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I\/n@(;a Research Team Proposals

PEDON DESCRIPTIONS
(MRT #1, 2, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 11)
 Amount (%)

e Method used to determine amount

e Size classes <2mm (2 classes)
* |Inherited materials - kind

— biotite, muscovite

o “Micaceous” textural modifier
 Manner of failure — “greasiness”

 Add “mica” as a horizon fragment choice
(Pedon and component)



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
From the standpoint of data and information population, this in a nutshell is what the MRT is requesting:

PEDON

Amount – Two options

% area covered on a broken face or spread onto a solid surface (qualitative).

Grain count analysis of the .02 – 2 mm fraction (coarse silt to very coarse sand) (more quantitative).



Committee response/recommendation 

Favorable -  The committee understands that weight and volume (which are dependent on the assumed particle form factor (thickness, compared to the other two dimensions) are simply too subjective. 

Amount can be recorded today, in the pedon notes that accompany the descriptions.

Requested more clarification with regard to source charts used for estimating % area covered. 

********************************************************************

Method used to determine amount

grain count

% area estimate



Committee response/recommendation 

Favorable, however, more clarity is requested on which two methods (page 4) being proposed by the MRT (we think grain count and % area estimates?). 

The committee assumes that weight and volume estimates, (which are dependent on the assumed particle form factor (thickness, compared to the other two dimensions)) are not being proposed as methods.



********************************************************************

Size classes (2)

Split the fine earth fraction into two classes (0.02 - 0.25mm and  0.25mm – 2mm).



Committee response/recommendation 

Mixed - The rationale is not completely understood and needs further discussion and explanation before a committee consensus can be reached. 



********************************************************************

Kind (biotite, muscovite)

Subsequent to this committee review, discussions with the MRT Leader indicates that,  implied in this proposal to subdivide the micaceous mineralogy into biotitic, muscovitic, and micaceous is the request to also include kind of mica in the pedon description and component information.   



Committee response/recommendation 

No recommendation at this time - This was not included in the review material, and has not been discussed by the review committee.  This will require further explanation and discussion before a committee consensus can be reached. 



********************************************************************

“Micaceous” textural modifier – applied to any horizon where ≥ 1/3 ribboned surface contains mica visual comparison to surface area charts or locally developed pictorial charts.  This request and related qualitative criteria are similar to other modifiers in the system, such as mucky, peaty, ashy(?), grassy, mossy, marly.

  

Committee  response/recommendation

mixed response

One suggested a more quantitative approach, such as ≥ 10% mica by weight (grain count 40), see page 15, 1st paragraph. “This has interpretive value and could be used in interpretations.’

Concern that there is too much population of mica related properties/descriptive terms.  After all, if % mica is entered in the horizon, is a textural modifier really necessary?

recommendation 

Generally not approved by the committee.  The main issues are related to necessity, lack of a quantitative definition, and concern over adding complexity to an already complex system. 



********************************************************************

Manner of failure

Committee  response

Some wanted assurance that greasiness was actually a manner of failure

[on “little or no,” “moderate”, and “significant” criteria] - Too subjective, most are asking for a more concrete, perhaps quantitative definitions for the classes, 

others thought greasiness might not be necessary in light of amount and size attributes

concerns with the term “greasy” and implications of the greasiness class

Questioned significance. How do they relate to soil performance?

“smeariness” failure class seems very similar to the above: “…fingers skid, soil smears…”

the amount of mica left on ones hand should not be criteria for manner of failure

If the “inherited minerals” table moves forward, do we really need greasiness classes?  



recommendation

The committee recommends not adopting at this time until this property can be more specifically described; its quantitative assessment, how it contrasts with smeariness, and perhaps whether greasiness should be restricted to mica soils only.  It has been used in describing organic soils. 





********************************************************************

Add “mica” as a horizon fragment choice (Pedon and component) -  Add “mica” to the Pedon and Component Horizon Fragment-Kind choice lists in NASIS.



Committee  response/recommendation

Agreed�


MiCa Research Team Proposals

INTERPRETATIONS & COMPONENT INFORMATION
(MRT #9, 10, 12)

Formal request to National Leader for Soil Survey Interpretations

. Soil slippage potential

- criteria for mica amount and size, percent slope, and configuration.

- Implement a two-tiered interpretive class system for high-mica
and low-mica soills.

 Create a new workgroup to address NASIS data population
and soil interpretation issues.

6/5/2007



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Paraphrasing from the committee’s review comments and the narrative discussion in the MRT report (page 15), developing predictive models for a complex set of interacting soil properties is extremely complex, and will consume a lot of time and resources.  In the past, the soil scientist was given the latitude to override an invalid interpretive result if there was historical evidence to support that decision.

