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#########################################################################

NASIS REPORTS UPDATE

Lynn DesLauriers, SDQS

Region 10 MLRA Office

This is to update all of you on changes and additions to the reports in NASIS.  

· The Region 10 Map Unit Generator and the Region 10 General Map Unit Generator reports have been modified to display the months and depth of ponding and months and frequency of flooding only when there is ponding and/or flooding.  If there is no ponding and/or flooding then the following is displayed:

Flooding:  None

Ponding:  None

If there is no wet soil moisture status or it is greater than the bottom of any moist or dry soil moisture status the following is displayed:

Wet soil moisture status:  More than X.X feet all year (where X.X  feet is the bottom of any moist or dry soil moisture status for that component)

The Region 10 Cropland and Forest Consideration reports now ignore any populated duff layer in the horizon table.  I asked for and received comments from field soil scientists in forested areas on whether to consider the duff  layer in forest practices.  The general consensus was to ignore the duff  layer for the forest consideration reports.  Properties used in the reports that query the surface layer now use the first layer immediately below the duff  layer.  Properties that are a calculation to a certain depth, such as available water capacity to a depth of 60 inches, calculate available water from the bottom of the duff layer to 60 inches below the bottom of the duff layer, as if the duff layer did not exist. Thank you to all soil scientists who provided input to the development of this criteria.
· Some water management interpretations are now available under the national report option in NASIS.  The report MANU – Table WMS-1. Water Management w/fuzzy rating provides interpretations for pond reservoir areas, embankments, dikes and levees, and excavated ponds.  Interpretations for drainage, irrigation, terraces and diversions, and grassed waterways are in draft form and should be available in report form in the near future.

· Bob Nielsen has received the comments that many of you have forwarded to me concerning problems with the interpretations.  He recently notified me that he has modified the interpretations in question and that they should be tested again to assure that they work properly.  I would encourage all of you to test the interpretations on your data when you have time.

· The interpretation MANU – Table ENG-1. Construction Materials. w/fuzzy rating gives different results than the comparable legacy SSSD interpretation.  The SSSD interpretation used the Unified classification system with a modification for less gravelly soils that have > 25 percent not passing the #4 sieve.  The NASIS interpretation requires that the soil have less than 50 percent material passing the #4 sieve to be rated as probable.  Many outwash soils that traditionally met the SSSD criteria as a probable source of gravel do not meet the NASIS criteria and are not displayed as a probable source of gravel.  A new report is available under the local report list named Region 10 – ENG-1. Construction Materials w/fuzzy rating.  This report modifies the national report to include as a good source of sand and gravel all soils that have less than 50 percent passing the #10 sieve.  Please run both of these interpretations against your data and compare the results.  The local interpretation can be modified to include soils with somewhat more than 50 percent passing the #10 sieve.  

NOTE:  ANYONE WHO WANTS TO PROVIDE INPUT ON THE APPROPRIATE CRITERIA FOR A GRAVEL SOURCE INTERPRETATION SHOULD CONTACT:

LYNN DESLAURIERS, SOIL DATA QUALITY SPECIALIST

PHONE: (651) 602-7864

E-MAIL: LYNN.DESLAURIERS@MN.USDA.GOV
YOU MAY WANT TO CONSIDER CONTACTING CONTRACTORS AND OTHER USERS OF SAND AND GRAVEL SOURCES FOR INPUT.

#########################################################################

NSSH SECTION DATES

John Gerken [State Soil Scientist, Ohio] asked that I date the parts of the 

National Soil Survey Handbook to accommodate those offices that have to use 

hardcopies.  I will do this within the download index on the web, however, 

for your immediate needs refer to the enclosed.  Our intentions are too 

maintain the web copy both as current downloadable files and current html

files on the web.  We encourage you to provide web access to this and other

handbook of the directives system.

National Soil Survey Handbook (current)

                                       (Microsoft Word 6.0 Files)

