

  nitrogen-04-00024




nitrogen-04-00024







Nitrogen 2023, 4(4), 331-349; doi:10.3390/nitrogen4040024




Article



Simulating Maize Response to Split-Nitrogen Fertilization Using Easy-to-Collect Local Features



Léon Etienne Parent 1,* and Gabriel Deslauriers 2





1



Department of Soils and AgriFood Engineering, Université Laval, 2425 Rue de l’Agriculture, Québec, QC G1V 0A6, Canada






2



PleineTerre Inc., 169 Rue St-Jacques, Napierville, Québec, QC J0J 1L0, Canada









*



Correspondence: leon-etienne.parent@fsaa.ulaval.ca







Citation: Parent, L.E.; Deslauriers, G. Simulating Maize Response to Split-Nitrogen Fertilization Using Easy-to-Collect Local Features. Nitrogen 2023, 4, 331–349. https://doi.org/10.3390/nitrogen4040024



Academic Editor: Karin Weggler



Received: 13 June 2023 / Revised: 30 October 2023 / Accepted: 3 November 2023 / Published: 9 November 2023



Abstract

:

Maize (Zea mays) is a high-nitrogen (N)-demanding crop potentially contributing to nitrate contamination and emissions of nitrous oxide. The N fertilization is generally split between sowing time and the V6 stage. The right split N rate to apply at V6 and minimize environmental damage is challenging. Our objectives were to (1) predict maize response to added N at V6 using machine learning (ML) models; and (2) cross-check model outcomes by independent on-farm trials. We assembled 461 N trials conducted in Eastern Canada between 1992 and 2022. The dataset to predict grain yield comprised N dosage, weekly precipitations and corn heat units, seeding date, previous crop, tillage practice, soil series, soil texture, organic matter content, and pH. Random forest and XGBoost predicted grain yield accurately at the V6 stage (R2 = 0.78–0.80; RSME and MAE = 1.22–1.29 and 0.96–0.98 Mg ha−1, respectively). Model accuracy up to the V6 stage was comparable to that of the full-season prediction. The response patterns simulated by varying the N doses showed that grain yield started to plateau at 125–150 kg total N ha−1 in eight out of ten on-farm trials conducted independently. There was great potential for economic and environmental gains from ML-assisted N fertilization.






Keywords:


key features; machine learning; minimum dataset; mixed model; multi-environment fertilizer trials; random forest; response patterns; universality tests; XGBoost












1. Introduction


Maize (Zea mays) is a high-nitrogen (N)-demanding crop. In Canada, two main groups of maize N response patterns have been identified using a mechanistic–empirical model [1]. The economic optimum nitrogen rate (EONR) was found to range from 115 to 199 kg N ha−1 for low-nitrogen-use efficiency sites and from 79 to 154 kg N ha−1 for high-N-use efficiency sites. Compared to official N recommendations of 120 to 170 kg N ha−1 [2], the EONRs in multi-environmental trials conducted in eastern Canada were found to vary widely between 0 and 240 kg N ha−1 [3,4], indicating site-specific maize response to added N.



Disregarding the large variation in maize N requirements will result not only in economic losses but also in nitrate leaching that impacts water quality, and in emissions of nitrous oxide (N2O), a potent greenhouse gas that also depletes stratospheric ozone [5,6,7]. When addressing climate change issues, fertilization decisions to tackle N2O emissions may show even greater leverage than soil C sequestration [8]. Microbial inhibitors do not appear to be a solution to tackle N2O emissions [9]. The rate of N fertilization should thus be reduced. However, N fertilizer recommendations have been puzzling for decades, without agreement on which methodology is the best to balance environmental and economic outcomes [10]. There is an urgent need to reach high crop yields with the parsimonious use of N fertilizers, given that agriculture accounts for ≈80% of contemporary global anthropic N2O emissions in constant progression [11].



In the traditional mass balance (N budget) approach, crop nutrient uptake is computed as the product of expected yield (yield goal) and crop N concentration, which can vary widely [12]. The weakness of yield goal estimates is attributable to the selected hybrid, fertilizer type, and variability in weather and soil N supply, and the coefficient used to adjust yield goal [13]. Crop N uptake has been inflated by maize yield increasing in average by 1.55% per year between 1981 and 2019 across North America [14]. Maize hybrids of the “New Era” are more productive and more responsive to soil N in zero-N plots and per unit of applied N compared to Old Era hybrids developed before 1992 [15,16]. The budgeted N credits for previous crops, manure applications, and the mineralization of soil organic matter are pre-defined while residual soil nitrates are measured. The simplistic accounting approach is still widely used by growers [13].



