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Abstract
Smallholder agriculture is a major source of income and food for developing nations.

With more frequent drought and increasing scarcity of arable land, land use planning can be used
to  better  allocate  land  resources  to  support  regional  agricultural  activity.  To  support  this
objective, we used the Land Capability Classification (LCC) system to map the basic limitations
to agricultural use of land. The LCC is a stepwise hierarchical land assessment system that can
be used to understand factors that limit land use potential. We carried out our assessment in the
Dosso  region of  Niger.  Using two public  soil  data  sets,  Food and Agriculture  Organization
Harmonized  World  Soil  Database  and  International  Soil  Reference  and  Information  Center
(ISRIC) SoilGrids, and a modified version of the LCC, we developed 250 m gridded maps of
LCC values across the region. To validate the LCC maps, we interpolated soil physical data from
1308 field sites in the Dosso region and created LCC maps based on these interpolated data. We
find that across the region, land is very severely limited for agricultural use by available water-
holding  capacity  (AWC)  which  limits  dry  season  agricultural  potential,  especially  without
irrigation,  and requires more frequent irrigation where supplemental water is available. If the
AWC limitation is removed in the LCC algorithm (i.e. simulating the use of sufficient irrigation
or a much higher and more evenly distributed rainfall than is received by the Dosso region), the
dominant regional limitations become less severe and more spatially varied. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
Worldwide, there are over 800 million people who are chronically undernourished (FAO, 2017).
Africa has the highest prevalence of people who are chronically hungry with undernourishment
rates in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) at 23% (FAO, 2017). Food insecurity is driven by complex
interactions of socioeconomic and environmental factors and is exacerbated in places with low
adaptive capacity; conditions that are common in smallholder agricultural settings  (Connoly-
Boutin & Smit, 2016).  In SSA, there are a variety of threats to food security occurring at varying
scales  and  magnitudes  of  severity  which  enhances  the  need  for  multi-faceted  interventions
(IPCC, 2014). 

The projected  increases  in  global  temperatures  signal that  climate-related  drivers  will
persist and likely increase in severity across SSA if greenhouse gas emissions remain uncurbed
(Serdeczny et al.,  2017). Average temperatures in Africa are projected to rise faster than the
global average with some of the highest increases in temperature to be experienced by the Sahel
region (Welborn, 2018). Changing precipitation can include increases in the prevalence of events
such as prolonged droughts or intense rainfall and floods which can irreparably damage crops
(Ogwang et  al.,  2018).  Small-scale  agricultural  operations  face  increasing  challenges  as  the
industry is highly sensitive to climate change and extreme weather events (Williams et al., 2018).
In Africa, only 6% of cultivated land is irrigated (NEPAD, 2013). While 8% of natural disasters
globally can be attributed to drought, drought accounts for 25% of natural disasters in Africa
(Gautam, 2006). Heat stress and drought conditions threaten the productivity of crops globally
through negative impacts on plant growth, physiology and reproduction (Yordanov et al., 2000;
Barnabas  et  al.,  2008;  Prasad et  al.,  2017).  Extreme climate  shocks also have an impact  on
nutrition and food security which can, in turn, have an effect on conflict (Brown et al., 2020).
Furthermore, the severity of damage caused by drought is often unpredictable as it is a function
of  rainfall,  water-holding  capacity  of  the  soil,  and  water  losses  through  evapotranspiration
(Fahad et al., 2017; Wildemeersch et al., 2015).

Land degradation further increases the sensitivity of agroecological systems to extreme
climate events (Gisladottir & Stocking, 2005). Improving soil fertility in SSA requires farming
systems  approaches  that  prioritize addressing  barriers  across  socioeconomic  and  biophysical
aspects  (Stewart  et  al.,  2020).  About  52%  of  global  agriculture  area  is  affected  by  land
degradation  including  “soil  salinization,  acidification,  soil  crusting  and  sealing,  compaction,
organic  matter  decline,  nutrient  imbalance,  loss  of  biodiversity  and  pollution”  (Pereira  &
Bugonovic, 2019). It is estimated that 3.2 billion people worldwide are negatively impacted by
the degradation of the land surface with a disproportionate effect falling on those who already
face poverty (IPBES, 2018; Barbier & Hochard, 2018). Roughly 40% of land degradation has
occurred in developing countries and these countries are projected to experience 78% of the
global dryland expansion and 50% of the population growth by 2100 (Huang et al. 2015). In
addition, efforts to feed a rapidly growing human population have typically involved agricultural
intensification which often speeds up land degradation (Kopittke et al., 2017). Since prevention
of land degradation is preferable to restoration of degraded land, land management strategies
should attempt to prevent further damage (IPBES, 2018).

In parts of SSA, there is limited adaptive capacity which inhibits the ability to quickly
respond to changing climate and land use conditions and prevent adverse effects from hitting
vulnerable  populations  (IPCC,  2014).  Adaptation  strategies  are  pertinent  to  the  long-term
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improvement of livelihoods in Africa due to the high prevalence of climate-related risks. There
are  a  number  of  methods  aimed  at  improving  adaptive  capacity  of  farming  systems  which
address  a  variety  of  the  drivers  of  food  insecurity.  Irrigation  infrastructure  can  potentially
alleviate  some of  the  stress  brought  on  by  water  scarcity  through removing  the  reliance  on
increasingly variable rainfall (Stringer et al., 2009). Climate resilient tolerant crops and varieties
can be used in lieu of crops which are prone to drought and heat stresses (Hadebe et al., 2017)
and stone lines and grass bands can be used to reduce erosion and store water thus improving
resilience to drought (Traore et al., 2020). To avoid or reverse land degradation, there are land
management strategies such as agroforestry systems and integrated crop and livestock systems
which can be utilized (IPBES, 2018; Cowie et al., 2018). Efforts to increase adaptive capacity is
a top priority in responding to climate-related variability (Welborn, 2018).

Land use planning and management are considered foundational strategies for increasing
adaptive capacity (Webb et al., 2017). These strategies aid in the effort to protect or restore soil
health and soil fertility for food security, economic growth and national security (Herrick et al.,
2019). In the face of increasing drought prevalence, land use analysis can be used to spatially
assess agricultural suitability using a variety of physical and social factors. If coupled to strategic
planning processes, these efforts could potentially mitigate climate and degradation related risks
if combined carefully with appropriate economic and social interventions. A simple, and widely
used approach to land use planning is the Land Capability Classification system (LCC). LCC is a
land potential evaluation system that identifies land suitable to cropping or grazing land use and
the associated  physical  limitations  to productivity  risks of degradation and has been used to
identify  and  implement  management  interventions  to  improve  agricultural  productivity  and
sustainability (Abd-Alla Gad, 2015; Tiruneh, 2015). Using LCC provides the flexibility to assess
constraints to agriculture at any scale and in any location where sufficient data is available. In
addition, we can modify the limitations considered in LCC calculations to fit the landscape or
crop in/ question (Quandt et al., 2020). For example, flooding would not be a limiting factor if a
farmer was growing flood resistant rice varieties but would be a limitation if growing maize. 

In this study, we create gridded LCC assessments for agriculture in the Dosso region of
southwest Niger; an area that is important for regional food security. Further, there is significant
interest from the Government of Niger and several research and development organizations. We
built  assessments  using  two publicly-available  global  soil  map  datasets  and  compared  these
assessments  to LCC estimates  based  on field  data  thus  demonstrating  the  opportunities  and
limitations of using different types of soil maps where field data are unavailable.  The use of
these public datasets for spatial assessments of agricultural suitability provides support for land-
use planning and management in areas which are data scarce. It also allows increased scale of
assessment to investigate larger areas of land since this soil data is available globally. 

2. METHODS

2.1. Study Site Description 
The Dosso region of Niger (Figure 1) is the southwestern tip of the nation on the border of Benin
and Nigeria. Niger is in the  Sahel region of Africa, the  ecoclimatic and biogeographic zone of
transition  nestled  between  the  Sahara  Desert  and  the  Sudanian  Savanna.  Over  half  of  the
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Sahelian region relies directly or indirectly on agriculture for employment and more than 95% of
the agriculture in the Sahel is rain-fed (Potts et al., 2012).

2.2 Land Capability Classification
The LCC framework groups soils based on their limitations to their use for agricultural

production  (see  Table  1 for  breakdown of  classes).  The LCC system parses  land into  eight
classes  based  on  factors  that  may  limit  current  production,  as  well  as  the  sustainability  of
future production. It identifies limiting factors that must be managed (see Table 2 for limiting
factors) to reduce degradation risk, increase production, or both. These classes can be used to
support  land use planning decisions,  technology targeting,  and can serve as the first  step in
determining specific crop and crop production system suitability. Furthermore, determining the
limitations of soils provides information about potential interventions which could be used to
improve soil capability. 

