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1.   Review the committee makeup

1. 
2. 
3. 
After review of the 2002 membership guides the following committee structure and membership are recommended:

1. The Conference Steering Committee establish two separate standing committees for soil survey standards:

· Standing Committee for Soil Taxonomy 

· Standing Committee for SSM and NSSH.

2.
Four months prior to the conference, the conference steering committee shall select a chair-elect for each standing committee.  The chair-elect assists the chair with duties before and during the conference and serves as the chair for the next two-year period, beginning with the end of the conference and ending with end of the next conference. 

3.
Membership on the committee shall be for a period of six years; rotate with two or three new members added each year and a like number retired from the committee.

4.
Attendance at the Western Conference is not required to participate as a member of the committee. The committee chair appoints committee members. 

2.   Review the committee functions and change management process.

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
After review of  committee functions in the 2002 Conference report , the following functions are recommended:

a) The Western Region Standing Committee for Soil Taxonomy serves as technical advisor to a National Soil Taxonomy Committee (or Soil Taxonomy Subcommittee of the National Soil Survey Standards Committee).

b) The Committee represents Western Region interests on proposed changes to Soil Taxonomy. 

c) The Committee reviews proposals on changes to Soil Taxonomy and makes a recommendation on approval.

d) The Committee conducts change management of Soil Taxonomy issues pertaining to the Western Region. It gathers proposals for change, prioritizes proposals and facilitates proposal development. The committee works to ensure participation by pedologists with best knowledge of soils affected by a proposed change and communication among those with responsibility for classification of soils affected by a proposal. Most of the work of the committee is on going, between conferences and conducted by persons assigned to tasks groups.
e) Two members (immediate past chair and current chair) of the Western Region Standing Committee for Soil Taxonomy represent the West Region on a National Soil Taxonomy Committee.




1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
7) 
After review of  recommendations on preparing proposals, developed following the 2002 Conference, the following Soil Taxonomy change management process is recommended. 
This committee recognizes the need for support from the NSSC Taxonomy staff in preparing proposals for changes to Soil Taxonomy, and for reconciliation of recommendations to accept or not accept a proposal. This committee also recognizes the need to communicate among Regions, and to discuss and reconcile disagreement on need for a proposed change.

It is recommended that each proposal include a narrative that discusses the rationale for, and impacts of the change, and be certified by the National Leader for Standards to be technically correct and consistent with Soil Taxonomy nomenclature. This should be done prior to distributing the proposal for comments.
It is recommended that the National Soil Survey Center solicit comments on proposals from cooperators, post proposals to a web page and compile comments on the proposed changes. 

It is recommended that the Western Region Standing Committee for Soil Taxonomy review comments, discuss alternatives and recommend to approve or not approve each proposal; that a National Soil Taxonomy Committee review regional recommendations and forward a recommendation to the National Leader for Soil Survey Standards; and that recommendations from National and Regional committees be reconciled in a written document. 

3.   Suggest revisions to bylaws, or some other effective mechanism to ensure continued membership and activity for the committee.











After review of Bylaws of the Western Region Conference and Bylaws of the National Conference the following recommendations were made: 
Bylaws of the Western Region Conference should closely parallel the National Conference Bylaws. 
Standing committees shall be established in the Bylaws, and the Conference Steering Committee shall determine other committees of the Conference. 
Each standing committee shall recommend a committee member to the conference steering committee to be appointed as that standing committee’s next chair. 
The committee chair appoints members of a committee. 
Membership, functions and operating procedures of each committee shall be developed in coordination with the committee chair and included in a Conference Handbook. 

4.   Summarize and report to the conference on recent activity, including the development of a proposal to revise the criteria for Cryepts. 

Soil Taxonomy Proposals, March 2002

Prior to the 2002 Western Conference this committee was tasked to review 18 proposals on changes to Soil Taxonomy. Following the conference, Taxonomy Subcommittee members prepared written comments on each proposal and reviewed comments submitted to the committee. Proposals were discussed on a conference call. A detailed report with a recommendation to accept or not accept each proposal was prepared and submitted to the National Leader for Soil Survey Standards (Attachment 1). This report was also distributed to soil survey cooperators in the western states.

In this report, the committee expressed a concern that proposals are submitted without adequate evaluation of need for the proposal and its impact on Soil Taxonomy users. Some proposals for new Subgroups appeared to be more appropriately as Series criteria. The committee prepared a list of questions to pre-screen proposals and a list of items to effect change management in Soil Taxonomy, and included these lists in the report.

Soil Taxonomy Proposals, January 2003

In January 2003, nine new proposed changes to Soil Taxonomy were distributed for review and evaluation. The review of these proposals was conducted in a similar manner as previous proposals. A report was prepared in March, 2003 and forwarded to the National Leader for Soil Survey Standards (Attachment 2).

Several proposals, not recommended by the Western Taxonomy Committee, appeared in the Ninth Edition of Keys to Soil Taxonomy. There was no communication or reconciliation of why these proposals were accepted against the recommendation of the Western Committee. 