Nitrate tests, the maximum return to N (MRTN), mechanistic–empirical models, and crop sensing emerged as alternative N models with which to assess EONR. Their pros and the cons were reviewed thoroughly [12,13]. The pre-sidedress nitrate tests (PSNT) performed around V5 corn developmental stage are widely used to support ex ante split-N recommendations. While split-N fertilization provides an opportunity to adjust the N rate given the site conditions prevailing before the V6 developmental stage, nitrate tests were found to be weakly correlated to EONRs (p ≤ 0.10, r2 ≤ 0.20) [13]. Mechanistic–empirical models often require nitrate tests and empirical parameters. Crop sensing for split-N application requires a representative N-rich reference and is expensive.



Large uncertainty in EORN assessment often leads growers to add “insurance extra N” against risk of yield loss [17,18,19]. A great challenge is to predict site-specific EONR accurately [17,18,19,20,21,22]. Multi-environment fertilizer trials (MEFT) are thus conducted to derive EONR values tailored to environmental conditions [12]. In field trials, many growth factors are confounded, limiting their assemblage into a database without considering several growth factors. The estimate of EONR at each experimental site also depends on the selection of the non-linear response functions that are subject to biases and errors due to slopes varying widely toward maximum yield [18].



The MEFTs have been analyzed using mechanistic–empirical, mixed linear, or machine-learning (ML) models [1,12,23,24,25,26,27,28,29]. Those learning techniques can process large amounts of data. The nature of the data is more important than the learning technique [30]. Databases can be balanced or not. Databases can be rebalanced using imputation methods [31,32]. Models are calibrated using a training dataset and validated using a testing set [33]. To verify model’s ability to generalize to untested fields, universality tests conducted in growers’ fields are crucial.



Machine learning (ML) models tend to outperform linear models to capture informative patterns as the training size increases [34]. The ML decision trees are non-parametric, have very few parameters and good scalability, and can detect multivariate interacting effects among variables in high-dimensional databases [35,36]. The extreme gradient boosting (XGBoost) and random forest (RF) proved to be efficient ML methods with which to predict EONR [29,37,38] and crop performance [39]. Several features, such as soil chemical, physical and biological properties, weather conditions, management practices, soil hydrology, and sensor data can be documented and processed [12,26,40,41,42,43,44,45]. This limits the ceteris paribus assumption of equal or optimal growing conditions [46,47] needed to run models. To facilitate model adoption, features should be easy to collect by stakeholders.



Our objectives were to (1) predict the maize response pattern to added N using machine learning (ML) models as relevant to assess the right N rate to apply at V6 stage; and (2) cross-check model outcomes by independent on-farm trials (universality tests). The models addressed the following questions: (1) which variables affect crop performance the most; (2) how is the N dosage compared to other driving variables; (3) whether the response pattern predicted at stage V6 exists with respect to factors such as managerial, edaphic, and meteorological features; and (4) can the right N rate to apply at V6 be predicted reliably from simulated response patterns? The ability of models to reflect the real world was measured by its accuracy and its ability to generalize to unseen cases in growers’ fields.




2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Database


We assembled 461 annual maize N fertilizer trials conducted in Quebec, Canada, by several research teams between 1992 and 2022. Experimental sites were located between 45.000 and 46.078 North Latitude and between −71.067 and −75.381 West Longitude. The yearly distribution of trials is presented in Figure 1. The historic database comprised 324 fertilizer trials and were unevenly documented by various research teams. We conducted 142 new trials between 2017 and 2022 that were balanced across features. There were 8908 observations in total (6789 in the historic database and 2119 in the recent database).




2.2. Features


The yield variable and the associated documented features are presented in Table 1. The choice of features is based on the current knowledge on maize production systems. Before 2013, the tillage practice was mainly conventional (ploughing and harrowing). From 2013 to 2019, 39–52% of maize areas in Quebec were under conservation tillage (reduced tillage or no till), with an objective of ≥70% by 2030 [48]. There were 1894 plots under reduced tillage, 1707 under no till, and 5043 under conventional tillage. On average, seeding, split-N application, and harvesting were conducted on 10 May, 14 June, and 19 October, respectively.



The mineral N sources included diammonium phosphate, ammonium polyphosphates, urea, ammonium nitrate mixed with lime, and urea–ammonium nitrate solutions. We assumed that differences were negligible among mineral N sources due to the rapid conversion of ammonium to nitrate in agricultural soils [49]. Some mineral N was band-applied at seeding. The remainder was split-applied between the end of V5 and the beginning of V7. Each trial comprised three to seven N treatments replicated three to four times in small plots, and two to twelve times in strip trials. Total N application ranged from 0 to 365 kg N ha−1. Most trials included an N-based fertilization at seeding. Spacings between N doses were 40 or 50 kg N ha−1. Soil bulk density in upper layers, subsurface drainage, and surface leveling were added as features in 2017 and later. Soil test results other than pH and soil organic matter were discarded because they were already addressed by local recommendation guidelines. Maize was scarcely irrigated except in some coarse-textured soils. The managerial features other than the ones listed were assumed to be addressed adequately by growers. Soil series were characterized at experimental sites or retrieved from soil maps.