To create LCC assessments, an LCC value was calculated for each spatial unit. The full
process is described in the supporting information but briefly, the overall LCC value was taken
by first calculating an LCC value for each of the subclasses (Table 2). The maximum of the
subclass LCC values (reflecting the most severe limitation) was taken to be the overall  LCC
value  and the subclasses with values  that  were equal  to  the maximum value are  denoted  as
primary  limitations.  We  examined  both  primary  and  secondary  limitations  in  the  results  to
examine the shift that occurs if a primary limitation is addressed through management.

In this study,  i) we use three separate data sets, including two publicly available soil map
products, to create gridded maps of LCC for the Dosso region; and  ii) we compare the results of
the  field  data-based  product  to  the  two  soil  map  products  for  both  LCC  designation  and
identification of the primary limitation. 

2.3 Data and Spatial Scale
LCC requires  a set  of soil  attributes  as input  variables.  The variables  needed for the

calculation of LCC are outlined in the supporting information.  The two publicly-available soil
datasets  we  use  are  Food  and  Agriculture  Organization  (FAO)  30  arc-second  (~1  km)
Harmonized World Soil Database (HWSD) and International  Soil  Reference and Information
Center  (ISRIC)  250m SoilGrids  data  (FAO/IIASA/ISRIC/ISS-CAS/JRC,  2009;  Hengl  et  al.,
2017). HWSD is a global traditional soil map product based on available local and national soil
maps.  One or  more  soils  is  associated  with each soil  mapping unit  and the average percent
contribution of each soil is estimated for each unit. SoilGrids predicts soil attributes using global
covariates  and  common  algorithms  fitted  with  local  data  to  develop  spatial  models  of  soil
properties. Instead of predicting what “soil” will occur at a location, it independently predicts
each soil property at each depth for each pixel (Sanderman et al., 2017; Zomer et al., 2017). 

Slope  was  calculated  by  using  the  “Spatial  Analyst  Tool  Surface  Slope”  in  ArcGIS
environment  with the most  recently  available  Sentinel-2 12.5 m resolution  Digital  Elevation
Model (DEM). We chose to start with 12.5 m resolution slope data in order to investigate the
effect of high resolution slope on LCC values. High resolution DEM data was aggregated out to
250 m at subsequent steps in analysis to improve processing speeds as initial analysis results
informed that  12.5 m resolution soil  data  did not provide much additional  variation  in LCC
assessments due to the lower resolution of soil data used. 
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Both of the publicly-available datasets lack some of the variables which are needed for
LCC analysis thus modifications were made to the LCC algorithms to incorporate whichever
attributes do exist. For more information on data attributes used, please refer to the supporting
information.

2.4 Field Data 

2.4.1 Study site

The soil  fertility  survey was conducted  in  the Dosso region located  13°02’46”N and
3°11’50”E in Niger. Mean annual rainfall in the region is 635 mm and varies from 350 mm in
the Northern part to 800 mm in the Southern part of the region with strong intra and inter annual
variation (ANADIA2, 2018). The soils derived from three major soil groups i.e. the ferruginous
soils,  the  hydromorphic  soils  and the  newly developed  soils  from alluvial  deposits  (Annou,
2000). 

2.4.2 Soil sampling location

The soil sampling covered the entire Dosso region, except a few locations in the upper
North, owing to security threats during the sampling period. A random stratified approach was
used for selection of soil sampling locations. Soil properties characteristics from clay content and
soil  organic  carbon  grids  (ISRIC,  250  m resolution)  and  climate  characteristics  from DEM
(SRTM, 90 m resolution) were used to determine soil fertility related influences between the
different areas, and based on these influences, random samples were generated between the grids
to determine the most ideal locations for sampling. Road networks (open street data) were used
to determine accessibility and a buffer of 3 km used to get locations to sample. A total of 1305
sampling points were selected (Figure 1B).

Surface soil was collected by means of a stainless steel auger at approximately 20 cm
deep. At each geo-referenced sampling location, a composite soil sample was obtained from 10
soil cores randomly collected in a 10 m-radius around the main sampling point. The samples
were air-dried at room temperature, sieved through a 2 mm mesh and stored in paper bags for
subsequent chemical analysis.

2.4.3 Laboratory analysis

Soil pH, total N and total organic carbon were determined by NIR spectroscopy, based on
a  calibration  from wet  chemistry  methods  using 100 samples,  and the associated  R2 values.
Phosphate and exchangeable bases (Ca, K, Na and Mg) and B were extracted with the Mehlich 3
method and determined by inductively coupled plasma optical emission spectroscopy (ICP-OES,
Mehlich,  1984).  Sulfate  was  determined  by  the  Ca-sulfate  procedure  (Bashour,  2007)  and
micronutrients (Cu, Mn, Zn and Fe) were analyzed by the EDTA method (Hughes et al., 1996). 

2.5 Spatial Analysis -
Three distinct data products were created with soil  input data from interpolated Field

Data, FAO HWSD, and ISRIC SoilGrids. We calculated LCC on a per-pixel basis in order to
generate spatial assessments of LCC values. All maps are 250 m in resolution. Where input data
was  not  250  m  in  resolution,  resampling  was  used  to  either  increase  resolution  (HWSD
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resampled from 1 km to 250 m) or aggregated from lower resolution (DEM slope resampled
from 12.5 m to 250 m resolution via averaging). The area of the Dosso Reserve was excluded
from LCC maps as it is not considered potential agriculture land.

In  order  to  create  a  gridded  field  dataset  from the  original  point  data  collected,  we
interpolated  each  soil  attribute  using  ordinary  kriging.  For  more  information  on the  kriging
process,  please  refer  to  the  supporting  information.  We  interpolated  field  data  at  250  m
resolution  in  order  to  match  the  resolution  of  the  other  two LCC assessments.  Because  the
average  distance  between  field  sites  is  2,742  m,  the  250  m  resolution  provided  sufficient
coverage without multiple points falling within the same pixel. 

LCC algorithms  were  based  on those used  in  the  Land-Potential  Knowledge System
mobile  application (LandPKS) which provides non-soil scientists with the ability to determine
LCC through a mobile interface. The algorithms used in this study were developed based on a
review of the LCC implementations throughout the world, and represent a consensus approach to
LCC (see supporting information for full outline of algorithms) (Quandt, 2020). Where direct
replication could not be achieved due to constraints  of the available  attributes,  modifications
were made with help from the LandPKS team. In addition to calculating LCC using all variables,
we also calculated LCC without the primary limitations. 

3. RESULTS 

Our investigation finds that across all three soil attribute data sets (i.e., HWSD, SoilGrids, and
interpolated field data) LCC values are high (meaning poor suitability for crops) in the Dosso
region (Table 3). For the interpolated field data assessment, the majority of the region (95.1%) is
ranked with a LCC value of 4 - Very severe limitations with fewer cropping options and/or
requiring extensive conservation practices. In addition, in the interpolated field data assessment a
small portion of the region (1.5%) falls into capability Class 5 - Not suitable to crop cultivation.
HWSD also assesses that a large majority of the region is classified as LCC of 4 (87.5%) and
that  a small  portion (3%) is  unsuitable  for agriculture.  We investigated the LCC values  and
limitations of subdominant soils (<50% of soil mapping unit) in the HWSD dataset and found
only minor differences in severity of LCC classes or limitations. Due to the limited number of
soil mapping units within the HWSD dataset, the LCC analysis is unable to detect the spatial
heterogeneity of LCC severity and limitations. SoilGrids assessments provide the most optimistic
evaluation with 53.9% of the region classified as LCC of 4 and 44.6% classified as LCC of 3.
None of the assessments generate LCC values with no (Class 1) or moderate (Class 2) limitations
to agriculture. 

The spatial distributions of LCC assessments also vary across the three soil data sources
(Figure 2). In all of the assessments, the southernmost tip of the Dosso region has lower LCC
classes indicating better potential for agriculture. Furthermore, all of the maps have LCC values
of 5 or above (i.e.,  unsuitable  for agriculture)  on the southeastern border of the region.  The
differences between spatial distributions of the underlying soil data attributes is mimicked in the
spatial  distribution  of  LCC  values  (Figure  2).  The  interpolated  field  data  does  not  have  a
substantial amount of spatial variation in LCC values. SoilGrids has a high amount of spatial
variability while HWSD has large polygons which underlie the assessments.  

When  we  remove  the  primary  limitation,  AWC,  from LCC calculation,  LCC values
decline across the region and across assessments (Table 3). In the assessments of interpolated
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field data, the removal of AWC shifts to a majority (92.3%) of the region classified as LCC of 3
instead of LCC of 4. While an LCC of 3 still denotes severe limitations to agriculture, this is a
movement in a positive direction for agricultural  development.  Furthermore,  a portion of the
region  (6.1%)  moves  into  an  LCC of  2  -  moderate  restrictions  to  agriculture.  HWSD  and
SoilGrids assessments also move to the majority of the region classified as LCC of 3. While
HWSD evaluates the region as 97.05% LCC value of 3, SoilGrids classifies 66.4% of the region
as an LCC of 3 with 32% of the region classified as LCC of 2. 