Cryepts Task Group

A task group was organized to develop a proposal to add Great Groups to the Cryepts Suborder. The current key with two Great Groups, Dystrocryepts and Eutrocryepts has not been adequate for classifying Cryepts. Because most Cryepts in the United States occur in the western states, task group participants were selected to represent areas in the western states where these soils occur. Participation was also requested of Laboratory and Taxonomy staff in the National Soil Survey Center. Three different approaches were proposed and then discussed by teleconference. A key prepared by Joe Chiaretti, NRCS – Reno and Tom Hahn, NRCS – Lakewood was revised and used to classify 362 soils in the Cryepts Suborder. Soils with laboratory data were identified to evaluate criteria used to distinguish classes. This process demonstrated a team approach to accomplish an extensive task. Much of the best knowledge of Cryepts was represented in the task group. At the time of this conference, the Cryepts proposal is nearly complete (a few narrative descriptions remain to be written). When finished, the proposal will be forwarded to the National Leader for Soil Survey Standards and to pedologists in the Western Region.
Report from the Standards Committee in the Western US Region on Proposed Changes to Soil Taxonomy

West Region of the National Cooperative Soil Survey 

Standing Committee for Standards
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Background: A standing Standards Committee was appointed by the steering committee of the West Region National Cooperative Soil Survey Conference. The assigned tasks included the review of and recommendations on current proposals to amend Soil Taxonomy. The proposed changes were electronically mailed to Soil Program Leaders in cooperating agencies in the western states in addition to being posted to a National Cooperative Soil Survey web site. Steve Park received and compiled review comments prior to the conference in July. A teleconference was held on July 31st to conclude discussion on ST proposals and make a final recommendation.

Recommendations: Members of the Standards Committee thought it appropriate to comment on a philosophy for accepting changes to ST and to suggest a procedure for development of proposals for changes. These are in addition to specific comments and recommendations on the 18 proposals.

The committee recommends a strongly conservative attitude toward adding new classes. There seems to be a tendency to propose a new Subgroup in order to have a place to identify each diagnostic feature at this level or higher in the classification system. The structure of Keys to Soil Taxonomy with diagnostic features (i.e. subgroup criteria) for the  “Typic” Subgroup not being directly recognized, may contribute to this urge for additional subgroups. Proposed changes have the potential to affect many soil series and create a huge workload to re-classify series. Others provide a new class for only one or two series or differentiate soils on features of seemingly little importance or based on criteria that are not related to natural occurrence in the landscape. 

The committee recommends a rigorous review that addresses the following questions:

1. Could the soils in the proposed new subgroup be adequately separated at the soil series level or as a phase of a series or Family?

2. Do established series currently range across the criteria that set the new subgroup apart? 

3. Is the proposed class based on differences that are important?

4. How many soil series are affected?

5. Does the benefit of a new subgroup out-weigh the costs of re-classifying a large number of soil series?

6. If there are a large number of series in an existing subgroup, does the addition of another subgroup somewhat evenly divide the series or provide another class for only one or two of the series?

7. Are the criteria for the proposed class based on soil properties?

To facilitate review by committee members, it is recommended that staff at the NSSC conduct the following tasks for change management of NCSS standards:

1. Assist in drafting proposals, to ensure they are technically correct, within principles and guidelines for NCSS standards and consistent across all published standards (e.g. SSM and NSSH);

2. Write a narrative that discusses rationale, identifies potential concerns (e.g. departure from principles, inconsistency in terminology) and lists impacts of the proposed change (e.g. number of series, regions impacted, interpretations, NASIS data dictionary, guide for describing soils);

3. Post proposals to a web page and distribute a memorandum to cooperators that lists proposed changes, web address and reply due date;

4. Compile and review comments on the proposals and write a reconciliation statement that addresses the comments on each proposal; 

5. Distribute compiled comments and reconciliation statements to Standards Committees in all four Regions for review and recommendation for approval
6. Facilitate communication among the four Regional Standards Committees and resolution of recommendation for approval or disapproval of a proposed standard
7. Coordinate implementation of the final version into all appropriate documents, databases, etc.

Responses to the eighteen proposals are in the attachment. The comments give a clear indication where there are concerns with adoption of a proposed change. 

The Standards Committee members would like to read comments that were received from the other Regions and look forward to receiving a response to these comments from the staff at the National Soil Survey Center.

General Summary of WRNCSS Taxonomy Responses 

Compiled by 

Steve Park, June 25, 2002

Duane Lammers, July 31, 2002

Executive Summary for Soil Taxonomy Proposals

Proposal 1 – George Demas from Maryland.  To add Subaquic subgroups to some great groups of Aquents.  Page 2.

R6 – Do not support proposal

1.This proposal violates the principle that “taxa be defined strictly in terms of soil properties” (ST p. 16). As indicated in the discussion, soil morphological features are not useful in identification of submersed soils from non-submersed. A definition of “permanently submersed” has not been developed. Are tidal flats that are usually submersed but frequently or occasionally not submersed included?  If adopted, there could be many additional subaquic subgroups proposed in addition to Aquents. Depth, frequency and duration of submersion by water is best applied as phase criteria or possibly at the Series level.