While soil degradation may impact crop yield, there is still no clear relationship between maize yield and EONR [12]. Bulk density and nitrate tests are useful diagnostic tools for soil quality and N supply, respectively, but show high spatial variability and are laborious to collect [50,51]. However, they could be assessed from related features.



Nitrate (NO3) tests conducted before N split application are thought to reflect the rapidity at which NO3-N accumulates in the soil from the mineralization of soil organic matter, exogeneous organic materials and previous crops, residual synthetic fertilizers, and the nitrate remaining in the soil after leaching or denitrification under early spring weather conditions [52]. The PSNT may be redundant because its driving variables were coarsely documented in the database. For example, soil organic matter is reported as total organic matter of unknown composition but may be recalcitrant or labile. Organic fertilizers (manures, biosolids) are subject to stringent regulation on maximum P rate and the related N rate to apply considering their source and composition, the method and time of application, and proximate N availability coefficients. However, such information was not available in the database that reported the category of organic fertilizer only. The database indicated that 2192 trials received organic fertilizers and 3537 trials did not receive any organic fertilizer. Previous crops were mostly soybean in recent trials, and maize in older trials. We documented 3923 plots with soybean as previous crop, 2692 with maize, 957 with small grains, 375 with forage crops, and 89 with other crops. While N credits from previous crops are often pre-defined but vary widely [13], the contribution of previous crops to the N supply remains uncertain. Local N supply by soil organic matter, organic fertilizers, previous crops, and other N sources that also depend on local managerial, edaphic, and meteorological features must be reflected as a whole in the crop response to mineral N fertilization.



Soil bulk density is commonly used as an indicator of soil compaction [53]. While a no-till pan may overly a plough pan [54,55], the maximum depth to increase compaction was found to be 35 cm in a loam soil [56]. Soil compaction can be reversible by ripping and rooting down to 25–40 cm. We thus measured bulk density down to 45 cm. Soil bulk density is likely a redundant feature due to its close relationship with soil texture, organic matter, soil classification (soil series), soil moisture content (weekly precipitations), previous crops, organic amendments, tillage practice, and the use of heavy farm machinery associated with organic fertilization [57,58,59]. Compaction may also develop irreversibly at depths >40 cm, impacting yield permanently [59,60]. However, compaction at depths >40 cm was not documented in the database.



Meteorological features were assessed from the year of experimentation, geographic coordinates, and the seeding date [61]. Where the GPS coordinates were not taken at the site of experimentation in older studies, the geographical coordinates of the municipality assigned to the site were obtained from Google Maps. We documented weekly precipitations and corn heat units (CHU) from the Environment Canada meteorological stations closest to the sites (distance varied between 0.6 and 43.3 km, median distance was 10.8 km). Meteorological conditions varied widely during the 30-year experimental period (Figure 2). Weekly precipitations ranged from zero to 160 mm. The CHUs showed similar trends among minimum, median, and maximum values. The lack of adequate spatial resolution of weather data may be a constraint for the development of accurate forecasts and decision support tools [20,61]. While it is suggested that the most relevant in-season weather features should be collected between planting and 60 d after planting [62], in-season meteorological data should be collected earlier because the average time for split-N application at V6 in our database averaged 34 days after planting. Full-season weather conditions may thus show higher model accuracy compared to in-season weather conditions [61].




2.3. Missing Data


There were 31% missing data in the database, primarily in the historic dataset, due to different objectives and financial support among research projects. Missing data can limit and potentially bias posterior analyses [31,32]. The database was “rebalanced” using random forest imputation [31,32].