Preface

Contents        1997

     Introduction (Part 600)                                    1996

     National Cooperative Soil Survey Organization (Part 601)   1999

     National Cooperative Soil Survey Conferences (Part 602)    1998

     Working Agreements (Part 606)                              1999

     Survey Preparation (Part 607)                              1999

     Program Management (Part 608)                              1999

     Quality Control and Quality Assurance (Part 609)           1997

     Maintaining Soil Surveys (Part 610)                                1997

     Applying Soil Taxonomy (Part 614)                          1996

     Amendments to Soil Taxonomy (Part 615)                     --

     Soil Survey Interpretations (Part 617)                             1999

     Soil Properties and Qualities (Part 618)                   1999

     Soil Interpretations Rating Guides (Part 620)                      1996

     Soil Potential Ratings (Part 621)                          1996

     Ecological and Interpretative Groups (Part 622)            1997

     Automated Soil Interpretations (Part 623)                  1997

     Soil Quality (Part 624)                                    1999

     Preliminary Field Procedures (Part 627)                    1997

     Glossary of Landform and Geologic Terms (Part 629)                 1998

     Benchmark Soils (Part 630)                                         1999

     Soil Survey Investigations (Part 631)                              1997

     Soil Data Systems (Part 638)                               1996

     National Soil Information System (NASIS) (Part 639)                1997

     Soil Survey Manuscripts (Part 644)                                 1996

     Soil Map Development (Part 647)                            1998

     Soil Geographic Databases (Part 648)                       1997

     Land Resource Regions and MLRAs (Part 649)                 1997

     Advance Soil Survey Information (Part 651)                         1996

     Technical Soil Services (Part 655)                                 1999

Subject Index                                                   1996

    ---------------------------------------------------------------------

From: Gary Muckel <Gary.Muckel@nsscnt.nssc.nrcs.usda.gov>

*     *     *     *     *

NOTE:  The NSSH is one of the ‘’Soil Survey: Guides, Books, References, Procedures’’ available on MO 10’s web site (http://www.mn.nrcs.usda.gov/mo10/mo10.html).

#########################################################################

NASIS 5.0 RELEASE DELAYED UNTIL DECEMBER 2000
The next major upgrade of the NASIS software (5.0), originally scheduled for October 2000, has been delayed until December to include a new design for the ‘SSURGO Format’ export.

The current SSURGO Format Export in NASIS repackages the NASIS data into a ‘SSSD look-alike’ export file.  Unfortunately, this export cannot include more than six horizons (layers) per component, nor more than three components per map unit (these are two of the parameters that are required for a SSSD look-alike data set).

Being that most of our NASIS data mapunits for recent soil surveys now contain more than six horizons and three components, a the current SSURGO Format Export generates many errors and fails to create the SSSD look-alike export file.  These issues will be not be a problem in the NASIS 5.0 SSURGO Format Export.  

Also part of NASIS 5.0 will be the ‘central server’ concept, which will make the entire national set of NASIS data available to all NASIS users.  A prototype of this is available through nasisclient, but this access to NASIS is currently read only;  the central server concept will permit editing.

Submitted by: John Handler, Soil Data Quality Specialist, MO 10, john.handler@mn.usda.gov
#########################################################################

TOPICS FROM RECENT MANUSCRIPT CLASS IN INDIANAPOLIS

Topic #1 The manuscript interpretation reports using the interpretation

generator are poorly documented.

NO! That is not true.  It was our own ignorance that brought up this

point.

To get a complete documentation of a given report the following

procedure must be followed.

1. Read the description of the report to see which rules are being used

for each column.

2. Select the rules using the National query  "Rule by Rule name".

3. View Rules-Rule

4. Zoom in on the rule description or print the national standard report

"UTIL - Rule Descriptions".

5. Scroll down to the bottom of the description and you will see a

complete rating guide.

6. In many cases this rating guide will match the rating guide in the

NSSH for standard interps that we have used in the past.

7. It should be noted that in NASIS 4.0 the rating guides do look pretty

bad and print out poorly.  The wrapping problem makes them very

difficult to understand.  However, it is believed that in NASIS 4.1 that

the text fields will be much easier to format and at that time the

documentation of the rating guides should be much clearer.

A note for Resource Soil Scientists in particular.  When SSSD was

converted to NASIS certain columns were filled in.  In particular the

horizon depths were placed in the RV columns.  If you use NASIS to put

in on-site data from scratch, these RV columns must be filled out

properly or the Interpretation Generator will not work properly.

Thanks to one of our RSS for spending much time learning this the hard

way, and thanks to Bob Nielsen for being there to help out.

Topic #2  From MLRA-11 Manuscript Course

Which reports should I use?

For the most part, MLRA-Region-11 has no specific set of reports that we

require.  Soil Survey Partnerships are encouraged to evaluate the new

National  Manuscript Reports that use the Interpretations Generator for

adoption.  We also have a few  Interpretive Reports for Forestland under

local which were developed using the National Rules.  In addition, Rick

Fielder of Arkansas has developed a group of interpretive reports which

you might want to consider.  Do not feel restricted to any particular

set of manuscript tables.  You should choose the reports that meet your

customers needs, and meet publication standards. (Publication

standards-neat, easy to understand, not ambiguous)

The advantages to using the Interpretation Generated reports are as

follows:

1.  The new standard PWM has been developed for the use of the newer

reports and this PWM will be promoted in Region-11.

2.  The new National Reports have been developed using the 1994 NSSH

rating guides.  This means that the data in your database and the

interpretations will match.