2. Impact – Subaquic subgroups could impact classification of soils in wetlands on along borders of open water in all regions. Many soils would be added or have the classification changed. 

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 1, Subaquic subgroups:  Adoption could bring an operational nightmare with the need to routinely observe soils beneath water as much as 9 feet deep (potentially deeper?).  Also has the potential to affect soils adjacent to every body of open water, so the soils affected are not just those along the Chesapeake. One approach is to identify these as submerged or flooded phases of soils.  Another approach is to change the definition of the soil that we classify to exclude those earthen materials that are permanently under water, just as we exclude materials deeper than 2 m below the soil surface.  The W master horizon excludes snow, ice or water above the soil surface, so standing water is not a soil property and cannot be used as criterion.  Is the condition “permanently submerged” a soil property?

Standards Committee

A concern was raised that there seems to be a rationale for implementing this proposal to honor the late George Demas. It was pointed out that the amount of time spent investigating a group of soils is not a criterion for subgroup classification. A change to Soil Taxonomy must based on the principles and criteria for soil classification.

Proposal 2 – Roy Vick from Raleigh, Bill Craddock from Lexington, and Richard Mayhugh from Texas.  Proposed to define several Umbric and Humic subgroups to existing great groups. Page 6.

****Withdrawn****

[A lot of time was spent by many people in developing a defensible argument on why this proposal should not be approved.]

Proposal 3 – Dr. Don Franzmeier from Purdue University proposed to limit the definitions of fragipan and fragic properties to non-calcareous materials.  Steve Gourley, State Soil Scientist from Vermont, also had input into this proposal. Page 10.

MO1—Support with clarification (see comments below)

In the state of Washington, dense glacial till (Cd) is very prevalent.  The dense till is non-calcareous.  Oregon and Idaho have recognized fragipans.  These fragipans are non-calcareous/non-effervescent.  By adding the requirement that fragipans be non-effervescent is agreeable in Oregon and Idaho, but is should not be inferred that all dense till is effervescent or calcareous.

R6 – Support if really needed and with clarification (see comments below)

There doesn’t appear to be any problem with adding the “not effervescent” criterion to fragipans. This assumes that fragipans that do effervesce do not exist. A concern arises with the statement that some change would then be appropriate in the definition of densic material. The assumption that all fragipans do not effervesce does not translate to all densic material being calcareous. As a differentia to separate fragipan from dense till, the proposed change is useful only with dense calcareous till.

The real problem may be that field soil scientists have not been trained to recognize the difference between a horizon with genetic development (Bx horizon) from one of relatively unaltered soil material (Cd horizon). “…… dense glacial till, usually designated as Cd horizons, qualifies as a fragipan” [i.e. Bx horizon]. Correlation with thin-section work may prove that effervescence is a useful tool to separate fragipan from densic contact within a local area. I am not convinced this is a necessary or useful universal criterion for fragipans.

If the proposal is approved, suggest the text be changed to read: “Does not effervesce (in cold dilute HCl)”

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 3, Fragipan: A number of features of this proposal are difficult to justify.  The proposal implies that fragipans can’t be calcareous.  Is that the case?  Or does this proposal necessarily make this the case by definition?  Why can’t fragipans form in dense calcareous glacial till?  What criterion will be used to separate nonclacareous fragipans from noncalcareous dense glacial till?  I can see how dense till could be called a “Cd”  layer, but the alteration of that material to yield clay films and secondary carbonate redistribtuion (as indicated in the example given by Franzmeier) is clearly a pedogenic process and differentiates the soil horizons (some sort of B horizon) from the dense till (Cd).  Further the example indicates that both dense till and fragipans are weakly cemented, but I was under the impression that NEITHER is cemented because air dry fragments slake in water (i.e., the definition of “cementation” ).  The statement “is not effervescent” needs to include the phrase “in dilute HCl” if the intent is to exclude calcareous materials.  Soil with free manganese dioxides effervesce in hydrogen peroxide.  For this reason, why not say that they are “not calcareous”?

Proposal 4 – Bismarck, North Dakota MLRA Staff and Richard Mayhugh.  This is a rather extensive request for changes that is comprised of four parts (a, b, c, & d).  In essence, this proposal requested the addition of 27 subgroups for the current Ustolls and Udolls. Page 12.

MO6—Generally do not support, except for Aridic Lithic subgroup addition (see comments below)

Tom Hahn

I question the need for a Pachic Vertic subgroup for Argiustolls and Haplustolls.  Would not a thick mollic be typical in a Vertic soil, because of the churning? In MO6 I believe the Typic/Pachic difference can be adequately handled as series criteria.

Steve Park

When some of these subgroups were removed in the 8th Edition of the Keys to Soil Taxonomy many series were revised and reclassified.  Criteria that once defined a subgroup became series criteria.  For example, the presence or absence of a pachic feature became series criteria in the Vertic subgroups.  Conceptually, I am not against this proposal, except for the fact that we will be creating a workload to reverse the changes made for the 8th Edition of the Keys to Soil Taxonomy.  