2.4. Data Transformation


Compositional data are strictly positive data constrained to 100%. One part can be computed via the difference between the whole (e.g., 100%) and the sum of the other parts. Any change in one part must resonate on others, generating spurious correlations and redundant information. There are thus D-1 degrees of freedom in a D-part composition [63]. The closure problem can be solved using log-ratio transformations [63,64,65]. The D-1 isometric log ratio (ilr) variables, also called contrasts or orthonormal balances, are cardinal variables or coordinates that reduce the D-parts to D-1 degrees of freedom. The ilr of the ith component is computed as follows [65]:


  i l  r i  =     r s   r + s     l n      G r     G s       








where r and s are numbers of parts at numerator and denominator of the selected binary balance, respectively, and Gr and Gs are geometric means across those respective parts. The ilr transformation was applied to the sand, silt, and clay simplex [28], and to the podzolization–gleyzation fuzzy scores for soil series [66]. Fuzzy scores assign values of 1 for presence, 0.5 for weak expression, and 0 for absence of the trait in the soil genetic horizons. Fuzzy scores are numerical expressions that represent the relative importance of the podzolic to gleyic pedogenic traits in the subsoil (>30 cm), as follows: m.3a (dominant traits of podzolization), m.3b (intermediate traits), and m.3c (dominant traits of gleization). The balance designs are presented in Figure 3.




2.5. Machine Learning and Mixed Models


We tested two different tree-based ML regression models among more than 100 variants commonly used in soil science [39,67], i.e., random forest and XGBoost, two decision-tree models available in the Orange Data Mining freeware v. 3.34.0 programmed in the Python language (University of Ljubljana, Ljubljana, Slovenia). Decision-tree models separate two subsets recursively about cutoff points that minimize the variance of the target variable until a minimum number of instances is reached. Where the number of features is large, the decision rules are difficult to track (“black box”). Because each split in decision-tree models depends on the parent split from the selected feature, a few changes in the training dataset may yield different trees and model outcomes. The MEFT data are partitioned into training and testing sets using stratified random sampling by trial to avoid random sampling across observations that leads to model overfitting [28].



Random forest and XGBoost have different model structures. Random forest is a bagging decision-tree model that averages predictions made by sampling with replacement. Random forest generates hundreds of decision trees during the random extraction in the training dataset and a random extraction of features. We selected number of trees = 40, number of features at each split = 7, and no split for subsets smaller than 5 as hyperparameters. The XGBoost is a variant of the tree-based ensemble gradient-boosting method that combines weak predictive models to minimize prediction error. The XGBoost creates and adds sequentially trees of learners to correct the weakness of the preceding estimators. We selected number of trees = 50, learning rate = 0.300, and the limit of individual trees = 7 as hyperparameters. The RReliefF algorithm ranks features according to their relevance to the target variable [68]. The RReliefF computes a difference between actual and predicted values in regression problems based on the nearest neighbor paradigm and operates in a non-myopic manner after considering feature interactions. The accuracy of regression models was measured as the R2 coefficient, RMSE (root mean square error), and MAE (mean absolute difference), as follows [38]:
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where    y i    is the observed target variable,    ŷ i    is the predicted target variable,      y i   ¯    is the mean of observed target variables, and  n  is the number of observations. The coefficient of determination (   R 2   ) was interpreted to qualify model strength as follows [69]:    R 2   < 0.25, very weak; 0.25 ≤    R 2   < 0.50, weak; 0.50 ≤    R 2   < 0.75, moderate;    R 2   ≥ 0.75: substantial.



The 85:15 partition between training and testing sets was selected to reach high model accuracy. Tuning parameters were selected iteratively to return the lowest RMSE. Because random forest and XGBoost are different ways to process the data, they may return different response patterns despite similar accuracies. The accuracy of ML models was compared to that of a mixed linear model for multi-environmental trials [45] run using statsmodels.formula.api.mixedlm.




2.6. Universality Test


Any model is a simplified approximation of the reality. Hence, models may fail to generalize to unseen cases or to cover the breadth of complexity observable in a very diversified world [33]. This requires additional tests (universality tests) for model’s truthfulness and ability to generalize by conducting on-farm trials [33]. Similar tests were conducted by [23] in the US for the mechanistic–empirical Adapt-N model. Despite potential divergence between model outcomes (simulated maize yields) in universality tests, we assumed that the optimum N rate does not depend on yield at EONR [12]. While simulated yield levels may differ among ML models, the response patterns and EONR values may be comparable.



The response patterns predicted by the ML models were verified in ten commercial fields located between 45.1 and 45.9 North Latitude and −73.5 and −72.8 West Longitude. Crop yields were predicted for total N additions in the range of 50 to 250 kg N ha−1 [3,4,12]. The simulations were initiated at 50 kg N ha−1 because most trials included a low N rate as a “starter” fertilizer at seeding. Predicted yields were compared to actual yields to assess model generalization ability [28,33,45].





3. Results


3.1. Models


3.1.1. Relative Importance of Features


The managerial and edaphic features showed high impact on maize yield (Figure 4). The tillage class and N dosage were prominent features. Soil features had an intermediate impact. The PSNT, soil bulk density, organic amendments, and soil organic matter content contributed less. There was thus great potential to improve the model by eliminating PSNT and soil bulk density, which are laborious features to collect.




