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Report

Participants: Cynthia Stiles (chair), Larry West, Phil Schoenenberger, Ed Dunkinson, and Tom Reinsch (National Soil Survey Center, Lincoln); Maxine Levin (NRCS – NHQ); Bill Wehmueller (NRCS – Salina, KS); Cam Loersch (NRCS – Lincoln, NE); Tim Gerber (Ohio DNR); Ken Olson (Univ. Illinois); Mickey Ransom (Kansas State Univ.); Phil Owens (Purdue Univ.); Dave Hopkins (North Dakota State Univ.); Doug Malo (South Dakota State Univ.);  Marios Sophocleous and Margaret Townsend (Kansas Geological Survey)
The North Central Research Needs Committee met during the two assigned break-out periods during the conference.  During this time, participants listed above reviewed the revised charges of the committee, discussed the goals and potential foci for regional collaborative projects that would be administered by this committee.  

Cynthia Stiles, chair, opened the discussion with a review of the agency alignment and charges as follows:

Alignment

Under the Soil Survey Division Strategic Plan for 2005-2015, the Research Needs Committee operations and outputs are aligned with Objective 4 under Mission Function 2 – Keep soil survey relevant to meet emerging and ever-changing needs.
Objective 4
Organized, prioritized, and systematically conducted research that addresses resource concerns and provides information necessary to meet users’ interpretive and data needs.

Initiatives
1. Develop, preferably in collaboration with non-agency partners, a comprehensive research agenda that assists in addressing soil survey mission needs
2. Implement research projects which are specifically designed to address those needs. Topic currently emphasized include:
a. Dynamic soil properties

b. Benchmark soils

c. Soils with gypsum and soluble salts
Performance Measures (Committee Charges)
1. Propose/design/maintain at least three projects per year for the region, preferably involving non-agency cooperators and MLRA personnel, using protocol highlighted in the Project Worksheet. 
2. Production of annual committee report describing progress on assigned tasks for active MLRA research projects.  Each project will have a coordinator who will submit a concise and clear summary of activities and accomplishments.
3. Publication of results of finished projects in one of three venues (ranking from best to acceptable): refereed journal articles, technical notes, or open file reports.  Internal reports are acceptable as progress updates and are utilized as framework for the final output product, but are not acceptable as final product.
4. Integration of key information obtained from research projects, when possible, with public access venues such as Web Soil Survey.
Discussion:

Changes in NRCS Research and Laboratory Staff assignments and duties was covered by Larry West, with ensuing discussion on the impact of changes and the implications for project coordination through the NSSC in Lincoln.  It was indicated that Phil Schoenenberger and Doug Wysocki were liaison personnel for the North Central Region and that Cynthia Stiles, although active in the North Central Region for the past six years, has been assigned to other territory.  She will remain as chair of this committee until a replacement can be identified to facilitate this transition. 
Maxine Levin emphasized that any projects involving NRCS personnel and facilities need to have the blessing of the state soil scientist and state conservationist to receive full support and credit.  The mechanism of processing proposals through the NSSC will be developed and implemented by Larry West and review process will be through the National Research Priorities Advisory Committee. 

Cynthia Stiles covered the new directive for individual MLRA’s to establish research projects, opening a potential source of cooperative efforts between NCSS and non-agency cooperators.  The issuance of field lab kits (HACH field kits) was discussed, with emphasis that the kits will provide a first cut estimate of critical properties that assist in making appropriate decisions for mapping soils.  Particular concern was voiced about the influx of loosely controlled data into NASIS.  There was a call for quality control / assurance oversight by the Soil Survey Laboratory to avoid problems associated with bad data.  Tom Reinsch and Larry West clarified the nature of data access of this information through NASIS.  Cynthia Stiles also covered the collaborative efforts undertaken to develop a field kit for permanganate – oxidizable carbon (active C) that is currently being tested with seven cooperators across the US.  This project provides an excellent model for agency-university collaboration that can be emulated in other projects.