I do strongly support the addition of the Aridic Lithic subgroup.  This addition would help split our Typic-ustic, lithic soils from our Aridic-ustic, lithic soils.  The Aridic Lithic subgroup already exists in the Ustorthents, Haplustepts, and Argiustolls great groups.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 4, numerous changes:  My general sense is that most of these changes can be handled as series criteria.  There seems to be a tendency to identify seemingly important soil properties (generally viewed as important at the local level, rather than at the broader global scale) at as high a level as possible in the system.  The parts of the proposal that seem to be the most sound include a) the sequencing of Aquic, Oxyaquic, and Pachic subgroups.  It seems this should be the sequence in every great group, in terms of identifying the “most limiting” differentitating characteristic,  b) the inclusion of the proposed Aridic subgroups makes sense because of the regional implications of climate on the soil properties.  

I see little value in adding Aquic Pachic subgroups.  I suggest that the thickness of the mollic epipedon in Aquic subgroups be a series criterion because the wet condition is far more important than whether or not the epipedon is greater than 50 cm thick.  Similarly there is little important information added with the Pachic Vertic or the Pachic Udertic subgroups.  Vertics and Udertics should key out before Pachics (I assume they do already).  Thickness of mollic epipedon should be series criteria in the Vertic and Udertic subgroups.  The proposed Aquertic, Xerertic, and Ustertic subgroups seem to fit  at the subgroup level, but it is not clear how many series are affected.  I suggest these NOT be approved until there is more evidence of the importance of their inclusion. 

Proposal 5 – Bismarck, North Dakota MLRA Staff.  Requested that color criteria be used for the aquic subgroup of Hapludolls.  Two options were provided. Page 24.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 5, aquic conditions below the mollic epipedon:  I like the idea of the 75 cm or 100 cm depth for indicators of aquic conditions for the subgroup.  Not sure which is better, so would need to see the impact of one versus the other on how existing series would shake out, and would recommend we use a depth criterion that is consistent with the depth used for the Aquic subgroup in other great groups.

Proposal 6 – MLRA 11 Staff in Indianapolis, Indiana.  Proposed various subgroups and definition revisions.  Among the suggested changes include a redefinition of spodic intergrades that is comprised of five parts (a, b, c, d, & e). Page 27.

MO1—6a, 6c, 6d, 6e no comment; 6b needs coordination with proposal 14

MO6—6a, 6c, 6e no comment; do not support 6b and 6d (see comments)

Tom Hahn

6b.  The change to add a color change requirement to all Spodic subgroup criteria will not work for many Eutrocryepts and Dystrocryepts. A horizon that is simply one value darker than an overlying albic horizon allows many soils with no sesquioxide illuviation into the Spodic subgroup. For example, a pedon with an underlying Bt (cambic horizon) would be assigned a Spodic subgroup. This may work in the Psamments in the Lake States, but not in other regions. At least for Cryepts, the Spodic criteria must include some kind of chemical criteria that exclusively identifies spodic genesis and no other. I recommend tabling this item for all Spodic subgroups except in the Udipsamments and Quartzipsamments. Further study is needed in Cryepts and perhaps in other great groups.

6d.  I have not observed a need for the Fluventic subgroup for Endoaquolls in the MO6 region. I question whether this class would be significant – if  soils have an aquic moisture regime and also flood, does it make a difference to use and management that they are not quite as wet (Aeric)? Additionally, the term Fluventic implies an intergrade to Fluvents, which may not be accurate for this class (they probably are an intergrade to Fluvaquents.) “Fluvaquentic Aeric” would be more accurate.

Steve Park

6b.  This could potentially affect many soils in MO6 where we have used the presence of an albic as series criteria.  even though these series may have a thin albic it does not necessarily mean they have the other chemical properties associated with a spodic
R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 6, add several subgroups:  

6a Mollic Oxyaquic, not clear what this really adds.  The wet condition is important.  Mollic-like properties could be a series criterion for the Oxyaquic subgroup.  

6b Spodic subgroups in Entisols and Andisols (proposal 14) make sense, but need to figure out the best way to allow field identification.  Could the spodic field kit be used? 

6c The aquic conditions should key before the fluventic condition.  Aquic, Fluvaquentic, Oxyaquic, Fluventic sequence makes the most sense to me. 

6d Should this be Aeric Fluventic or Aeric Fluvaquentic?

6e Although consistent with other great groups, only affects one series.  Could remain as a series criterion in the Oxyaquic subgroup.

Proposal 7 – MLRA 11 Staff in Indianapolis, Indiana.  Proposed to add 4 new subgroups – 1 to Haplorthods, 2 to Glossudalfs, and 1 to Hapludalfs. Page 31.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 7,  add subgroups:  Could be series criteria. If wet conditions are added make the depth consistent.

Standards  Committee – 

Lamellic Oxyaquic and Alfic Lamellic subgroups are not needed; separate soils at series level.

Not much is gained by adding Arenic subgroups of Glossudalfs; separates one or two  series in the Greatgroup. A more meaningful separation should be considered.

Proposal 8 – Tom Hahn from Colorado.  Suggested a clarification for Eutrocryepts. Page 34.