3.1.2. Model Accuracy


We aimed to assess model accuracy using N dosage, precipitations, CHU, previous crop, tillage practice, soil texture, soil series, soil organic matter content, soil pH, organic amendments, and seeding date as key features easy to collect. Comparing scenarios no. 1 and 2 in Table 2, model accuracies decreased considerably by discarding meteorological features, bulk density and PSNT. Eliminating bulk density and PSNT only (scenarios no. 3 in Table 2), the impact on model accuracy was found to be negligible. Meteorological data contributed largely to model accuracy.



The mixed model performed much less than the ML models. The full-season mixed model returned R2 = 0.487, RSME = 1.996, and MAE = 1.529. Interestingly, random forest and XGBoost predicted grain yield accurately at stage V6 (R2 = 0.78–0.80; RSME and MAE = 1.22–1.29 and 0.96–0.98 Mg ha-1, respectively) (Table 2). The relationship between predicted and actual yields is presented in Figure 5 for scenario no. 4. Both ML models tended to overpredict low actual yields and underpredict high actual yields. Indeed, features potentially limiting yield such as grower’s management skill, soil landscape, soil thickness, and shallow water table, as well as soil water regime and other soil quality indicators that may impact crop yield were not documented in the database. Nevertheless, scenario no. 4 appeared promising to abate “insurance N”.





3.2. On-Farm Universality Tests for Model Generalization Ability


Sites used to conduct universality tests received no organic fertilizer. Previous crop, tillage practice, soil texture, and N rates varied among the sites (Table 3). Maximum actual yields varied between 9 and 15 Mg ha−1, a common range for the region. Figure 6 presents three perspectives of maize response to N fertilization to assist growers’ decision on the right N rate to apply: random forest simulation, XGBoost simulation, and growers’ own results.



Maize response patterns were point-painted by ML models at 25 kg N ha−1 intervals (Figure 6). While the N ranges selected by some growers were narrower, the simulations expanded the range of N rates to 10–13 N rates to build more comprehensive response patterns. The yields predicted by random forest and XGBoost most often overlapped across their respective RSME or MAE (except at sites #3 and #10). The trajectories of response patterns generally followed Mitscherlich-like (law of decreasing returns) or sigmoidal patterns but tended to plateau near 125–150 kg total N ha−1 except at sites #3 and #10 (Figure 6).



The yield models must be relevant to the “right” N rate more than the “righ”’ yield level. Simulations of grain yield by random forest and XGBoost fully agreed at sites #1 and #3 and paralleled each other at sites #2 and #4–9 (Figure 6). Parallel trajectories show similar slopes. At sites #3 and #10, actual yields were lower than predicted, and their patterns were chaotic. At site #3, there was evidence of large spatial variability among replicates that may require delineating further soil management zones. At site #10, actual yields were well below simulated yields, indicating a need for more local investigation on the yield-limiting features not included in the simulation. Features such as drainage, land levelling, slope, and compacted subsurface layer may have limited yield, but such features were insufficiently documented for inclusion in the ML models. Above 160 kg N ha−1 at site #10, XGBoost returned higher yields than the random forest. However, model structure would be very difficult to decipher due to the large number features selected to build decision trees.





4. Discussion


4.1. Model Accuracy


While field trials form the backbone of sound N management [12], it is assumed that all factors but the ones being varied are equal or adequate at the experimental site [46,47]. The ceteris paribus assumption does not hold at the step of assembling multi-environmental field trials due to highly variable site-specific features. According to the law of the optimum, production factors are used most efficiently if all combined at their optimum levels [70], a challenging management objective for growers. Growers most often make comparisons between areas growing normally or abnormally and try to set apart the yield-limiting features [47].



Sites showing comparable yield-impacting features can be assembled via category of similar features to guide fertilizer N recommendations [12]. Alternatively, ML models combine features to simulate crop response. In our study, model accuracy to predict maize yield reached 0.78–0.79, 1.89–1.31 Mg ha−1, and 0.96–0.98 Mg ha−1 for R2, RMSE, and MAE, respectively, for random forest, compared to 0.80–0.81, 1.31–1.35 Mg ha−1, and 0.91–0.92 Mg ha−1 for R2, RMSE, and MAE, respectively, for XGBoost. Random forest and XGBoost thus showed “substantial” performance for maize yield prediction [69]. In previous studies, the accuracy of XGBoost to predict grain yield was found to be R2 = 0.66–0.81 and RMSE = 0.92–1.68 Mg ha−1 [37,61,71]. In comparison, the accuracy (R2) of decision-tree models applied to healthcare and genomics ranged from 80 to 88% [72,73].