Across all three assessments, the primary limitation for the majority of Dosso is available
water-holding capacity. In the interpolated field data assessment, 98.5% of the region has AWC
as a primary limitation and 1.5% with a primary limitation of surface stoniness (recall that there
can  be  multiple  primary  limitations  if  multiple  subclasses  have  maximum  LCC  values).
SoilGrids has an identical breakdown of primary limitations which is the same as that of the field
data since both share the same surface stoniness data. HWSD has slightly higher rates of surface
stoniness as a primary limitation (7%) but still  assesses the majority  of the region (93%) as
limited by AWC.

The  spatial  patterning  of  limitations  is  similar  across  all  three  assessments  with  the
southeastern tip of the Dosso region showing primary limitation of surface stoniness (Figure 3).
HWSD has less spatially detailed limitations due to the polygon soil mapping unit structure of
the underlying soil data. Subdominant soil mapping units did not produce substantial differences
in limitation with the exception of one polygon in the southeastern tip where the primary soil unit
denotes an impermeable petroferric layer while subdominant units do not. Furthermore, when
considering subdominant soils we found little within-map heterogeneity with respect to AWC
and as a result subdominant soils provided little benefit to our analysis. 

When  we  remove  the  primary  limitation  (AWC)  from  the  LCC  calculation,  we
investigate the soil suitability if land-planners were to manage for this limitation with irrigation
technology. We find that in the interpolated field data assessment, the primary limitation shifts to
lime requirement (28.5%), surface stoniness (10.4%) or a combination of both (55%) with the
remaining 6.1% being a combination of many limitations. In the SoilGrids assessment, we find
that 58% of the region is limited by surface stoniness, 28.5% is limited by texture and surface
stoniness, and the remaining parts of the region are limited by a combination of subclasses. In
HWSD, 100% of the region is limited by surface stoniness.

4. DISCUSSION
Niger’s agricultural system has low adaptive capacity in the face of a changing climate due to
limited irrigation capacity and low economic development. It serves as a case study for other
parts  of  SSA  that  face  similar  constraints.  The  analysis  approach  presented  in  this  paper
highlights the broad challenges to agricultural development in Niger. However, the constraints
on agriculture  in  Niger  are  multifaceted  and spatially  varied and potential  interventions  and
responses may be more effective if these complexities are addressed. 

As Niger is projected to reach a population of 65.6 million by 2050 (medium-variant
estimate, United Nations 2019), there is a growing population of Nigeriens who will need food
and employment - both of which can be supported by a strong agricultural system. One of the
main solutions presented to stabilize the Sahel region of SSA is to improve agricultural systems
and natural resource management (Potts, 2013). Furthermore, improving agriculture may also
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help prevent civil unrest as conflict often stems from natural resource scarcity and lack of arable
land (Shettima and Usman, 2008). The combined challenges of social conditions and biophysical
conditions  which  limit  or  stress  agricultural  production  underpin  the  need  for  thoughtful
management practices.

When  land  management  plans  are  created,  there  are  considerations  external  to  the
biophysical properties which need to be considered. For example, while irrigation may greatly
reduce the limitation of AWC, this is an expensive and possibly impossible investment for many
farms (Nakawuka et al., 2018). There may not be groundwater available or infrastructure in place
to utilize this strategy. In many parts of SSA, land tenure may pose challenges to management
plans (Barrows and Roth, 1990; Schuck, E. C., Nganje, W., & Yantio, D., 2002). In addition, the
prevalence of pastoralism may impact decision-making as conflicts between grazing and crop
production can be significant in this region (Shettima & Usman, 2008; Muhammed et al., 2015).
The best management for given limitations must be feasible. What is pinpointed by LCC analysis
as the most impactful intervention may not be an option and this is important to recognize early
in the planning process. Sub-optimal farming conditions will also persist if individuals lack the
capacity or capital to change their practices or when social conditions prevent adaptations of new
techniques (Lal, 2007; Bryan et al., 2013). Despite the various constraints identified above, the
LCC  analysis  is  a  reasonable  first  step  toward  improved  management  of  the  physical
environment. The LCC framework allows for a highly customized approach to management that
can then be modified based on additional physical, financial, or social constraints. 

Our results show that in the Dosso region there are very severe limitations to agriculture.
All 3 LCC assessments show a majority of the region ranking as LCC Class 4. This indicates that
limitation-specific intervention strategies will be needed in order to improve the capability of
land for agricultural use. In addition, all three approaches indicate that over 90% of land in the
Dosso region is primarily limited by AWC and is thus vulnerable to drought. While there is
broad agreement that there are severe limitations to agriculture,  there is a notable amount of
spatial heterogeneity in both the severity and type of limitations when we remove AWC form
LCC calculation. This has implications for management as this heterogeneity will affect which
intervention strategies are suitable or chosen across the region. 

In the Dosso region of Niger,  the primary LCC analysis  identified AWC, which is a
function of soil texture (sand, silt, and clay content), volumetric gravel content, organic matter
content and soil depth,  as the most prevalent limitation. Since the textures in this region are high
in sand content, water infiltration rates are high and retention is relatively low which means that
water management is critical to long-term agricultural success. In rainfed agricultural systems,
the ability of soil to hold water is crucial in the face of drought events (Cornelis, 2019) and
variation in AWC can be a key factor in determining whether a site is more or less vulnerable to
drought conditions. Soils that hold more water may support plant growth for longer periods of
time when rainfall is sparse. Possible management responses to the widespread AWC limitation
are irrigation,  use of drought  tolerant  crop varieties,  and use of land for grazing rather  than
cropping systems. Improvements in soil structure and organic matter content can increase AWC,
though this  is  quite  challenging  in  dryland annual  cropping systems.  These  are  additionally
subject to the economic, social, and land tenure constraints identified previously.

There  is  disagreement  between  the  three  analyses  when  investigating  secondary
limitations  and  these  differences  could  be  important  especially  if  additional  irrigation  is
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developed in the region. Most notably, SoilGrids and HWSD fail to detect the widespread soil
pH issues identified from field sampling that would need to be mitigated through the addition of
lime.  The  other  key  issue  that  varies  between  the  input  datasets  is  soil  texture  which  has
important implications for soil water holding capacity, erosion potential, and other factors. In our
analysis of the Dosso region, we find that HWSD texture values are closer to that of the field
data than SoilGrids. SoilGrids under-predicts the high levels of sand content and thus presents
texture as more favorable to agriculture than the field data suggests. Upon removing AWC as a
limitation, SoilGrids continues to underestimate overall LCC constraints while HWSD tends to
overestimate the severity of limitations to agriculture. Both HWSD and SoilGrids fail to detect
the nuances of secondary limitations to agriculture and particularly the presence of low pH soils
in the region that was identified in field sampling. These differences are large enough to generate
more favorable LCC ratings for the Dosso region overall. 

Both HWSD and SoilGrids lack the detail which is shown in the field data assessments
and this region of Niger may be a uniquely challenging location for the use of both of these
products. In the case of HWSD, the large spatial scale is a challenge for a regional analysis like
this. It is possible that improved consideration of subdominant soils within HWSD could provide
useful  information  which could  be incorporated  into LCC analysis  for  added robustness  but
spatial attribution of dominant and sub-dominant soil properties remains a challenge with this
product.  While  SoilGrids  provide  higher  spatial  resolution,  there  are  also  large  differences
between the SoilGrids attributes and field data. In Niger, this may be due to the small amount of
training points available in the region as inputs to the SoilGrids models. As was noted by Hengl
et al. (2017), semi-arid and arid areas are often undersampled . It is possible that in other areas of
the world, where there are more training samples, SoilGrids would result in estimates that are
closer to actual field conditions. In addition to textural limitations, the depth of soils also affects
available water holding capacity as deeper soils  can hold more water but at  present we lack
sufficient information to evaluate this factor at a regional scale. For our analyses, we did not
have  soil  depth  data  collected  at  the  field  sites  or  depth  attributes  in  the  publicly-available
datasets.  However,  root-limiting  layers  including hardpans  have  been widely  documented  in
Niger and some field evaluation should be considered to improve estimation of this potential
limitation. 

