in the presence of
a spatial trend: the empirical best linear unbiased predictor (E-BLUP) with REML. Eur J Soil
Sci 57:787-799

Lemercier B, Gaudin L, Walter C, Aurousseau P, Arrouays D, Schvartz C, Saby NPA, Follain S,
Abrassart J (2008) Soil phosphorus monitoring at the regional level by means of a soil test
database. Soil Use Manag 24:131-138

Lettens S, De Vos B, Quataert P, Van Wesemael B, Muys B, Van Orshoven J (2007) Variable
carbon recovery of Walkley-black analysis and implications for national soil organic carbon
accounting. Eur J Soil Sci 58:1244-1253

Louis BP, Saby NPA, Orton TG, Lacarce E, Boulonne L, Jolivet CC, Ratié C, Arrouays D (2014)
Statistical sampling design impact on predictive quality of harmonization functions between
soil monitoring networks. Geoderma 213:133-143

Marchant BP, Lark RM (2004) Estimating Variogram uncertainty. Math Geol 36:867-898



690 D. Arrouays et al.

Marchant BP, Newman S, Corstanje R, Reddy KR, Osborne TZ, Lark RM (2009) Spatial
monitoring of a non-stationary soil property: phosphorus in a Florida water conservation area.
Eur J Soil Sci 60:757-769

Marchant BP, Saby NPA, Lark RM, Bellamy PH, Jolivet CC, Arrouays D (2010) Robust analysis
of soil properties at the national scale: cadmium content of French soils. Eur J Soil Sci 61:144—
152

Marchant BP, Saby NPA, Jolivet CC, Arrouays D, Lark RM (2011a) Spatial prediction of soil
properties with copulas. Geoderma 162(3—4):327-334

Marchant BP, Tye AM, Rawlins BG (2011b) The assessment of point-source and diffuse soil metal
pollution using robust geostatistical methods: a case study in Swansea (Wales, UK). Eur J Soil
Sci 62:346-358

Martens DA, Suarez DL (1997) Selenium speciation of marine shales, alluvial soils, and
evaporation basin soils of California. J Environ Qual 26:424-432

Martinez CE, Jacobson AR, McBride MB (2003) Aging and temperature effects on DOC and
elemental release from a metal contaminated soil. Environ Pollut 122:135-143

Matheron G (1965) Les Variables Régionalisées et Leur Estimation: Une Application de la Théorie
des Fonctions Aléatoires aux Sciences de la Nature (in French). Masson et Cie, Paris

Meersmans J, Van Wesemael B, De Ridder F, Dotti MF, De Baets S, Van Molle M (2009) Changes
in organic carbon distribution with depth in agricultural soils in northern Belgium, 1960-2006.
Glob Chang Biol 15:2739-2750

Meersmans J, van Wesemael B, Goidts E, van Molle M, De Baets S, De Ridder F (2011) Spatial
analysis of soil organic carbon evolution in Belgian croplands and grasslands. 1960-2006. Glob
Chang Biol 17:466-479

Minasny B, Vrugt JA, McBratney AB (2011) Confronting uncertainty in model-based geostatistics
using Markov Chain Monte Carlo simulation. Geoderma 163:150-162

Morvan X, Saby NPA, Arrouays D, Le Bas C, Jones RJA, Verheijen FGA, Bellamy PH, Stephens
M, Kibblewhite MG (2008) Soil monitoring in Europe: a review of existing systems and
requirements for harmonisation. Sci Total Environ 391:1-12

Orton TG, Rawlins BG, Lark RM (2009) Using measurements close to a detection limit in a
geostatistical case study to predict selenium concentration in topsoil. Geoderma 152:269-282

Papritz A, Flithler H (1994) Temporal change of spatially autocorrelated soil properties: optimal
estimation by cokriging. Geoderma 62:29-43

Prodromou KP, Pavlatou-Ve AS (1998) Changes in soil pH due to the storage of soils. Soil Use
Manag 14:182-183

Ranjard L, Dequiedt S, Jolivet C, Saby NPA, Thioulouse J, Harmand J, Loisel P, Rapaport A, Fall
S, Simonet P, Joffre R, Bouré NC-P, Maron P-A, Mougel C, Martin MP, Toutain B, Arrouays D,
Lemanceau P (2010) Biogeography of soil microbial communities: a review and a description
of the ongoing french national initiative. Agron Sustain Dev 30:359-365

Rawlins BG, Scheib AJ, Lark RM, Lister TR (2009) Sampling and analytical plus subsampling
variance components for five soil indicators observed at regional scale. Eur J Soil Sci 60:740—
747

Reijneveld A, van Wensem J, Oenema O (2009) Soil organic carbon contents of agricultural land
in the Netherlands between 1984 and 2004. Geoderma 152:231-238

Reijneveld JA, Ehlert PAI, Termorshuizen AJ, Oenema O (2010) Changes in the soil phosphorus
status of agricultural land in the Netherlands during the 20th century. Soil Use Manag 26:399—
411

Richer de Forges AC, Arrouays D (2010) Analysis of requests for information and data from a
national soil data centre in France. Soil Use Manag 26:374-378

Saby N, Arrouays D (2004) Simulation of the use of a soil-monitoring network to verify carbon
sequestration in soils: will changes in organic carbon stocks be detectable? Commun Soil Sci
Plant Anal 35:2379-2396