Some ex ante models used meteorological features collected from planting to 60 d after planting [61]. This is too long a period to predict split N rate at ≈ V6 (34 days after planting on average for the present study). There was thus great potential for the present ML models to predict split N rate from easy-to-collect features. The split N rate to apply at V6 can be computed by difference between the EONR and the N applied at seeding. Sensor data may further improve the understanding of seasonal weather conditions [61,74].



The prediction accuracy of EONR is generally lower than grain yield prediction. Previous studies reported R2 values of 0.36–0.86 and RMSE of 33–57 kg N ha−1 [18,37,71]. Indeed, the selected functions and their accuracies vary widely among sites [13] potentially injecting bias and errors [21]. Non-linear functions showing similar coefficients of determination (R2) may return contrasting EONRs due to slopes varying widely toward maximum yield [17,18,19,21,22]. The highest R2 values occur in the most responsive crop category, while the least responsive one returns the lowest R2 values. The R2 can decrease sharply by just deleting one N rate outside the near-optimal range. The number of points on the response pattern is limited to 3–7 in the present study but may reach 8 [13]. The response patterns comprised 10–13 as outcomes of our ML models (Figure 6). The large range of N rates can also assist growers to plan additional universality tests.




4.2. Economic and Environmental Costs of Nitrogen Fertilization


The EONR is reached where the marginal cost of fertilization corresponds to the marginal revenue [21]. The EONR depends not only on the choice of the response curve, the value of the grain crop, the cost of grain drying, and the cost of fertilization but also on environmental penalties related to NO3-N contamination [13] and nitrous oxide (N2O) emissions [75]. The trajectories of response patterns generally followed Mitscherlich-like (law of decreasing returns) or sigmoidal patterns that show positive slopes ad infinitum (Figure 6). While the EONR computed from the slope of the response curve was not expected to vary between models at a given site, “insurance extra N” applications against risk of yield loss can be constrained by economic and environmental penalties. Alternatively, quadratic-plateau and linear-plateau functions could constrain N application rates to the start of a plateau near 125-150 kg total N ha−1. The quadratic-plateau function, often selected over other functions [4,13], can set a limit to economic costs and environmental losses.



The NO3-N losses increase exponentially with applied N above EONR [13]. The environmental costs as NO3-N loss can be estimated by the prevention costs for conservation practices such as drainage water management, buffers, vegetative strips, erosion control, and cover crops [13]. The N2O has an environmental footprint of 265–298 times that of CO2 [75]. Averaged across sites in North America, the N2O emissions were found to be small where the N dosage was less than 110 kg N ha−1, and proportional to added N in the range of 110 to 200 kg N ha−1 [76]. The N2O emissions levelled off above 220 kg N ha−1, indicating that the soil denitrification capacity was saturated and nitrate contamination of groundwater and surface waters would contribute increasingly to the environmental damage. However, N2O emissions are known to vary widely with managerial, edaphic, and meteorological features [77,78,79,80,81,82].



The plateau of grain yield in our models started at N fertilizer rates of 125–150 kg total N ha−1, whereas the applied N rate in the regions frequently amounts to 200 kg mineral N ha−1. At sites #3 and #10, more investigation must be conducted to unravel the missing information apparently limiting maize yield. In comparison, the Adapt-N model recommended 53 and 31 kg N ha−1 less than grower rates for New York and Iowa states, with no statistically different yield [23].




4.3. Collaborative Research


In the present study, we conducted ten universality tests but far more are needed to fully capture the complexity of maize agroecosystems. The universality tests provide grower’s own assessment for his practice by comparison with practices documented in a large and diversified database. Soil and plant data used in this study were acquired using conventional methods. Because total N additions not exported in crop and livestock products rose by over 50% between 1996 and 2016 in Canada, management strategies should be tailored to site conditions to improve N use efficiencies and reduce N losses [83]. From the stakeholder viewpoint, precision agriculture technologies are unprecedented tools with which to update the maize database at low cost. Such technologies can improve nitrogen-use efficiency by delineating soil management zones using soil data (texture, organic matter, pH), seasonally sensing crop data, yield maps, or combining data [84,85,86]. This could potentially improve the modelling for site 3 and 10.



Stakeholders can hardly integrate numerous features simultaneously. To assist stakeholders in the decision process, ML models have the capacity to process several features simultaneously. Data need to be reliable, findable, accessible, interoperable, and retrievable to run models efficiently. In the present study, several features were categorical. While N credits are often assigned to previous crops to run models, values vary widely [13,76], injecting error in response models. Nevertheless, the N credits from previous crops grown on sites showing similar conditions are likely to be close. Likewise, organic fertilizers were documented as categories, assuming that the N requirements followed jurisdictional recommendations from N composition as well as the method and time of fertilizer application. Additional effort may be needed in order to quantify the actual N credits from previous crops and organic amendments. Progress in nutrient stewardship, management practices, irrigation, genetics, and pest control will prompt updating databases with additional features under climate change [70].