MO6—Support as written

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 8, Eutrocryepts:  OK

Proposal 9 – Joe Chiaretti from Reno, Nevada proposed to add the Oxyaquic subgroup to the Torripsamments. Page 35.

MO6—Support as written, would like to see additional oxyaquic subgroups added to the aridisols.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 9, Oxyaquic Torripsamments:  OK, but evaluate depth of saturation.

Proposal 10 – Chad McGrath from Portland, Oregon proposed to add several dozen new subgroups in existing great groups. Page 36.

MO1—Support (see comments below)

Response to note Calcic Duricryolls – page 37.

We agree with the note in that the calcic horizon be above the duripan.

Response to opinion Eutric and Eutric Pachic Fulvicryands – page 39.

We disagree with the opinion and request that the sequence be Eutric-Pachic-Vitric as proposed.

The Typic subgroups of the Fulvicryands and Fulvudands by definition have high aluminum values.  This is because this is what is “typical” for the greatgroup.  The subgroup term Eutric in these greatgroups means “low” aluminum values.  The low aluminum in these soils has more implications for management than the Vitric (15 bar water dry/undried) criteria and its management implication.

In the Hapludands the Typic subgroup has low aluminum values.  The Alic subgroup criteria capture the “high” aluminum value soils.  Thus, the typic subgroup criteria for Hapludands and Fulvudands is significantly different.  The Eutric subgroup criteria in the Hapludands is not the same as the Eutric criteria in the Fulvudands.  This was done intentionally  and is not an error.

The sequence of the subgroups in the keys to the greatgroups should be based on importance to use and management, and this is what has been proposed for the Fulvicryands.  The sequence of the subgroups for one greatgroup should not pre-determine the sequence of subgroups for other greatgroups when their corresponding Typic criteria is different.

Response to Eutric Oxyaquic and Oxyaquic Durudands – page 41.

The sentence “The depth to the placic horizon is 75 to 100 cm.” Is incorrect.  It should have said “The depth to the cemented horizon is 50 to 100 cm.”

Response to note Oxyaquic Hapludands – page 43.

We agree with the note to change the subgroup sequence to Haplocryands.

Response to note Andic Oxyaquic Dystrudepts – page 44 and
Response to note Andic Oxyaquic and Oxyaquic Vitrandic Haploxerepts – page 45.

We are not convinced that incorporating the note for these two proposals is the best way to go.  If we go with the proposal as now shown for Dystrudepts, the subgroup sequence will be:


  Humic Lithic


  Lithic 


  Vertic


  Aquandic


  Andic Oxyaquic (new)


  Andic


  Vitrandic


  ETC.

What will happen with Oxyaquic Vitrandic when encountered?  It will probably be proposed, just as it is proposed for Haploxerepts; see next comment.

If we go with the proposal as now shown for Haploxerepts, the subgroup sequence will be:


  Humic Lithic


  Lithic


  Vertic


  Aquandic


  Andic Oxyaquic (new)


  Andic


  Oxyaquic Vitrandic (new)


  Vitrandic


  ETC.

Given these two proposals; Aquandic is defined as wet with redox and having andic or vitrandic properties.  No change is proposed.  When we use this proposal, oxyaquic is treated differently, in that we have two subgroups Oxyaquic with Andic and Oxyaquic with Vitrandic.  The original proposal as submitted requested that the Aquandic subgroup criteria be expanded to allow for Oxyaquic conditions.  The revised Aquandic subgroup criteria would have allowed for:

  Aquic and Andic

  Aquic and Vitrandic

  Oxyaquic and Andic

  Oxyaquic and Vitrandic

The combinations above would become series criteria but we would only have one subgroup of Aquandic.  The main properties we want to show are wetness (aquic/oxyaquic) and andic or vitrandic properties.  By expanding the Aquandic criteria, we can capture the Oxyaquic properties and not recognize 4 new subgroups of:

  Andic Oxyaquic Dystrudepts

  Andic Oxyaquic Haploxerepts

  Oxyaquic Vitrandic Haploxerepts

  Oxyaquic Vitrandic Dystrudepts (probably future request).

Whatever decision is made is satisfactory for our needs.

MO6—Support; the change to add Calcic and Calcic Pachic subgroups to Argicryolls would be very useful in MO6.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 10, several subgroups:  These seem OK, but could be series criteria, especially in the Eutric Pachic and Eutric Oxyaquic cases.

Proposal 11 – Joe Chiaretti from Reno, Nevada proposed to revise the criteria for Dystric subgroups in Xerorthents and Xeropsamments. Page 48.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 11, Dystric subgroups: OK and consistent with proposal 8.

Proposal 12 – Thor Thorson and Russ Langridge have proposed two additions to contrasting size particle-size classes and a diatomaceous mineralogy class for mineral soils. Page 50

MO1—Support (see comments below)

Ten percent diatoms maybe to low of a value.  These diatom deposits are usually quite pure and a value of 50 percent may be better.  A 10 percent amount may not affect the n-value, which is the important interpretation reason for the family.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 12, Contrasting size classes:  Is medial-skeletal over loamy-skeletal really “strongly contrasting”?  Need more evidence that this contrast is significant since the old idea of medial was that the soils felt loamy after prolonged rubbing.