Saby NPA, Arrouays D, Antoni V, Lemercier B, Follain S, Walter C, Schvartz C (2008a) Changes
in soil organic carbon in a mountainous French region, 1990-2004. Soil Use Manag 24:
254-262



22 Broad-Scale Soil Monitoring Schemes 691

Saby NPA, Bellamy PH, Morvan X, Arrouays D, Jones RJA, Verheijen FGA, Kibblewhite
MG, Verdoodt A, Berényiiiveges J, Freudenschufl A, Simota C (2008b) Will European soil-
monitoring networks be able to detect changes in topsoil organic carbon content? Glob Chang
Biol 14:2432-2442

Saby NPA, Marchant BP, Lark RM, Jolivet CC, Arrouays D (2011) Robust geostatistical prediction
of trace elements across France. Geoderma 162(3-4):303-311

Skinner RJ, Todd AD (1998) Twenty-five years of monitoring pH and nutrient status of soils in
England and Wales. Soil Use Manag 14:162-169

Sleutel S, De Neve S, Hofmas G (2007) Assessing causes of recent organic carbon losses from
cropland soils by means of regional-scales input balances for the case of Flanders (Belgium).
Nutr Cycl Agroecosyst 78:265-278

Smith P (2004) How long before a change in soil organic carbon can be detected? Glob Chang Biol
10:1878-1883

Styles D, Coxon C (2006) Laboratory drying of organic-matter rich soils: phosphorus solubility
effects, influence of soil characteristics, and consequences for environmental interpretation.
Geoderma 136:120-135

Theocharopoulos SP, Wagner G, Sprengart J, Mohr M-E, Desaules A, Muntau H, Christou M,
Quevauviller P (2001) Comparative soil sampling in the Dornach site (Switzerland) for soil
three-dimensional pollution description. Sci Total Environ 264:63-72

Tzeneva VA, Salles JF, Naumova N, de Vos WM, Kuikman PJ, Dolfing J, Smidt H (2009) Effect of
soil sample preservation, compared to the effect of other environmental variables, on bacterial
and eukaryotic diversity. Res Microbiol 160:89-98

Van-Camp L, Bujarrabal B, Gentile AR, Jones RJA, Montanarella L, Olazabal C, Selvaradjou S-K
(eds) (2004) Reports of the technical working groups established under the thematic strategy
for soil protection. EUR 21319 EN/5. European Communities, Luxembourg

van Wesemael B, Paustian K, Andrén O, Cerri CEP, Dodd M, Etchevers J, Goidts E, Grace P,
Kitterer T, McConkey BG, Ogle S, Pan GX, Siebner C (2011) How can soil monitoring
networks be used to improve predictions of organic carbon pool dynamics and CO, fluxes
in agricultural soils? Plant Soil 338:247-259

Viaud V, Angers DA, Walter C (2010) Toward landscape-scale modeling of soil organic matter
dynamics in agroecosystems. Soil Sci Soc Am J 74:1847-1860

Wagner G, Desaules A, Muntau H, Theocharopoulos S, Quevauviller P (2001) Harmonisation
and quality assurance in pre-analytical steps of soil contamination studies — conclusions and
recommendations of the CEEM soil project. Sci Total Environ 264:103-118

Walter C, Rossel RAV, McBratney AB (2003) Spatio-temporal simulation of the field-scale
evolution of organic carbon over the landscape. Soil Sci Soc Am J 67:1477-1486

Wang DD, Shi XZ, Wang HJ, Weindorf DC, Yu DS, Sun WX, Ren HY, Zhao YC (2010) Scale
effect of climate and soil texture on soil organic carbon in the uplands of Northeast China.
Pedosphere 20(4):525-535

Webster R, Oliver MA (2007) Geostatistics for environmental scientists, 2nd edn. Wiley, Chich-
ester

Wheeler DM, Sparling GP, Roberts AHC (2004) Trends in some soil test data over a 14-year period
in New Zealand. New Zeal J Agr Res 47:155-166

Yu DS, Zhang ZQ, Yang H, Shi XZ, Tan MZ, Sun WX, Wang HJ (2011) Effect of soil sampling
density on detected spatial variability of soil organic carbon in a red soil region of china.
Pedosphere 21:207-213



	22 Broad-Scale Soil Monitoring Schemes
	22.1 Introduction
	22.2 Soil Monitoring Objectives
	22.3 General Considerations About SMN Design and Construction
	22.3.1 Establishing a SMN
	22.3.2 Within-Site Sampling
	22.3.3 Resampling the SMN

	22.4 Statistical Inference Issues
	22.4.1 Design-Based or Geostatistical Methods
	22.4.2 Generalising the Geostatistical Model
	22.4.3 Extreme Observations
	22.4.4 Different Sources of Uncertainty
	22.4.5 Location Uncertainty
	22.4.6 Measurement Error and Detection Limit Data
	22.4.7 Other Forms of Data
	22.4.8 Uncertainty in Estimating Spatial Models
	22.4.9 Inclusion of Temporal Variation

	22.5 Laboratory Testing Methods
	22.6 Archiving Samples
	22.7 Harmonisation Issues
	22.8 Conclusions
	References