3.  Running the new interps will help you identify data population

needs.  i.e.  If you get "+'s" or "*,s" it means that you have null data

or that default values were used in the interpretations.  By following

the steps in the previous elm you can identify which data elements need

to be populated.

What are your report options if you are not comfortable with publishing

fuzzy interps in your older surveys?

1.  You can hand populate the crisp interpretations in the

interpretation-restrictions tables of NASIS and use the corresponding

tables.   This is particularly important if you have an older survey

that uses the 1983 rating guides and you have to update a report for

that survey.

2.  You can run the new National reports to evaluate your data and then

check the interpretations against the frozen values in the

interpretation-restrictions tables of NASIS and use the manuscript

tables that print from these tables.

3.  You can mix an match tables.  You can adopt the interpretive tables

that meet your needs, and you can create your own tables by selecting

the columns that you wish to publish and putting them together.

Why are we encouraging the use of the National reports or modifications

of them?

1. Remember that the National Tables came as a result of requests from

the States and MO's.  These tables give us an excellent base to work

from.

2. Each product should be responsive to the users needs.  In some

surveys multiple forestland interpretive tables should be included while

in other surveys multiple cropland, or urban land interpretations should

be included.   This is the power of NASIS.  You can use the database and

report writing options to customize the National Reports to meet your

clients needs.

3. The National reports handle the general case.  For some regions more

or less columns will be valuable for your manuscript and there is

nothing stopping you from tailoring your report to your customers.

What is the biggest hurdle that we face in the implementation of these

National reports?

For the most part the SSSD to NASIS conversion did not populate some

properties that are required by the National Reports.  If a value was

not important in SSSD it was left NULL.  In NASIS some of these NULL

fields must be populated or the rules need to be rewritten to assume

that NULL fields are non-limiting.

As a result, we must carefully analyze our data to ensure that RV's have

been properly adjusted and that the properties necessary for the

interpretations to run properly have been populated.

Contributed by:  Henry Ferguson, Soil Data Quality Specialist, MO 11 hferguso@in.nrcs.usda.gov
#########################################################################

SELECTION OF REPRESENTATIVE PEDONS

MLRA-7 Staff

11/99

A primary objective of the MLRA approach to soil survey is to provide consistent interpretations across county and state boundaries.  This is accomplished by considering the MLRA as the survey area and minimizing the importance of political boundaries. This and other objectives are clearly discussed in the NSSH and other documents (Calhoun, 1998; Soil Survey Staff, 1993). 

An important consideration in obtaining consistent interpretations throughout an MLRA is the selection of a pedon that represents the modal concept of a series within a geographic region.  This pedon should typify the range of characteristics of a series in an area by having most its significant properties lie close to the center of the property range.  (Some minor properties of the representative pedon may lie outside the normal range of that property; possibly a justification to construct artificial representative pedons.)  

Use of a MLRA representative pedon eliminates potential interpretive mismatches currently found along county or state lines.  To illustrate this, consider a series such as Arvilla, which has sand and gravel occurring between 14 and 24 inches.  If individual county pedons are used as representative pedons, there is the potential that a serious mismatch in interpretation (manifesting itself in different T factors) could occur along the county boundary.  This would happen if one county selected a representative pedon with the depth to the 2C horizon between 14 and 19 inches and the adjoining county selected a pedon with the 2C depth of 20 to 24 inches.  Of course, if thorough documentation indicated these local pedons accurately typify the series range on a specific landform, this discrepancy would be appropriate.   It is unlikely that a difference in series properties occurs at a political boundary and, as pointed out by Hudson (1980), the total range in characteristics for a soil series is usually found in any physiographic area. He goes on to state the desire to restrict the range for a series within a county is based upon the review of a very limited number of samples, not the true range found in the series population.

To eliminate these inappropriate mismatches, MO-7 has recommended the use, when ever possible, of one representative pedon for each taxonomic unit within the MLRA.  This agrees with proposals from the NSSC (Ratliff, 1992; Calhoun, 1998; Elmer, 1998) and is consistent with procedures used in other MOs.  Originally, it was hoped the MLRA Coordinator would review and analyze existing soil series data (i.e. OSED, county typical pedons, and MLRA Pedon Library).  Through this evaluation, a pedon that accurately represents that series within the MLRA could be selected.  In most instances this series would be or become the new OSED.  In reality, resources have not been available to do this time consuming evaluation (some series have over 125 pedons to evaluate).  Until the evaluation can be completed, the MLRA is recommending the OSED be used as the MLRA representative pedon where appropriate.