Diatomaceous mineralogy: 10% diatoms seems too small a value to be significant.  Not clear why siliceous is not satisfactory, and “n” value seems related to drainage, not diatom content.  Diatoms are opaline.  How will this affect the siliceous mineralogy class, which includes opal?

Proposal 13 – Dr. Hari Eswaran from NHQ suggested addition of Sulfaquerts and their subgroups. Page 51.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 13, Sulfaquerts:  OK, but would “Sulfidic” be “better than Sulfic”?

Proposal 14 – Dr. Karl Hipple and Bob Engel proposed to add spodic intergrades to some Great Groups of Andisols. Page 53.

MO1— Coordination is needed with proposal 10.  We would recommend that Spodic Haplocryands follow Oxyaquic Haplocryands.

MO6—Need to coordinate definition of “spodic” between proposals 6 and 14.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 14, Spodic subgroups:  OK concept but need better field criteria and coordination with 6b.

Proposal 15 – Bob Engel has proposed to clarify the definition of resistant and weatherable minerals. Page 54.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 15, resistant and weatherable minerals:  Confuses clay particle size and “clay minerals” and confuses the classification of some of the silicate minerals (e.g., talc and glauconite are 2:1 phyllosilicates, chlorite is weatherable, but is not a 2:1 phyllosilicate, serpentine minerals should be considered weatherable, but are triocathedral 1:1 phyllosilicates).  Eolian additions can add any mineral to the soil, not just carbonates and evaporites.  It is not clear why these are singled out.  Suggest the following:

The minerals that are included in the meaning of weatherable minerals are as follows:

All 2:1 phyllosilicates, chlorite, sepiolite, palygorskite, allophane, 1:1 trioctahedral phyllosilicates (serpentines), feldspars, feldspathoids, ferromagnesian minerals, glass, zeolites, dolomite, apatite, and calcite and more soluble minerals.  Resistant minerals include quartz, zircon, tourmaline, beryl, anatase, rutile, iron oxides and oxyhydroxides, 1:1 dioctahedral phyllosilicate (kandites), gibbsite, and hydroxy-aluminum interlayered 2:1 minerals.

Proposal 16 – Dr. Warren Lynn proposed to make some clarification changes in the Key to Mineralogy Classes.  Page 57.

MO1-- Coordination is needed with proposal 12.  Proposal 12 adds diatomaceous as a family between isotic and siliceous.

MO6—Support with modification (see comments below)

Tom Hahn

Changes to mineralogy families- The change of the critical size fraction for micaceous (and for volcanic glass classes?) is a good change.

I feel the limit for paramicaceous should be lowered from 55% to 45% mica (by grain count).

In the central Rocky Mountain region (MO6) we have a number of series established on granite-gneiss-schist parent materials that have significant amounts of mica. Many pedons have grain count data, some also have mica by weight data. For correlation and mapping purposes, I came up with guidelines for assigning the micaceous and paramicaceous classes.  

My intent was to use grain count data as the basis (because it is more available), and to find limits that 1) correlate to mica by weight data, and 2) are “mappable” in the field.

I feel the limits below correspond to mappable soil characteristics and parent materials: have practical application in the field and can be correlated to soil parent materials. (For example, in gneiss-schist areas, till parent materials are mixed, shallow residual/colluvial soils are paramicaceous.)

Micaceous: greater than 70 by grain count  (same as Warren Lynn proposal)

Paramicaceous: 45 to 70 percent by grain count (Warren Lynn proposal is 55 to 70 percent)

Placing the limit at 45% allows a wider “window” for soils to qualify as paramicaceous. Limits of 45 to 70 percent allows a 25% range ; the W. Lynn proposal would allow only a 15% range (55-70%).  I don’t believe the natural variability of a soil series could be expected to remain within a range as narrow as 15%; we would be fortunate if it stayed within 25%. 

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 16, mineral classes, needs some work.  Generally OK, except:

We don’t classify pedons, we classify soils (regarding the comment for Mixed mineralogy on p. 825).

Should the gibbsitic class under part A include boehmite (not “bohemite” as currently misspelled in Soil Taxonomy) as is the case in the gibbsitic class for part C?

For the parasesquic class on p. 826, was the intent to leave gibbsite out of the 10% value?  As proposed would be based solely on iron oxide content.

For the smectitic class it’s not clear what the proposed change is.  I suggest “more smectite … than any other single mineral in the clay fraction”.  Use of the term “clay mineral” is ambiguous (see my comment about weatherable minerals above).  Is gibbsite a “clay mineral”?  Is quartz a “clay mineral” if it occurs in the clay fraction?  An alternative might be to use the term “phyllosilicates” as a substitute for “clay minerals” if composition, rather than size is the intended meaning.

Other changes seem ok.  I don’t have enough experience with micaceous and paramicaceous classes to evaluate where class limits should be.  