5. Conclusions


Crop response patterns were elaborated to guide evidence-based fertilization decisions. We elaborated ML models to address the complexity of N management in maize agroecosystems using easy-to-collect features. Grain yields, rather than EONRs were used as target variables by which to control biases and errors inherent in the selection of non-linear response functions. Response patterns were simulated by ML models across a wide range of N rates. In addition, compared to actual yields. Where the N rates applied by growers misses the N plateau, the predicted response patterns can help reformulate the N range to run future universality tests.



This study addressed agronomic, economic, and environmental issues of maize production systems by integrating several yield-impacted features to derive response patterns representative of site conditions. The decision on the right N rate to apply at V6 in growers’ fields can be assessed from simulated and actual response patterns. The response patterns tended to plateau at 125–150 kg total N ha−1. There is great potential to abate speculations on “insurance” extra N rates that lead to economic loss, potential nitrate leaching, and N2O emissions. For several universality tests, apparent economic and environmental gains of 50–75 kg total N ha−1 could be expected from model simulations compared to the frequently applied rate of 200 kg total N ha−1.
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Figure 1. Number of maize N trials conducted yearly between 1992 and 2022 in Quebec, Canada. 
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Figure 2. Variations in meteorological conditions during the 1992–2022 period in the Quebec (Canada) maize production area. 
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Figure 3. Balance designs for soil texture (left side) and fuzzy scores (right side). The m3a, m3b, and m3c are fuzzy scores reflecting the degree of membership of the soil series to the podzolic or gleyic genetic soil classes. 
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Figure 4. RReliefF values ranking the relative importance of maize yield predictors. 
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Figure 5. Relationship between actual and predicted grain yields (15.5% moisture content) using N dosage, pre-split-N precipitations, pre-split-N CHU, previous crop, tillage practice, soil texture, soil organic matter content, soil pH, soil series, organic amendments (yes/no), and seeding date as features. See Table 1 for statistics. 
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Figure 6. Universality tests for maize response patterns to added N simulated by random forest and XGBoost. See Table 3 for the lists of predictors. For RF, RMSE = 1.288 and MAE = 0.960. For XGBoost, RMSE = 1.231 and MAE = 0.925. 
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Table 1. Documented variables in the Quebec maize database.
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Variable

	
Unit

	
Measure

	
Min.

	
Median

	
Max.






	
Grain yield

	
Mg ha−1

	
15.5% moisture content

	
0.1

	
10.4

	
17.9




	
Year

	
-

	
Year of experimentation

	

	

	




	
Latitude

	
decimal

	
Field or municipality

	
45.000

	
45.396

	
46.677




	
Longitude

	
decimal

	
Field or municipality

	
−75.381

	
−73.304

	
−71.067




	
Corn Heat Units

	
CHU

	
      1.8 ×    T  m i n   − 4   + 3.33 ×    T  m a x   − 10   − 0.084 ×      T  m a x   − 10    2    / 2       where    T  m i n     is minimum daily temperature and    T  m a x     is maximum daily temperature for 28 weeks starting 15 April

	

	

	




	
Precipitations

	
mm

	
28-week records starting 15 April

	

	

	




	
Previous crop

	
category

	
Seven categories as follows: maize, soybean-pea-bean, non-legume annuals other than small grains, small grains, meadow, legume perennials (clover, alfalfa, lupin), fallow

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Tillage practice

	
category

	
Conventional, reduced tillage, no-till

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Seeding date

	
julian day

	
Project

	
113

	
131

	
158




	
Split N application date

	
julian day

	
Project

	
135

	
169

	
190




	
Harvest date

	
julian day

	
Project

	
266

	
294

	
319




	
N fertilization at seeding

	
kg N ha−1

	
Project

	
0

	
50

	
87




	
Split N fertilization

	
kg N ha−1

	
Project

	
0

	
100

	
308




	
Total N fertilization

	
kg N ha−1

	
N applied at seeding and as split application

	
0

	
150

	
365




	
PSNT (0–30 cm)

	
mg NO3-N kg−1

	
Nitrate test in the 0–30 cm layer at pre-side-dress quantified by ion chromatography