  

Since NASIS, interpretive criteria must be developed to generate meaningful predictions of soil behavior. Overriding NASIS-generated interpretations by basing the override on observed soil behavior is not permissible.

  

Committee response/recommendation Therefore, by necessity, the committee fully supports this MRT recommendation.  According to NSSH 617.03, the National Leader for Soil Survey Interpretations leads the development, maintenance, and revision of soil interpretive technology and develops policy relating to the application of soil data for standard and national interpretations. Therefore, assistance should be formally requested of the National Leader for Interpretations, NSSC.  



It is conceivable that a task force could include specialists from the National Technology Support Center(s), NCSS cooperators, local, state, and regional scientists. �


I\/I?(;a Research Team Proposals

INTERPRETATIONS & COMPONENT INFORMATION

COMPONENT INFORMATION

Ist Choice
— Amount

— Size

— Inherited materials - kind
(biotite, muscovite)

6/5/2007

2"d Choice

— “micaceous” textural
modifier

— Manner of failure



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Committee response/recommendation

The MRT report does not discuss the component side of NASIS. In order to generate soil interpretations some properties associated with mica will be needed in the map unit component.  It is anticipated that these properties will become more apparent by the workgroup assigned to resolve the NASIS population and Interpretations issues.   



The MRT believes the properties listed in the 1st choice box are viable elements for the component side of NASIS.  �


I\/n@(;a Research Team Proposals

SOIL TAXONOMY PROPOSALS
(MRT #3, 13, 14, 15)

 Replace percent weight with grain count for mineralogy class

 Redefine micaceous (eliminate paramicaceous) to “more than 45 percent
(by grain count) mica and stable mica pseudomorphs in the 0.02 to 0.25
mm fraction.”

« Circulate proposed revision of the mineralogy key for review and testing.

 Establish new series for those soils that have low mica content in the
upper part and high mica content in the lower part.

Committee recommendation - distribute in the next round of Taxonomy of
proposals soils so that data from a broader region or regions can be

evaluated.



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Committee response/recommendation

The first three bullets proposals to amend Taxonomy. There was general agreement to distribute these in the next round of proposals. The third bullet was not particularly well received, because of the concern for inadequate data on most micaceous soils to differentiate biotitic or muscovitic.  One individual suggested these could just as easily be made at the series level, where needed.

This fourth bullet is related to soil correlation and the ability to consistently map these soils.  The committee felt these kinds of correlation decisions should be made by the responsible scientist at the local and regional level. �


I\/n@(;a Research Team Proposals

RESEARCH ISSUE

 I|nitiate an investigation to modify soll erosion factors (Kw and
Kf) based on mica content, size, and shape.

Committee recommendation - Agreed-to in principal.
« The ARS has jurisdiction over research of the soil erodibility factor k.

 The request should be elevated to the ARS through the Soil Survey
Division.

6/5/2007



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Committee response/recommendation

Agreed-to in principal.  

The ARS has jurisdiction over research of the soil erodibility factor k.  The request should be elevated to the ARS through the Soil Survey Division.  

However, don’t expect quick results.  Recent correspondence by the SSD for additional research into “k” have not progressed beyond the request phase.(re: Hipple’s request to evaluate the current nomograph for Ksat, high organic matter, and high silt + very fine sand)�


I\/I%a Research Team Proposals

SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE RESPONSE TO THE MICA
RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS

PEDON DESCRIPTIONS 1,2,4,5 6,7,3, 11
INTERPRETATIONS O, 10, 12

SOIL TAXONOMY 3,13, 14,15
PROPOSALS

RESEARCH ISSUE

6/5/2007



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
5--Rationale for creating two fine earth classes is not completely understood, and may come out as a result of the NASIS  Interpretations working group recommendation.



6 – Hesitancy to add “micaceous” textural modifier, although reviews were mixed, the reasons for rejecting related to necessity, lack of a quantitative defn., and concern over adding complexity to an already complex system.   



8 – Greasiness--The committee recommends not adopting until this property can be more specifically described; its quantitative assessment, how it contrasts with smeariness, and perhaps whether greasiness should be restricted to mica soils only. 



13 – Establishing/correlating series with low-mica/high mica appears sound in principal, but should be left to the discretion of the MO with regard to mappability and interpretive need.  �


Field Book for Describing and Sampling Solls

From Schoeneberger, et al, 2002, Page 7-1

From Schoeneberger, et al, 2002. Page 7-1 From Schoeneberger, et al, 2002. Page 7-1