Proposal 17 – Richard Mayhugh from Texas proposed to correct the inconsistency in the sequence of the Anthraquic subgroup in relation to the Aquic and Oxyaquic subgroups. Page 60.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 17, sequence of wet subgroups:  Anthraquic, Aquic, Oxyaquic sequence for all great groups OK.

Proposal 18 – Bob Engel and Dr. Craig Ditzler.  A proposal to clarify the mollic epipedon thickness criteria. Page 62.

MO1—Support with clarification (see comments below)

Under the required changes section, item 6 and 5 page 62, several root limiting layers are listed but not all of them.  Should the list be more inclusive by adding such horizons as placic, ortstein, etc.

       MO6—Support as written.

R. Southard, Univ. of California, Davis

Proposal 18, mollic epipedon:  OK

Report from the Standards Committee in the Western US Region on December 2002, Proposed Changes to Soil Taxonomy 

West Region of the National Cooperative Soil Survey 

Standing Committee for Standards, Soil Taxonomy Subcommittee

Members of the Soil Taxonomy Subcommittee

Duane Lammers, FS, Chair 

Randy Southard, UC Davis 

Chad McGrath, NRCS 

Tom Hahn, NRCS 

Background: Nine Soil Taxonomy proposals were distributed in December 2002 for review, comment and recommendation. Written comments from within the Western Region were to be forwarded to Duane Lammers by February 14, 2003. Written comments were submitted by NRCS, MO-Reno and MO-Lakewood. MO-Davis replied with no comments. Members of the committee, Tom Hahn and Duane Lammers also prepared written comments and recommendations. A conference call was held on March 4, 2003 to discuss each proposal and make a recommendation. All four members of the committee and Bob Engel, National Soil Standards Staff, participated in the discussion.

Recommendations: Members of the Soil Taxonomy Committee for the Western States, as indicated in the previous report in August 2002, stand firmly against the addition of subgroups, greatgroups or suborders for soils that are represented by only a few series and families, are not extensive in area or are not important at broad scales of mapping. Soils not meeting these criteria are best separated at the series or family level. It is recommended that proposals for adding a subgroup and higher classes to Soil Taxonomy include an assessment of the number of series and families that would populate the class, the number of series affected by the change, the total area represented by the class, and regional importance of recognizing a class at this level. Formative names used for new classes need to be consistent with usage in other Orders and Suborders.

Summary recommendations to the nine proposals follow. The comments give a clear indication where there are concerns with adoption of a proposed change. 

Comments on proposals to change Soil Taxonomy – 12/2002

Compiled by Duane Lammers, Soil Taxonomy Subcommittee Chair

Proposal 1. Aquertic Hapludults – Not Recommended.

Addition of this subgroup has merit to recognize “aquic condition” in Vertic Hapludults. However, one soil series is not enough for a new subgroup. There are only four series in Vertic Hapludults. These are in three different families. The Green Level series is in a family by itself. The “Aquic” condition can be handled as series criterion. A new subgroup is not needed unless documentation is presented for several more series, extensive area and importance for recognition at the subgroup level.

Proposal 2.  Spodosol clarification – Not Recommended (as written)

“A spodic horizon with” is implied before each of the characteristics.  To add “A spodic horizon with” before C.3.a.(4) is redundant. Also coarse-loamy and loamy-skeletal are not textures; these are particle-size classes. Confusion with the way this characteristic is written may be due to particle-size classes usually apply to the particle-size control section or to layers in the particle-size control section. The use of particle-size classes here is easier to comprehend than a list of textures and amounts of different size particles. The following text was suggested to improve understanding:

(4) a particle-size distribution that meets requirements for coarse-loamy, loamy-skeletal or finer particle-size class, and a frigid soil temperature regime.  

A look at all the criteria for Spodosols reveals that C.3.c.(2) is nearly identical to the characteristic proposed for change. One has to ask: Why change one and not the other? No change is probably better than just fixing text for a single characteristic. The alternative is to word-smith the entire C.3.part, to improve clarity. 

Proposal 3.  Ultic Rhodoxeralfs – Not Recommended

Sufficient extent has not been documented to justify creating a new subgroup. All Rhodoxeralfs need to be reviewed to determine the extent of an Ultic subgroup. If the number of series and extent are enough to warrant an Ultic subgroup of Rhodoxeralfs, the most appropriate criteria for this subgroup will need to be evaluated and determined.

It should be noted that the base saturation criteria in this proposal is not consistent with the other Ulitic subroups in the Xeralfs (Haploxeralfs and Palexeralfs). This proposal uses a 60% percent limit at a depth 125cm below the top of the argillic, etc; whereas the other great groups of Xeralfs use a 75% limit in the upper 75cm of the argillic.

This proposal surfaces an issue with the “Ultic” subgroup as used in other taxa. A thorough review of the use of ultic subgroups, with simplification and consistency in definition is needed. We recommend that the National Soil Standards Staff inititate a review of Ultic subgroups.  

Proposal 4.  Glossic Vertic and Glossic Natraquolls -- Glossic Vertic Not Recommended. Glossic Natraquolls maybe OK if the need is documented.