	
2

	
10

	
70




	
Sand

	
%

	
Sedimentation method

	
0

	
31

	
96




	
Silt

	
%

	
Sedimentation method

	
3

	
35

	
88




	
Clay

	
%

	
Sedimentation method

	
0

	
25

	
75




	
Genetic score

	
m.3a

	
fuzzy score

	
Trend toward podzolization from soil series characteristics

	
0.000034

	
0.017982

	
0.999833




	
m.3b

	
fuzzy score

	
Intermediate trend from soil series characteristics

	
0.000114

	
0.494361

	
0. 999753




	
m.3c

	
fuzzy score

	
Trend toward gleization from soil series characteristics

	
0.000034

	
0.215894

	
0.999853




	
Bulk density 0–15 cm

	
g cm−3

	
Cylinder method

	
0.52

	
1.35

	
1.83




	
Bulk density 15–30 cm

	
g cm−3

	
Cylinder method

	
0.56

	
1.43

	
1.76




	
Bulk density 30–45 cm

	
g cm−3

	
Cylinder method

	
0.35

	
1.45

	
1.80




	
pH in water

	
-

	
pHwater and SMP buffer pH

	
5.0

	
6.5

	
7.9




	
Soil nutrients

	
mg cm−3 or mg kg−1

	
Mehlich-3-extracted nutrients followed by ICP quantification

	

	

	




	
Organic matter

	
%

	
Dumas combustion, Walkley–Black oxidation, loss on ignition

	
1.1

	
3.6

	
50.3











 





Table 2. Accuracy of random forest and XGBoost to estimate maize yield from the selected predictors.
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Scenarios of Predictors

	
Random Forest

	
XGBoost




	

	
R2

	
RMSE

	
MAE

	
R2

	
RMSE

	
MAE




	

	

	
Mg ha−1

	

	
Mg ha−1






	

	
Previous crop, tillage practice, soil texture, soil organic matter content, soil pH, fuzzy scores, organic amendments, seeding date, N dosage






	
0.729

	
1.453

	
1.091

	
0.791

	
1.277

	
0.952




	

	2.

	
Precipitations, CHU, previous crop, tillage practice, soil texture, soil organic matter content, soil pH, fuzzy scores, organic amendments, seeding date, N dosage, PSNT, soil bulk density







	
0.781

	
1.309

	
0.972

	
0.802

	
1.246

	
0.925




	

	3.

	
Precipitations, CHU, previous crop, tillage practice, soil texture, soil organic matter content, soil pH, fuzzy scores, organic amendments, seeding date, N dosage







	
0.787

	
1.288

	
0.960

	
0.805

	
1.231

	
0.918




	

	4.

	
Pre-split-N precipitations (10 week) †, pre-split-N CHU (10 week), previous crop, tillage practice, soil texture, soil pH, fuzzy scores, organic amendments, seeding date, N dosage







	
0.779

	
1.314

	
0.979

	
0.800

	
1.249

	
0.927








† Number of weeks starting 15 April. R2 = regression coefficient for the relationship between predicted and actual yields; RMSE = root mean square error; MAE = mean absolute error.













 





Table 3. Features collected at ten sites where universality tests have been conducted without organic amendment.
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	Feature
	Site No. 1
	Site No. 2
	Site No. 3
	Site No. 4
	Site No. 5
	Site No. 6
	Site No. 7
	Site No. 8
	Site No. 9
	Site No. 10





	Year of trial
	2017
	2017
	2017
	1994
	1994
	1994
	1997
	2006
	2007
	2006



	Tillage class
	No till
	No till
	Reduced tillage
	Conventional
	Conventional
	Conventional
	Conventional
	No till
	Conventional
	Conventional



	Previous crop
	Soybean
	Soybean
	Soybean
	Maize
	Maize
	Wheat
	Soybean
	-
	Soybean
	-



	Seeding date (Julian day)
	-
	138
	145
	-
	-
	-
	138
	138
	134
	132



	Soil texture
	Sandy clay loam
	Silty clay
	Silty clay loam
	Silty clay
	Silty clay
	Silty clay
	Clay
	Clay
	-
	Silty clay



	Soil series
	Boitreaux
	Providence
	-
	Providence
	St-Marcel
	St-Marcel
	-
	-
	-
	Providence



	Soil pH
	6.45
	6.70
	-
	6.20
	5.90
	6.40
	-
	-
	-
	6.72



	% organic matter
	3.2
	2.7
	-
	4.0
	4.1
	4.0
	-
	-
	-
	5.9



	N rate (kg N ha−1)
	176, 188
	99, 129, 159, 189
	64, 114, 214, 264
	126, 159, 179, 206
	122, 140, 162, 183
	122, 140, 162, 183
	120, 160, 200, 240
	120, 160, 200, 240
	43, 85, 128, 170, 213
	80, 120, 160, 200, 240



	Replicates
	3
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
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