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Charge 1:  Charge to Ad Hoc Members: Recommend a process that involves state or regional technical review of NASIS interpretation criteria changes initiated by the National Soil Survey Center before they are implemented.
Background:  The National Soil Survey Handbook section 617.04(a) outlines the process by which changes to standard interpretations are made. These standard interpretations are typically included for all soil datasets posted to the WEB SOIL SURVEY and SOIL DATAMART. The NSSH section 617.04(a) does not specifically address a process by which changes made at the National level are reviewed by states or regional committees prior to implementation. Very often datasets are affected by changes to criteria and states are not aware of these changes in a manner that allows technical review.  Criteria changes have also involved new requirements for a minimum data set that the states are not aware of. Criteria changes initiated at the NSSC should have a NSSC sponsor that follows the guidance in NSSH 614.04 (a) (ii) and NSSH 617.10 Documenting Soil Interpretation Criteria.
Recommendations are in slides 8 -14 of Southard PDF Powerpoint presentation at:

http://www.soils.usda.gov/partnerships/ncss/conferences/2006/west/WRCSS_proc.html

Action Item      Proposed changes to the NSSH were reviewed. Terry Aho, NRCS, Portland recommended also adding: (ii) For criteria changes initiated at the NSSC, the NSSC acts as the sponsor.  A representative from each region is selected as a review coordinator for NSSC sponsored criteria changes. One regional reviewer is selected to summarize all the regional feedback.

Recommendation   Members unanimously agreed that all proposed changes (outlined in Powerpoint at http://www.soils.usda.gov/partnerships/ncss/conferences/2006/west/WRCSS_proc.html) be accepted.
Charge 2:  Three interpretation issues were reviewed and  recommendations made to the NSSC. These were outlined in the proceedings at:
http://www.soils.usda.gov/partnerships/ncss/conferences/2006/west/WRCSS_proc.html
Issue 1:  NSSC Standard Septic tanks interpretation - No seepage in the aridic soil temperature regime.  (Also used in the National Catastrophic Mortality Animal Disposal Interpretations)

Issue 2: NSSC Standard Gravel Source - Duripans not considered to be a restrictive feature.

Issue 3: NSSC Standard Pond Reservoir Area absolute limiting slope changed from 15 to 50%
Action Item The Ad Hoc committee reviewed each of the three issues in depth.
Recommendations 
Issue 1:   NSSC Standard Septic tanks interpretation - No seepage in the aridic soil temperature regime
It was agreed that the western states should have been consulted before the criteria for aridic soils were changed. And the burden of proof to get it changed back should lie with a region that did not request the change. 

While there may be less hazard of seepage in soils with aridic moisture regimes, the aridic moisture regime is not a good criterion for excluding ratings.  There is simply no way evapotrasporation will keep up with liquids transported out of septic leech fields at depths below 40 inches.  Secondly, if there is a limiting layer below 72 inches, sandy materials will carry water rapidly and seepage can occur. Aridic soils that are sandy below 60 cm. should still receive a fuzzy rating greater than 0.0 for seepage hazard, but probably less than 1.00.
It was agreed the recommended fixes should be implemented: 1) Eliminate the parameter where aridic soils do not have seepage, 2) fix the property for Ksat BOTTOM LAYER. 
There was further discussion on what is considered a restriction and whether to change “Depth to Bedrock” to “Depth to First Restriction”.  Duripans, petrocalcics, and petrogypsics are usually less restrictive but it is not understood by everyone at what point they would act like bedrock, whether paralithic or lithic. So item “3) change the property for Depth to Bedrock to Depth to First Restriction and include duripans, petrocalcics” may need further testing.

Issue 2: National Gravel Source - Duripans not considered to be a restrictive feature 

It was agreed the interpretation needs to be fixed.  Non-gravelly soils should never be rated otherwise and assigning it a rating of good source is very misleading as well as incorrect. The problem lies in the assignment of null data to 1.  
There is a major philosophy shift in the way the NSSC Gravel Source suitability is functioning. It occurs in the nationally used interpretation that has been copied by OR, WA, NY, MO12, IN and ID as well as CA, although the CA version now rates duripans as restrictive after CA created local properties, evaluations and rules.
The “extremely weakly cemented” and “very weakly cemented” classes would probably not be a limitation for the Gravel Source limitation.  

Issue: NSSC Standard Pond Reservoir Area-  Absolute limiting slope changed from 8 to 50%
The “legacy” NSSC standard interpretation always rated slope limitations for Pond Reservoir areas as such:

Ames Description Prior to 1996:

Table 620-28 Pond Reservoir Area.

5. SLOPE (PCT)        <3       3-8
 >8     SLOPE

In 2000 the NSSC criteria was changed to:

4.  Slope: Steep slopes impede site preparation and construction and restrict reservoir size and shape.  Soil feature considered is the component slope.

Property used: SLOPE (Modality - low, high, representative value)


Restriction limits:



Limiting

=> 50%



Somewhat limiting
 > 10 and < 50%



Not limiting

=< 10%


No one on the committee was aware of this change.  It was agreed 50% slope is far too steep.  The ad hoc chair has had discussion with state engineers about this and they agree.  Committee agrees with returning to the 1993 NSSH slope criteria for pond reservoir areas.