The estimated extent of Natraquolls with glossic horizons (50,000 ha in Uruguay) is probably enough to justify a subgroup.The proposal suggests just one family in the proposed subgroups. The soils currently classify in fine smectitic families of Typic and Vertic Natraquolls. It is OK to have soils with glossic horizons in these subgroups. Glossic horizons differentiate them from other soils in the family. It doesn’t appear that the number of soils in each family are so many that additional subgroups are needed to reduce the number of competing soils. 

This proposal mimics the subgroups for Natrustolls. If we discuss the need for Glossic Vertic Natrustolls as an example, we can quickly see the Glossic Vertic subgroups are not needed for Natrustolls. If Glossic Vertic Natrustolls were deleted, the one series would classify the same as two series in the same family of Vertic Natrustolls. 

Proposal 5. Fluventic and Fluvaquentic Orthels and Cryepts – The concept and differentiation at subgroup level have merit. More information is needed on extent of these subgroups in Orthels and Cryepts. Cryepts – not recommended until other issues are addressed. 

Orthels -- An assessment of the number families and series in each family is needed before Fluventic and Fluvaquentic Orthels are approved. 

Cryepts -- Base saturation has not been a satisfactory separation at the greatgroup level in Cryepts. In the Pacific Northwest, separation into Dystrocryepts and Eutrocryepts is an artificial one and not related to natural soil distribution and development. This issue has been raised in MO-1 on the Densic Tour in northern Washington in 1998 and again in connection with the workshop on Soils in Many Layers of Tephra in 2001. Before any additions or changes to Cryepts are accepted, this issue of more meaningful Greatgroups of Cryepts needs to be addressed. Greatgroups such as Humicryepts, Andicryepts, Fluvicryepts, Udicryepts,  Xerocryepts and Haplocryepts need to be defined and evaluated. 

A task group will be convened in the Western region to develop and evaluate alternate greatgroups for Cryepts. The Cryepts Task Group will include members from MO - 1 (Portland), MO – 4 (Bozeman) and MO – 6 (Lakewood) because most of the series in Cryepts are in their areas of responsibility.

Proposal 6. Creating a whole slew of new Gelic suborders and greatgroups for soils with cryic temperature regimes. – No way.

These soils currently classify in “Cry” suborders and greatgroups and have a cryic temperature regime (mean annual soil temperature less than 0 degrees C, without permafrost). They have a mean annual soil temperature that is also equivalent to that of subgelic or colder family soil temperature classes used with Gelisols. These soils currently classify to a frigid or isofrigid temperature family. These soils are excluded from Gelisols because they are without permafrost or gelic materials. The “gel” formative element as used for the Gelisols order is used with soils that have permafrost or ice-related “gelic” materials. The use of this formative element in this proposal would be for soils without permafrost or gelic materials. We object to the inconsistent use of the formative element. The only difference between these soils and other soils with a cryic soil temperature regime is that these soils are at the cold end of cryic temperature regime. 

A suggested approach is to allow the use of subgelic, pergelic or hypergelic temperature families with soils having a cryic temperature regime, but are not Gelisols. Soil taxonomic classes could be queried on family temperature class to group these soils.

An alternate suggestion is to consider including these soils in Gelisols (e.g. Cryels). This approach would, of course, change the definition of Gelisols to include soils without permafrost.

[Non-alignment of soil temperature regimes and family temperature classes confuses users of Soil Taxonomy (e.g. Albolls with a cryic soil temperature regime classify in a frigid family. A soil in Cryepts (proposed Gelepts) can have mean annual soil temperature equivalent to subgelic, and have a cryic soil temperature regime and a frigid family temperature class. Gelisols, with a subgelic, pergelic or hypergelic temperature class have a cryic temperature regime). ]

Proposal 7. Temperature families – Recommend accept use of cryic, subgelic, pergelic and hypergelic temperature families with “cry” suborders and greatgroups, but without proposal 6.

If we don’t approve proposal 6, the soils that would populate the new gelic suborders and greatgroups would be separated by these family temperature classes. No need to have the gelic suborders and greatgroups. One could query on temperature classes or show the distribution of these soils and Gelisols with a map of soil family temperature classes.

Proposal 8. clayey over fine-silty – Recommend Accept

Should have been deleted a long time ago. On page 820 – Generalized Particle-size Classes – It specifically states that only generalized classes (e.g. loamy) are allowed for the lower part of a strongly contrasting pair or when strongly contrasting with a substitute class. Clayey over fine-silty violates that rule.

Proposal 9.  Cambic horizon – Not recommended, as written. The position of the cambic could be described, but not by changing the current concept of the cambic horizon. 

This proposal would have a significant impact on concepts of series in the Western region. There is no compelling reason for the proposed changes. Although the redefinition of the cambic horizon defines it as being in the position of a B horizon, the text “excludes layers that are part of an anthropic, plaggen, folistic, histic, melanic, mollic or umbric epipedon” needs to be retained for clarity. What is wrong with a cambic horizon in a transition position? Albic and sombric horizons should not be excluded if they otherwise meet criteria for a cambic.
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