While it is ideal, field data is expensive and time consuming to collect. Despite the dense
field measurements available for this analysis, these data are still  incomplete in a number of
important ways. Many of the attributes which are needed for LCC analysis (volumetric gravel
content, soil depth, etc.) were not measured. Since soil was only sampled to a depth of 20 cm at
the field sites, we used the 0-20 cm soil depth measurements for the 20-100 cm depth attributes
that are necessary for calculating LCC for the full profile. This can be an issue as subsurface
texture can be an important constraint to agriculture and surface textures tend to be more coarse
than subsurface textures.  Clay content  typically  increases  with depth,  which in these coarse-
textured  soils  would  generally  improve  AWC,  potentially  reducing  this  limitation.  When
exposed at the soil surface by erosion, these clay-rich layers can limit infiltration. Furthermore,
volumetric gravel content was not measured at the field sites thus data from SoilGrids was used
to augment the field data. The limitations in the field data in this study are a common issue
across  many  or  most  field  measurement  campaigns  as  there  are  economic  and  logistical
constraints  to field sampling in all regions and especially in a field setting as challenging as
Niger.  In virtually  all  cases,  there is  rarely sufficient  detail  in  field sampling to create  high
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resolution management  strategies.  As a result  some combination of field data  collection  and
incorporation  of  existing  geospatial  resources  may  be  the  most  effective  near  term regional
analysis and mapping strategy. 

There  are  many  ways  to  improve  LCC  predictions.  Most  notably,  additional,  more
complete site level data with a wide variety of attributes and a variety of sampling depths would
yield higher confidence in the resulting LCC analysis. In the absence of such data, we suggest
that the combination of this type of analysis and targeted field assessment could yield a viable
hybrid approach. The broad scale analysis here has identified AWC (soil texture) and pH as two
key variables. Given this information, high resolution site level data in areas of interest could be
obtained to identify these limitations. This might include field determination of pH values, and
hand textures of soil  supported by the use of a mobile application such as LandPKS. If  the
texture analysis was extended to include both surface and subsurface soils, and combined with
the  spatial  data  developed  here,  a  reasonably  accurate  site-scale  analysis  could  be  rapidly
developed  and  deployed  in  conjunction  with  agricultural  interventions  such  as  micro-scale
irrigation. At a larger scale, information on water table depth could be used in conjunction with
this mapping exercise to localize and prioritize irrigation strategies.  

5. CONCLUSIONS
The  LCC provides  a  first-step  assessment  of  agricultural  potential  and  identifies  the

limitations which may impact the usage of land for agriculture at a regional scale. While this
provides a starting point for devising a management strategy, it is not sufficient for making farm-
level decisions. Even on small farms, there is often a substantial amount of heterogeneity in soil
attributes and management concerns. Furthermore,  when using public datasets,  the resolution
will not provide information at a scale which is compatible with smallholder systems. In order to
fully understand the management considerations, there must be some way of locally assessing
capability or input soil attributes. Field sampling at the farm level is one way to do this. Other
methods of local assessment include using mobile apps such as LandPKS.  Understanding the
key underlying limitations  to  land capability  is  critical  in attempting  to  improve agricultural
outcomes and to build resilience to climate change and extreme weather events. Furthermore,
understanding the spatial variation in limitations can lead to improved allocation of resources
and interventions. Land management plans must be as varied as the landscape itself in order to
be efficient and effective. When resources are scarce, targeting high risk areas with low cost
interventions can maximize outcomes. 

Data Availability Statement 
Source code is available for download at https://github.com/taraippolito/nigerLCC. These

data  were  derived  from  the  following  resources  available  in  the  public  domain:
https://soilgrids.org/  and
http://www.fao.org/soils-portal/data-hub/soil-maps-and-databases/harmonized-world-soil-
database-v12/en/. 

11

397

398

399

400

401

402

403

404

405

406

407

408

409

410

411

412

413

414

415

416

417

418

419

420

421

422

423

424

425

426

427

428

429

430

431

432

433

434

435

436



References 

ANADIA2. (2018). Projet d’adaptation  au changement climatique, prévention des catastrophes
et  développement  agricole  pour  la  sécurité  alimentaire.  Deuxième  phase.  Caractérisation
climatique de la région de Dosso. 43p.

Annou M.G. (2000). Les grands types de sols du Niger. Quatorzième réunion du sous-comité
ouest et centre africain de corrélation des sols pour la mise en valeur des terres Abomey, Bénin,
9-13 Octobre 2000.

Ayalew, G. (2015). Land Capability Classification using Geographical Information System in
Guang  Watershed,  Highlands  of  Ethiopia.  International  Journal  of  Research  Studies  in
Agricultural Sciences, (IJRSAS), 1(3), 17–20. www.arcjournals.org

Barbier, E. B., & Hochard, J. P. (2018). Land degradation and poverty.  Nature Sustainability.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-018-0155-4

Barnabás,  B.,  Jäger,  K.,  &  Fehér,  A.  (2008).  The  effect  of  drought  and  heat  stress  on
reproductive  processes  in  cereals.  Plant,  Cell  and  Environment,  31(1),  11–38.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-3040.2007.01727.x

Barrows, R., & Roth, M. (1990). Land tenure and investment in African agriculture: Theory and
evidence.  The  Journal  of  Modern  African  Studies,  28(2),  265-297.
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0022278X00054458

Bryan,  Elizabeth,  et  al.  (2013) Adapting  agriculture  to  climate  change in  Kenya:  Household
strategies  and  determinants.  Journal  of  Environmental  Management, 114,  26-35.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.10.036

Carletto,  G.,  Jolliffe,  D.,  & Banerjee,  R.  (2015).  From Tragedy  to  Renaissance:  Improving
Agricultural  Data  for  Better  Policies.  Journal  of  Development  Studies,  17(3),  0–34.
http://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-7150

Collins,  M.,  & Knutti,  R.  (2013).  Long-term climate  change:  Projections,  commitments  and
irreversibility. Climate Change 2013 the Physical Science Basis: Working Group I Contribution
to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 9781107057,
1029–1136. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.024

Connolly-Boutin, L., & Smit, B. (2016). Climate change, food security, and livelihoods in sub-
Saharan  Africa.  Regional  Environmental  Change,  16(2),  385–399.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0761-x

Cornelis,  Wim  & Waweru,  Geofrey  & Araya,  Tesfay.  (2019).  Building  Resilience  Against
Drought  and  Floods:  The  Soil-Water  Management  Perspective.  http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
030-26265-5_6

De Haan, C., Dubern, E., Garancher, B., & Quintero, C. (2016). Pastoralism Development in the
Sahel. Pastoralism Development in the Sahel. https://doi.org/10.1596/24228

12

437

438

439

440

441

442

443

444

445

446

447

448

449

450

451

452

453

454

455

456

457

458

459

460

461

462

463

464

465

466

467

468

469

470

471

472



Dong, S., Wen, L., Liu, S., Zhang, X., Lassoie, J. P., Yi, S., Li, X., Li, J., & Li, Y. (2011).
Vulnerability  of  worldwide pastoralism to global  changes  and interdisciplinary  strategies  for
sustainable pastoralism. Ecology and Society, 16(2). https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-04093-160210

Fahad, S., Bajwa, A. A., Nazir, U., Anjum, S. A., Farooq, A., Zohaib, A., Sadia, S., Nasim, W.,
Adkins, S., Saud, S., Ihsan, M. Z., Alharby, H., Wu, C., Wang, D., & Huang, J. (2017). Crop
production under drought and heat stress: Plant responses and management options. Frontiers in
Plant Science, 81147., 1–16. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2017.01147

FAO. 2016.  AQUASTAT Main Database,  Food and Agriculture  Organization  of  the United
Nations (FAO). Website accessed on [08/10/2020 0:32]

Fiorillo, Edoardo, et al. (2018) Recent changes of floods and related impacts in Niger based on
the ANADIA Niger flood database.  Climate 6.3 ,: 59. http://doi.org/10.3390/cli6030059

Fraser,  E.  D.  G.  (2007).  Travelling  in  antique  lands:  Using  past  famines  to  develop  an
adaptability/resilience  framework  to  identify  food  systems  vulnerable  to  climate  change.
Climatic Change, 83(4), 495–514. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-007-9240-9

Gad, A. A. (2015). Land capability classification of some western desert Oases, Egypt, using
remote sensing and GIS. Egyptian Journal of Remote Sensing and Space Science, 18(1), S9–S18.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejrs.2015.06.002

Hadebe, S. T.,  Modi, A. T., & Mabhaudhi, T. (2017). Drought Tolerance and Water Use of
Cereal Crops: A Focus on Sorghum as a Food Security Crop in Sub-Saharan Africa. Journal of
Agronomy and Crop Science, 203(3), 177–191. https://doi.org/10.1111/jac.12191

Hengl, T., De Jesus, J. M., Heuvelink, G. B. M., Gonzalez, M. R., Kilibarda, M., Blagotić, A.,
Shangguan, W., Wright, M. N., Geng, X., Bauer-Marschallinger, B., Guevara, M. A., Vargas, R.,
MacMillan,  R. A.,  Batjes,  N. H.,  Leenaars,  J.  G. B., Ribeiro,  E.,  Wheeler,  I.,  Mantel,  S.,  &
Kempen, B. (2017). SoilGrids250m: Global gridded soil information based on machine learning.
PLoS ONE (Vol. 12, Issue 2). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169748

Herrick,  J. E.,  Neff, J.,  Quandt, A., Salley,  S.,  Maynard,  J.,  Ganguli,  A., & Bestelmeyer,  B.
(2019).  Prioritizing  land  for  investments  based  on  short-  and  long-term  land  potential  and
degradation  risk:  A  strategic  approach.  Environmental  Science  and  Policy,  96,  52–58.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2019.03.001

Huang, J., Yu, H., Guan, X., Wang, G., & Guo, R. (2016). Accelerated dryland expansion under
climate change. Nature Climate Change, 6(2), 166–171. https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2837

Hughes, B, Jacka, J, Lewis, D, Prance, T and other PIRSA and SARDI staff (1996) Soil Test
Methods and Guidelines for Interpretation of Soil Results.

