Abs;uii:; soil heterogeneity vary throughout the CAP-LTER region? To address this question we intensively sampled six patches, two SOiI Hete rogeneity in Six PatCheS Of the Phoen ix
Metropolitan Region: Implications for Scaling

agricultural, two mesic vards, and two native desert sites. At each patch, we used a dual-density spatially-stratified design covering an extant of 6400
m‘ and a minimum grain size of Sm. At each sampling locations we extracted a soil core (10cm depth) and determined its location using laser-based
surveying. We analyzed each soil core to determine a suite of physical and biogeochemical variables including: mass of rock material, bulk density,
water content, topography, and soil organic matter (SOM), total mitrogen and stable 1sotope mitrogen ratios. We analyzed these data to answer three

specific questions. 1) Are the means of each variable different between patches? 2) Are the variances of each variable different between patches? 3) D a rrel J e n e rette & J I a n g u 0 Wu S Ch 0 OI Of L |fe SC| e n Ces AS U

Does the range of spatial dependence for each variable differ between patches? We discuss the answers to these questions as they pertain to scaling
between individual patches and the Phoenix, AZ metropolitan region.
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variability in the Phoenix metropolitan area.