Floor was opened to discussion with the suggested focus guidelines:  Water movement in the landscape, benchmark soils, and dynamic soil properties.  The following points were brought up in the discussion:

1. There is a critical need for in situ Ksat measurements on soil landscapes and a database to populate with this data that is tied to soil characteristics.  Phil Owens introduced this topic and pointed out that many engineers are back-calculating Ksat from first iteration model runs rather than obtaining true measured values.  Discussion followed about what platform would be most suitable to enter data, probably connecting NASIS and its descriptive information with the already utilized composite database in which Ksat information now resides.
Recommendation 1: Link NASIS with Ksat composite database to formulate a single delivery vehicle for this information.  The supporting data to be included will be components of calculated Ksat and will encompass a broad range of acquisition methods. Keep this portion of the database updated with real time data whenever possible.
2. Benchmark Soils/Soilscapes are the recommended focus for the MLRA research project efforts, reviving the obvious need for a unified updated list of critical benchmark soils.  Doug Malo brought up that the NCERA-3 committee plans on producing a publication in which characterization information from at one benchmark soil from each participant state will be presented.  Discussion then followed about the state of the benchmark soils list and the required update to bring the list in alignment with emphasis on catenary relationships that are related to water movement through landscapes. Bill Wehmueller suggested that each MO should be charged with producing updated benchmark soils lists for consideration and compilation at the NSSC. Cam Loersch then suggested that it would be better for the State Soil Scientists to undertake this task, possibly following up with MO input prior to finalization.  Further discussion focused on the importance of benchmark soils as components of catenary hydrosequences, thus allowing research to be tuned to two critical components as defined by Soil Survey Director, movement of water on the landscape and benchmark soils and soilscapes. 
Recommendation 2: Revise and update the Benchmark Soil List to provide a framework for future investigations.  Each State Soil Scientist should provide a list of their benchmark soils, categorized by the qualifying four criteria: 1) extent of area; 2) holds a significant position in Soil Taxonomy; 3) has a great deal of information on characteristics; or 4) occupies a unique ecological/agronomic niche.  
3. Dynamic soil properties:  A dynamic soil property is a measurable characteristic of soil that is sensitive to disturbances or management and could either be 1) recover within a few hundred years in the absence of anthropogenic disturbance or under proper management, or 2) be nearly irreversibly changed.  It was agreed that this is a vague definition and could cover just about anything.  The ranking results of an earlier survey of twenty DSP were shared.  Of the twenty presented properties, the top eight were: Infiltration rate, Total C and N, Wet/dry aggregate stability, CEC, Bulk density, EC.  These properties are already pretty well addressed in traditional characterization analyses and should be abundant in NASIS and delivered through Soil Data Mart.  Discussion followed on the usefulness of integrating benchmark hydroscape evaluation with these properties as a baseline assessment across different locations with different management systems.  This integration of three critical components would produce an excellent framework for collaborative work and would satisfy the need for critical data acquisition.  
University cooperators were asked by Larry West about what topics should be the focus of future efforts.  The response was 1) Digital technology, 2) providing real time data for modelers, and 3) fine-tuning soil characterization database to suit an audience of novice users who are not familiar with soil science principles.
A final discussion point was brought up – Ecological Site Descriptions.  Time and focus did not allow a fully developed discussion on this topic and the committee decided to table this discussion until next year’s meeting.  Follow-up will be made to evaluate the feasibility of connecting ESD work with benchmark soils and dynamic soil properties.

Meeting was concluded with a call for co-chair to serve in the 2010 North Central meeting, satisfied by indicating the Randy Miles (Univ. Missouri – Columbia) will be filling this position.  Chair discussed this assignment with Dr. Miles and confirmed his commitment.  Meeting concluded with review of the two proposed recommendations and a call to continue activities of this committee.  
Recorded by C. A. Stiles, Chair