IPBES.  (2018).  The  IPBES  assessment  on  land  degradation  and  restoration.  Companion  to
Environmental Studies. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315640051-105

Jiménez, D., Delerce, S., Dorado, H., Cock, J., Muñoz, L. A., Agamez, A., & Jarvis, A. (2019).
A scalable scheme to implement data-driven agriculture for small-scale farmers.  Global Food
Security, 23(May), 256–266. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2019.08.004

13

473

474

475

476

477

478

479

480

481

482

483

484

485

486

487

488

489

490

491

492

493

494

495

496

497

498

499

500

501

502

503

504

505

506

507

508

509

510



Kellogo, C. E. (1961). Growth Through Agricultural Progress Assistant Administrator for Soil
Survey  Soil  Conservation  Service.  210,  6–18.
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs142p2_052290.pdf

Kopittke, P. M., Menzies, N. W., Wang, P., McKenna, B. A., & Lombi, E. (2019). Soil and the
intensification of agriculture for global food security.  Environment International, 132, 105078.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2019.105078

Kotir, J. H. (2011). Climate change and variability in Sub-Saharan Africa: A review of current
and future trends and impacts on agriculture and food security.  Environment, Development and
Sustainability, 13(3), 587–605. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-010-9278-0

Lal,  R.  (2007)  Constraints  to  adopting  no-till  farming  in  developing  countries.  Soil  Tillage
Research, 94:1–3 http://doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2007.02.002

Liu, J., Dietz, T., Carpenter, S. R., Alberti, M., Folke, C., Moran, E., Pell, A. N., Deadman, P.,
Kratz, T., Lubchenco, J., Ostrom, E., Ouyang, Z., Provencher, W., Redman, C. L., Schneider, S.
H.,  &  Taylor,  W.  W.  (2007).  Complexity  of  coupled  human  and  natural  systems.  Science,
317(5844), 1513–1516. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1144004

Mary Silpa, T. J., & Nowshaja, P. T. (2016). Land capability classification of Ollukara block
panchayat  using  GIS.  Procedia  Technology,  24,  303–308.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.protcy.2016.05.040

McColl,  K.  A.,  Wang,  W.,  Peng,  B.,  Akbar,  R.,  Short  Gianotti,  D.  J.,  Lu,  H.,  Pan,  M.,  &
Entekhabi, D. (2017). Global characterization of surface soil moisture drydowns.  Geophysical
Research Letters, 44(8), 3682–3690. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017GL072819

McNally, A., Arsenault,  K., Kumar, S., Shukla, S., Peterson, P., Wang, S., Funk, C., Peters-
Lidard, C. D., & Verdin, J. P. (2017). A land data assimilation system for sub-Saharan Africa
food  and  water  security  applications.  Scientific  Data,  4,  1–19.
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.12

Mehlich,  A.  (1984).  Mehlich-3 soil  test  extractant.  A modification  of  mehlich  -2 extractant.
Communications  in  Soil  Science  and  Plant  Analysis,  15(12):1409-1416.
http://doi.org/10.1080/00103628409367568

Muhammed,  I.,  Ismaila,  A.  B.,  &  Bibi,  U.  M.  (2015).  An  assessment  of  farmer-pastoralist
conflict in Nigeria using GIS. International Journal of Engineering Science Invention, 4(7), 23-
33.

Müller, C., Waha, K., Bondeau, A., & Heinke, J. (2014). Hotspots of climate change impacts in
sub-Saharan Africa and implications for adaptation and development.  Global Change Biology,
20(8), 2505–2517. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12586

Nachtergaele, F., Velthuizen, H. Van, Verelst, L., Batjes, N., Dijkshoorn, K., Engelen, V. Van,
Fischer, G., Jones, A., Montanarella, L., Petri, M., Prieler, S., Teixeira, E., Wiberg, D., & Shi, X.
(n.d.). Harmonized World Soil Database.

14

511

512

513

514

515

516

517

518

519

520

521

522

523

524

525

526

527

528

529

530

531

532

533

534

535

536

537

538

539

540

541

542

543

544

545

546

547



Nakawuka,  Prossie,  et  al.  (2018).  A  review  of  trends,  constraints  and  opportunities  of
smallholder  irrigation  in  East  Africa.  Global  Food  Security 17,196-212.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2017.10.003

NEPAD. (2013). Agriculture in Africa . July, 1–4.

Ogwang, B. A., Kabengwela, M. H., Dione, C., & Kamga, A. (2018). The State of Climate of
Africa  in  2017.  African  Centre  for  Meteorological  Applications  for  Development:  Niamey,
Niger.

Panhalkar,  S.  (2011).  Land capability  classification for integrated  watershed development  by
applying remote sensing and GIS techniques.  Journal of Agricultural and Biological Science,
6(4), 46–55.

Soil Moisture Active Passive (2014). L2 & L3 Radar/Radiometer Soil Moisture (Active/Passive)
Data Products.

Pereira,  Paulo,  and  Igor  Bogunovic.  "Land  degradation  neutrality.  How  to  reverse  land
degradation with conservation agriculture practices?."  12th international scientific/professional
conference Agriculture in nature and environment protection. 2019.

Potts, M., Zulu, E., Wehner, M., Castillo, F., & Henderson, C. (2012). The crisis in the Sahel.
Humanitarian Exchange, 55.

Prasad, P. V., Bheemanahalli, R., & Jagadish, S. K. (2017). Field crops and the fear of heat stress
—opportunities,  challenges  and  future  directions.  Field  Crops  Research,  200,  114-121.
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fcr.2016.09.024

Prosperi, P., Allen, T., Cogill, B., Padilla, M., & Peri, I. (2016). Towards metrics of sustainable
food systems: a review of the resilience and vulnerability literature.  Environment Systems and
Decisions. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10669-016-9584-7

Quandt, A., Herrick, J., Peacock, G., Salley, S., Buni, A., Mkalawa, C. C., & Neff, J. (2020). A
standardized  land  capability  classification  system  for  land  evaluation  using  mobile  phone
technology.  Journal  of  Soil  and  Water  Conservation,  jswc.2020.00023.
https://doi.org/10.2489/jswc.2020.00023

Sanderman, Jonathan, Tomislav Hengl, and Gregory J. Fiske. (2017). Soil carbon debt of 12,000
years of human land use. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114.36  9575-9580.
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1706103114

Schuck, E. C., Nganje, W., & Yantio, D. (2002). The role of land tenure and extension education
in the adoption of slash and burn agriculture. Ecological Economics, 43(1), 61-70. http://doi.org/
10.1016/S0921-8009(02)00180-5

Sendzimir,  J.,  Reij,  C.  P.,  & Magnuszewski,  P.  (2011).  Rebuilding  Resilience  in  the  Sahel:
Regreening  in  the  Maradi  and  Zinder  Regions  of  Niger.  Ecology  and  Society,  16(3),  08.
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-04198-160301

Serdeczny, O., Adams, S., Baarsch, F.,  Coumou, D., Robinson, A., Hare, W., Schaeffer, M.,
Perrette,  M.,  &  Reinhardt,  J.  (2017).  Climate  change  impacts  in  Sub-Saharan  Africa:  from

15

548

549

550

551

552

553

554

555

556

557

558

559

560

561

562

563

564

565

566

567

568

569

570

571

572

573

574

575

576

577

578

579

580

581

582

583

584

585



physical  changes  to  their  social  repercussions.  Regional  Environmental  Change.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10113-015-0910-2

Shellito, P. J., Small, E. E., & Livneh, B. (2018). Controls on surface soil drying rates observed
by SMAP and simulated by the Noah land surface model. Hydrology and Earth System Sciences,
22(3), 1649–1663. https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-22-1649-2018

Shettima, A. G., & Tar, U. A. (2008). Farmer-pastoralist conflict in West Africa: Exploring the
causes and consequences. Information, society and justice journal, 1(2), 163-184. https://doi.org/
10.3734/isj.2008.1205

Sposito,  G.  (2013).  Green  Water  and  Global  Food  Security.  Vadose  Zone  Journal,  12(4),
vzj2013.02.0041. https://doi.org/10.2136/vzj2013.02.0041

Stewart, Z. P., Pierzynski, G. M., Middendorf, B. J., & Prasad, P. V. V. (2020). Approaches to
improve soil fertility in sub-Saharan Africa.  Journal of Experimental Botany, 71(2), 632-641.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/erz446

Stringer, L. C., Dyer, J. C., Reed, M. S., Dougill, A. J., Twyman, C., & Mkwambisi, D. (2009).
Adaptations to climate change, drought and desertification: local insights to enhance policy in
southern  Africa.  Environmental  Science  and  Policy,  12(7),  748–765.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2009.04.002

Thomas,  N.,  &  Nigam,  S.  (2018).  Twentieth-century  climate  change  over  Africa:  Seasonal
hydroclimate  trends  and  sahara  desert  expansion.  Journal  of  Climate,  31(9),  3349–3370.
https://doi.org/10.1175/JCLI-D-17-0187.1

Tougiani,  A.,  Guero,  C.,  &  Rinaudo,  T.  (2009).  Community  mobilisation  for  improved
livelihoods through tree crop management in Niger. GeoJournal, 74(5), 377–389. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10708-008-9228-7

Traoré, H., Barro, A., Yonli, D., Stewart, Z., & Prasad, V. (2020). Water Conservation Methods
and Cropping Systems for Increased Productivity  and Economic Resilience in Burkina Faso.
Water, 12(4), 976. https://doi.org/10.3390/w12040976

United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2019). World
Population Prospects 2019, Online Edition. Rev. 1

USDA. (2005). Available Water Capacity. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-3585-1_528

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2005. National Soil 
Survey Handbook, title 430-VI. Soil Properties and Qualities (Part 618), Available Water 
Capacity (618.05). Online at: http://soils.usda.gov/technical/handbook/

Vergopolan, N., Xiong, S., Estes, L., Wanders, N., Chaney, N. W., Wood, E. F., Konar, M.,
Caylor, K., Beck, H. E., Gatti, N., Evans, T., & Sheffield, J. (2020). Field-scale soil moisture
bridges the spatial-scale  gap between drought monitoring and agricultural  yields.  July,  1–31.
https://doi.org/10.5194/hess-2020-364

Webb, N. P., Marshall, N. A., Stringer, L. C., Reed, M. S., Chappell, A., & Herrick, J. E. (2017).
Land degradation and climate change: building climate resilience in agriculture.  Frontiers in
Ecology and the Environment, 15(8), 450–459. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1530

16

586

587

588

589

590

591

592

593

594

595

596

597

598

599

600

601

602

603

604

605

606

607

608

609

610

611

612

613

614

615

616

617
618

619

620

621

622

623

624

625



Welborn, L. (2018). Africa and climate change Projecting vulnerability and adaptive capacity.
Institute for Security Studies, November, 1–24. https://issafrica.s3.amazonaws.com/site/uploads/
ar14.pdf

Wheeler, T., & Von Braun, J. (2013). Climate change impacts on global food security. Science,
341(6145), 508–513. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1239402

Wildemeersch,  J.  C.,  Garba,  M.,  Sabiou,  M.,  Fatondji,  D.,  &  Cornelis,  W.  M.  (2015).
Agricultural drought trends and mitigation in Tillaberí, Niger. Soil Science and Plant Nutrition,
61(3), 414-425.  https://doi.org/10.1080/00380768.2014.999642

Williams, A., Hunter,  M. C., Kammerer,  M., Kane, D. A., Jordan, N. R., Mortensen, D. A.,
Smith, R. G., Snapp, S., & Davis, A. S. (2016). Soil water holding capacity mitigates downside
risk and volatility in US rainfed maize: Time to invest in soil organic matter? PLoS ONE, 11(8),
1–11. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0160974

Williams, P. A., Crespo, O., Abu, M., & Simpson, N. P. (2018). A systematic review of how
vulnerability  of  smallholder  agricultural  systems  to  changing  climate  is  assessed  in  Africa.
Environmental Research Letters, 13(10). https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aae026

World  Bank,  World  Bank  national  accounts  data,  and OECD National  Accounts  data  files.
(2019).  Agriculture,  forestry,  and fishing,  value added (% of GDP) -  Niger.  Retrieved from
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NV.AGR.TOTL.ZS?locations=NE

Yordanov, I., Velikova, V., & Tsonev, T. (2000). Plant responses to drought, acclimation, and
stress tolerance. Photosynthetica. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007201411474

Zomer, R. J., Bossio, D. A., Sommer, R., & Verchot, L. V. (2017). Global sequestration potential
of  increased  organic  carbon  in  cropland  soils.  Scientific  Reports,  7(1),  1-8.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-15794-8

17

626

627

628

629

630

631

632

633

634

635

636

637

638

639

640

641

642

643

644

645

646

647

648

649



Tables
TABLE 1  : Abbreviated Land Capability Classification Ranking System (USDA)  

Capability class 
codes†

Soil limitations for agricultural use

LCC class 1 Most suitable for cropping systems with few limitations to crop growth

LCC class 2 Suitable for agriculture with moderate limitations that may restrict crop selection or 
require specific management practices

LCC class 3 Severe limitations that will significantly reduce cropping options and/or require extensive 
conservation practices

LCC class 4 Very severe limitations with fewer cropping options relative to class 3 and/or more 
extensive conservation practices

LCC classes 5-8 Not suitable to crop cultivation

† Class codes are used to represent both irrigated and non-irrigated land capability classes.

TABLE     2  : Land Capability Classification Subclass Limitations and possible interventions. For more interventions   
see www.wocat.net.

Subclass Potential interventions

Erosion Stone lines; halfmoon; grass bands; zai; reduced tillage; 
agroforestry; pasture; hay; conservation

Soil

Depth Zai; halfmoon; tied ridges; possibly deep tillage (only where 
depth to a non-bedrock root-limiting layer that can be broken 
and erosion risk is low); agroforestry; pasture; hay; 
conservation

Surface soil texture Increase organic amendments such as manure, compost and 
crop residues to support seedling establishment; leave crop 
residues or use cover crops to protect soil surface from wind 
and water erosion

Salinity Plant salinity tolerant crops; modify irrigation schedule and 
amount to mitigate near-surface salt accumulation from both 
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soil parent material and salts in irrigation water.     

Surface stoniness Remove stones or use planting methods that are not limited by 
surface stones

Soil water storage capacity Increase organic amendments such as manure and crop 
residues; use drought tolerant crops including pasture and hay 
species; use zai, stone lines, grass bands, tied ridges, contour 
ridges and half moon for rainwater capture; install irrigation; 
keep soil surface covered; reduce planting density

Lime requirement Add lime; some biochars in some cases; use non-acidifying 
fertilizers

Wetness

Flooding Communal level dams, use flood tolerant crops

Water table depth Conservation; pasture; hay

Permeability Increase organic amendments such as manure and crop 
residues; use zai, stone lines, tied ridges, contour ridges, grass 
bands, and half moon for slowing surface runoff; some tillage

TABLE 3  : Land Capability Classification breakdown with all limitations considered  

LCC results with all limitations considered

Input soil dataset LCC  

class 1

LCC 

class 2

LCC 
class 3

LCC 
class 4

LCC 
class 5

Interpolated field data 0% 0% 3.4% 95.1% 1.5%

FAO Harmonized World Soil Database 0% 0% 9.5% 87.5% 3%

ISRIC SoilGrids 0% 0% 44.6% 53.9% 1.5%

LCC results with available water holding capacity removed as a limitation

Input soil dataset LCC  LCC LCC LCC LCC 
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class 1 class 2

class 3 class 4 class 5

Interpolated field data 0% 6.1% 92.3% .04% 1.5%

FAO Harmonized World Soil Database 0% 0% 97.05% .05% 2.9%

ISRIC SoilGrids .003% 32% 66.4% .04% 1.5%
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FIGURE 1 (A): Boundary of the Dosso region of Niger. Dosso reserve has been removed from Land Capability 
Classification assessment as it is not considered potential agricultural land; and (B): 1308 field Sites in the Dosso 
Region

FIGURE 2: Land Capability Classification (LCC) maps for SoilGrids, Field Data, and Harmonized World Soil
Database (HWSD). LCC ranges from 1 to 8 and is calculated on a per pixel basis

FIGURE 3: Limitation maps for SoilGrids, interpolated field data and Harmonized World Soil Database (HWSD). 
Note that the field data image uses surface stoniness inputs from SoilGrids resulting in the similar spatial patterning
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Supporting Information

Methods

The LCC approach typically  includes  the evaluation  of climatic  conditions  (primarily
mean rainfall) as one of the factors influencing agriculture.  We did not include this limitation in
our LCC analysis for two reasons. First, the majority of this region (with the exception of the
southern portion of Dosso) is very low rainfall and crop  growth is understood to be constrained
by rainfall  amounts. Second, rainfall  in this  region has high interannual variability  making a
characterization of average rainfall less valuable for the prediction of cropping potential than it
might  be  in  a  more  stable  climatic  region.  Lastly,  the  relatively  constraint  of  precipitation
depends on the crop and is best evaluated through a crop suitability analysis. Our approach to
LCC (excluding climate) provides a physical system/soil baseline for capability analysis.  It also
allows  identification  of  some  key  modifiers  of  site  capability  including  the  water  holding
capacity of soils.

To calculate LCC for each pixel, we modified the resolution to be uniform across datasets
and  layered  soil  attributes  with  slope  data  so  each pixel  had  all  attributes  needed  for  LCC
calculation. In order to layer soil attributes with slope data, all datasets had to be processed in
ArcGIS to ensure pixel alignment  and to modify resolution as needed. The ArcGIS “Spatial
Join”  tool  was  used  during  data  processing  in  order  to  layer  data.  All  input  datasets  were
projected  onto  the  same  coordinate  system  in  order  to  ensure  there  is  no  geographical
displacement between datasets (i.e. all pixel boundaries need to perfectly overlap). Each input
dataset was trimmed to the area of analysis - the Dosso region.

In kriging first order trends for sand, silt, and clay values, were removed as there is a
North/South trend in texture values. Trend removal is a key component of ordinary kriging so
that  the  kriging  model  is  built  on  the  autocorrelation  structure  of  the  data;  thus  the  spatial
relationship  between  sites  is  understood  and  used  in  prediction  of  texture  values.  The
North/South  trend  in  texture  values  is  still  preserved  in  resulting  predictions.  Kriging  was
implemented within ArcGIS using the Geostatistical Wizard tool.

Data 

FAO Harmonized World Soil Database (30 arc-second) - 

HWSD global  soil  data  attributes  are derived from analyzed profile  data  which were
obtained from a wide range of countries and sources (FAO/IIASA/ISRIC/ISS-CAS/JRC, 2009).
There are soil attributes for the 0-30cm horizon (topsoil) and the 30-100cm horizon (subsoil).
Since  these  profiles  are  unevenly  distributed  across  the  globe,  there  are  large  gaps  in  the
measured data. HWSD includes 15,773 soil mapping units globally where each soil mapping unit
is attributed with a number of soil properties for each soil in the unit, including topsoil texture,
pH, and volumetric gravel content.  Each soil mapping unit can include up to 9 unique soils,
where soil units each is assigned an average (across all occurrences of that unit) share (from 0 to
100%) of the overall soil mapping unit. In Niger, there were 62 soil mapping units and in the
Dosso region there were 16 polygons, associated with a total of 13 unique mapping units (figure
3). This scarcity of soil mapping units presents a limitation to accurately assessing and mapping
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the LCC of the region. We chose to use only the primary or dominant soils for each soil mapping
unit (i.e. the soil unit with over 50% of the share in the soil mapping unit). 

Each type of polygon may repeat in different parts of the landscape where soil forming
factors (climate, organisms, topography, parent material and time) are similar. Traditional soil
maps are based on a combination of remote sensing and field data, field observations, and the
mapper’s  understanding of  soil  processes,  and soil-landscape  relationships,  and is  often also
informed by local knowledge. Thus it often results in a relatively accurate product, but due to the
scale of mapping, can be quite imprecise at point locations, particularly when only the dominant
soil for the map unit is considered. It is also both less accurate and less precise than the local to
national maps from which it is derived for a number of reasons, particularly the presentation of
soil properties for just 2 standard depths: 0-30cm and 30-100cm. HWSD is used as an input in a
wide range of products such as NASA Soil Moisture Active Passive Product (SMAP, 2014). 

ISRIC SoilGrids (250m) - 

ISRIC’s  SoilGrids  dataset  is  a  250m  resolution  gridded  dataset  with  predicted  soil
attributes from 0 to 200m. Each discrete horizon (0cm, 5cm, 15cm, 30cm, 60cm, 100cm, 200cm)
has independently predicted attributes Predictions for SoilGrids are generated by a tree-based
non-linear  machine  learning  model  with  soil  profiles  from 150,000  unique  sites  distributed
across  the globe (Hengl,  2017).  There is  significant  undersampling  in  some areas,  including
where there are extreme climatic conditions and/or restricted access and that semi-arid or arid
landscapes are common locations where this occurs (2017). The Dosso region of Niger is semi-
arid, in Figure 2 we see very few samples in the Dosso region which likely had an effect on the
accuracy of the SoilGrid predictions in this region.

Summary of Data Inputs - 

One of the main differences between the soil datasets is the topsoil texture (SI Table 1).
Texture is particularly important in this assessment because of its role in water holding capacity
and soil drainage conditions. HWSD has far less variability in topsoil texture than SoilGrids or
the field data. Across all three datasets, sand content is high with many topsoils classified as
sand, loamy sands, or sandy loams. This high prevalence of sand content is reflected in low
available water-holding capacity and high permeability of the soils. 

SI Table 1: breakdown of topsoil textures in each dataset

Input soil dataset sand loamy 
sand

sandy 
loam

sandy clay
loam

loam

Interpolated Field Data (0-20cm) 66.3% 30.7% 3% 0% 0%

FAO Harmonized World Soil Database (0-30cm) 87% 0% 5% .5% 7.5%

ISRIC SoilGrids (0-15cm) 16.5% 32.3% 49.3% 1% 1%
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Slopes in the region are mostly flat with mean slope across the region equal to 2.79%
(Maximum slope 29.88%, minimum slope 0%, standard deviation 1.70%). While there are some
areas  of  the region with steeper  slopes,  the majority  of  the  region has  slopes  which do not
negatively affect land capability classification. Slope of the landscape, when compounded with
texture, plays a role in erosion risk which can reduce the capability of land for agricultural usage.

SI Table 2: LCC calibration - Data Source Attributes 

 Input data source Variables 
needed for 
LCC

Attributes used from data set

FAO Harmonized 
World Soil Database 

Soil depth Phases - binary indicators based on characteristics which are 
significant for land management

Roots - depth class of an obstacle to roots

Surface Soil 
Texture 

Sand, silt, and clay percentages for 0-30cm

Salinity Electrical conductivity 0-30cm

Surface 
Stoniness

Volumetric gravel (particles >2mm) content of 0-30cm 

Soil Water 
Storage Capacity

Calculated for 0-30cm and 30-100cm horizons using texture, organic 
matter, and rock fragment, summed over horizons

Lime 
Requirement

pH value 0-30cm

Water Table 
Depth

Attribute unavailable

Flooding Phases - binary indicators based on characteristics which are 
significant for land management

Permeability Calculated for 0-30cm and 30-100cm horizons using texture, organic 
matter, and rock fragment, minimum permeability value of all 
horizons used

Input data source Variables 
needed for 

Attributes used from data set
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LCC

ISRIC SoilGrids  Soil depth Depth to Bedrock 

Surface Soil 
Texture†

Sand, silt, and clay percentages of 0-15cm horizon ‡ 

Salinity attribute unavailable

Surface 
Stoniness

Volumetric gravel (particles >2mm) content of 0-5cm horizon ‡

Soil Water 
Storage Capacity

Calculated for each horizon using texture, organic matter, and rock 
fragment, summed over horizons ‡

Lime 
Requirement

pH value 0-30cm horizon ‡

Water Table 
Depth

Attribute unavailable

Flooding Attribute unavailable

Permeability Calculated for each horizon using texture, organic matter, and rock 
fragment, minimum permeability value of all horizons ‡ used

 Input data source Variables 
needed for 
LCC

Attributes used from data set

Field Data 

Soil Depth Attribute unavailable

Surface Soil 
Texture

Sand, silt, and clay percentages from 0-20cm 

Salinity Attribute unavailable

Surface 
Stoniness §

Volumetric gravel content of 0-5cm horizon ‡ from SoilGrid dataset

Soil Water 
Storage Capacity

Calculated for 0-20cm using texture, organic matter, and rock 
fragment, multiplied by 5 to have 100cm of soil water storage 
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capacity

Lime 
Requirement

pH value  from 0-20cm

Water Table 
Depth

Attribute unavailable

Flooding Attribute unavailable

Permeability Calculated using texture, organic matter, and rock fragment §

Sentinel-2 Digital 
Elevation  Model

Slope Calculated using ArcGIS 

† Since SoilGrids attributes are predicted independently, textures were normalized to 100% as sand, silt and clay 
percentages often do not add to 100%
‡ SoilGrids has attributes for discrete layers (e.g. 60cm) rather than attributes for horizons. To calculate attributes 
for horizons, we took weighted averages of discrete layers as is recommended by Hengl 2017 Citation - Hengl, 
Tomislav, et al. "SoilGrids250m: Global gridded soil information based on machine learning." PLoS one 12.2 
(2017).
§ Surface Stoniness was added to field data through spatially joining Surface stoniness measurements from 
SoilGrids 

Data limitations and implications - 

It is important to note that of the modifications in the LandPKS LCC algorithms, the
difference in measurement of surface stoniness has notable implications for LCC analysis. In
LandPKS LCC analysis, surface stoniness is measured by visually inspecting the surface of the
land and reporting the percentage of land which is covered by stones or boulders which are
greater than 25cm. Since this measurement  was not available in the field data,  SoilGrids, or
HWSD, we used topsoil volumetric gravel content (percentage of materials in soil which are
greater than 2mm). For this reason, mapping of limitations due to surface stoniness should be
treated as having a high degree of uncertainty.

A major issue in most soil analyses is the presence of varied conditions in the subsurface.
Soils often have textural changes from the surface to deeper layers and these changes can have
major impacts on agriculture, particularly when subsurface soils contain fine textures layers that
have low infiltration or are in some cases impermeable. The soil sampling done in this project
was just to 20 cm and so we assumed similar conditions at depth.  For the soil products, we use
the mapped properties of deeper layers but these are likely not highly accurate, especially at finer
spatial resolutions. These are limitations that are present in most soil analysis efforts but should
be noted as a source of uncertainty in these map products and an area where more detailed
analysis would be required prior to any land planning activity.  
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In the Dosso region there  are  large areas  covered by shallow soils  that  are  not  fully
captured in the field data or the global scale map products. These soils are naturally occupied by
shrubs. However, due to land pressure, farmers may clear these shrubs but then later abandon the
fields  due to  sudden decrease  in  soil  fertility.  Such practices  leave  hardpan and stony areas
behind especially  in  the  northern  and central  part  of  the region.  These degraded landscapes
cannot be fully captured in this initial mapping approach and should be considered in any field-
scale application of LCC. Similarly other areas that have been heavily degraded due to land use
will not be represented in the HWSD or Soil Grid based products.

Results

As with SoilGrids  sand content  values,  there is  a  North-South  trend in  AWC values
where there are lower AWC values in the northern part of the region and higher AWC values in
the southern tip of the region. SoilGrids has a mean AWC value of 6.0cm (maximum 11.3cm,
minimum 3.8cm). In HWSD, we see this same trend but with far less spatial variation due to the
small number of soil mapping units in the region. HWSD has a higher mean AWC value of
9.4cm (maximum 25.4cm,  minimum 8.2cm).  For  the interpolated  field data,  there  are  lower
AWC values in the North and lower AWC values in the South, but there are pockets in the center
of the region with both high and low AWC values. The interpolated field data shows a mean
AWC value of 4.6cm (maximum 7.2cm, minimum 3.3cm).

Our analysis highlights the distinct differences between publicly available soil datasets
and their limitations in usage for land-use management decisions. Both HWSD and SoilGrids
accurately  identified  available  water  capacity  as  the  primary  limitation  in  the Dosso region.
Neither  HWSD  nor  SoilGrids  identified  lime  requirement  as  a  limitation  when  AWC  was
removed from the LCC calculations. Since surface stoniness was not measured at field sites, we
cannot assess how accurate HWSD and SoilGrids were at detecting this limitation. Furthermore,
in terms of capability classes, both HWSD and SoilGrids assessments underestimate the severity
of limitations to agriculture when LCC is calculated with AWC as a limitation. When AWC is
removed  as  a  limitation,  SoilGrids  underestimates  severity  of  limitations  while  HWSD
overestimates severity of limitations. While SoilGrids does not perfectly assess the capability
classes, it picks up on the spatial variation in the region that HWSD does not identify. Since
HWSD is only made up of 13 unique soil mapping units, the region gets split into blocks which
preclude the development of management strategies at a finer resolution. Given that many farms
in this region are a few hectares in size, finer resolution capability assessment is highly useful. 

The most notable difference between these three assessments is in the values of soil water
storage capacity. Soil water storage capacity is expressed as AWC which is a function of sand,
silt  and clay content,  organic matter,  and volumetric  gravel content  (% of soil  with particles
>2mm). In general, higher sand content yields lower AWC values (depending on the relative
ratio of silt to clay) and higher organic matter content yields higher AWC. Due to the high sand
content values across the region in all three input soil data sets, all three assessments have low
AWC values. There are some notable differences between the AWC values of each of the data
sets (see supporting information for spatial analyses of AWC). High sand content in the region
leading to low water storage capacity is an relatively immutable characteristic of the soils in the
Dosso region over management time scales, except where soil loss exposes a layer with different
texture, or tillage, termites, ants or burrowing animals result in mixing of different layers. Given
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the low level of rainfall in this semi-arid area, low water storage capacity would be detrimental
to crop productivity during most if not all years. 

SI Table3: LCC limitation breakdown with AWC removed 
Input Soil Dataset LCC primary limitation

Interpolated Field Data 55% lime requirement and surface stoniness

28.5% lime requirement 

10.4% surface stoniness

6.1% erosion, texture, lime requirement, and/or surface
stoniness 

FAO Harmonized World Soil Database 100% surface stoniness

ISRIC SoilGrids 58% surface stoniness

28.5% texture and surface stoniness

7.9% lime requirement and surface stoniness

3.9% erosion, texture, lime requirement, and/or surface
stoniness 

1.7% lime requirement

SI  Figure 1:  Calculated AWC for  SoilGrids,  Field Data,  and HWSD.  AWC is  a  function of  soil  texture,  rock
fragment content, and organic matter. AWC is measured in centimeters and is calculated to 100cm depth. 
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SI Figure 2:  Difference  between Interpolated Field Data AWC values  and HWSD and SoilGrids AWC values.
Difference is measured in cm and is the absolute value of Field data AWC minus HWSD or SoilGrids AWC

SI Table 4: AWC Descriptive Statistics 
Input Soil Dataset AWC descriptive statistics (cm /m soil)

FAO Harmonized World Soil Database Minimum 8.2 cm

Maximum 25.4 cm

Mean 9.4 cm

Standard Deviation 3.7

ISRIC SoilGrids Minimum 3.8 cm

Maximum 11.3 cm

Mean 6.0 cm

Standard Deviation .9 

Interpolated Field Data Minimum 3.3 cm

Maximum 7.2 cm

Mean 4.6 cm

Standard Deviation .5 
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Discussion
Through the addition of irrigation infrastructure, water storage capacity could be removed

as a limitation to these soils.  Irrigated agriculture represents less than 1% of the total cultivated
area and all agriculture contributes to 38% of the GDP (FAO, 2016, World Bank, 2019). There is
tremendous potential to expand irrigation and improve agricultural outcomes across the region
which, in turn, improves the livelihoods of smallholder farmers. The USDA highlights a number
of practices which lead to poor water storage capacity such as conventional tillage operations,
low residue crop rotations,  heavy equipment  traffic on wet soils, and grazing systems which
allow loafing areas and livestock trails (USDA, 2008). There are methods which can be used to
improve low water storage capacity such as conservation crop rotation, growing cover crops, and
prescribed grazing (USDA, 2008) as well as stone lines, grass bands, half moon, and Zai (Traore
et al., 2020). Farmers can also plant drought-tolerant crops thereby reducing the need for stored
water. While the stoniness of soils has limited management options, the lime requirement can be
modified through targeted lime application. However, most applications of lime in the region are
cost prohibitive due to high lime prices, low crop yields, and low crop market prices. 

32

832

833

834

835

836

837

838

839

840

841

842

843

844

845

846

847

848

850

851

852

853

854


	Land Use Capability Analysis for Agricultural Land Planning in Niger
	Acknowledgements
	Abstract
	Key Words
	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. METHODS
	2.1. Study Site Description
	2.2 Land Capability Classification
	2.3 Data and Spatial Scale
	2.4 Field Data
	2.5 Spatial Analysis -

	3. RESULTS
	4. DISCUSSION
	5. CONCLUSIONS
	Data Availability Statement
	References

	Tables
	Figures
	FIGURE 3: Limitation maps for SoilGrids, interpolated field data and Harmonized World Soil Database (HWSD). Note that the field data image uses surface stoniness inputs from SoilGrids resulting in the similar spatial patterning
	Supporting Information
	Methods
	Data
	Data limitations and implications -

	Results
	Discussion