Although a OSED/MLRA representative pedon would eliminate many interpretive mismatches found along county boundaries, the OSED pedon still needs to be reviewed and possibly updated to represent the series in the survey area.  For example, the Maschetah series, established in Big Horn County, MT, has been correlated in MLRA 54 in North Dakota.  In North Dakota, documentation has shown this series normally has a calcareous Bw horizon.  A Bw horizon is allowed in the series but does not occur in the representative pedon.  A pedon with a calcareous Bw will be selected to represent this series in MLRA 54.  Pedons could be substituted for the OSED if documentation justifies the change (remember Hudson, 1980). A different pedon could be potentially justified when a component occurs in different physiographic areas within a MLRA, on different landforms (upland vs. fan) or on substantially different slopes. Some component variability could be managed within the data map units by adjusting soil properties (e.g. lowering a component's surface organic C when the component is found on steeper slopes, etc.).

The MLRA suggests incorporating this proposal into all progressive and update soil surveys.  Prior surveys would not be changed until they are brought into the update or maintenance mode.

Calhoun, Thomas. 1998.  Reasons for adapting the MLRA organization approach to soil 

survey.  NCSS Newsletter, Issue 4. 

Elmer, Steve. 1998. Updating the MLRA soil survey--concepts, chronology, and 

application. NCSS Newsletter, Issue 4.

Hudson, Berman D. 1980. Ranges of characteristics--how valid are they.  Soil Survey 
Horizons Vol. 21. No. 3.

Ratliff, Larry. 1992. Update and maintenance of soil survey by MLRA. National Soil 
Correlation Workshop, May 5-8, 1998.

Soil Survey Staff. 1993. MLRA: Soil survey by geographic area. USDA-NRCS, National 
Soil Survey Center.
#########################################################################

NASIS DATA WAREHOUSE

The eventual destination of all soil survey data in into the hands of our users – NRCS folks, cooperators, the public, etc.

NASIS does provide three different exports that can serve this purpose.  However, only individuals that are able to access NASIS can obtain data in this manner; also the format of the export files may not be easily adaptable to our users’ computer systems and software.

In other words, most of our users are barred from directly accessing the NASIS data, need to go through a NASIS user to obtain this data, and may receive the data in incompatible formats.

The NASIS Data Warehouse is intended to allow anyone access to soils data via a web link.  States will post and update the information in this warehouse whenever necessary (probably through a NASIS export).  The idea is to have one web site to which the public can go to obtain the most up to date soils data for any survey area in the country (rather than have to visit multiple states or counties for the same data), and to receive their data in a format compatible with commonly used software packages (Excel, for instance).

If this sounds a lot like the MUUF (Map Unit Use Files) associated with SSSD, that’s correct.  But with the information in MUUF becoming more and more out of date and incompatible with today’s computer technology, another method to disseminate our soils data to the public is necessary.

The Warehouse is expected to be on line in April 2001.

Submitted by: John Handler, Soil Data Quality Specialist, MO 10, john.handler@mn.usda.gov
#########################################################################

SIMILAR/DISSIMILAR SOILS/COMPONENTS

1. NASIS is just a tool, there is nothing that says that we have to

represent our data any differently than we did in SSSD.

2. Some individuals were very uncomfortable with the idea of allowing

properties outside a series range to be populated if that series name

was used as the name of the component.

3. One suggestion was to rename the component   "Series and similar

soils".

This suggestion waters down the concept of the series-component

relationship.

4. A second suggestion was not to name the components at all.

This suggestion abandons the utility of the series concept when

describing the soils on the landscape.

5. We have always allowed properties that were outside the range of a

series to be represented in the tables.  However, these properties did

require a correlation note or the ranges in the tables would have been

cut back to "original s-5 ranges".

6. NASIS has given us the ability to tell it like it is.  NASIS has also

placed the editing ability in the field.

7. The amount of data shown in the database should be consistent with

the amount of documentation that we have gathered from the field.  If

we don't have much, we shouldn't show much.

8. Quality control is at the field and quality assurance is at the MLRA

Regional level.  If control is not exercised in the field office it will

be imposed at the state office level and hopefully before the product

gets to the MLRA Regional level.

9. Newer reports/exports/interpretations  have been designed to

"aggregate data from multiple components for interpretive purposes.

This approach could help with the similar/dissimilar problem.

10. We can overwhelm the public with too much extraneous information.

We should try to boil our notes down to a few minor components so that

it is easier for the user to understand.

11. Users generally are ready to accept  more information than we have

given them in the past.  The more the better.

12. We have always insisted on consistency.  If  minor components are

described and/or their properties and interpretations included in tables

for one mapunit, it would generally be thought that the same level of

documentation would be required for all mapunits in a given product.

13. When data mapunits are shared, project leaders will have to be

careful about which data they bring into their selected set, and which

reports they run against that data to get a consistent product.

Biased summary:  Whenever possible it is best to maintain the tables

associated with a component name to remain within the range of the

series concept that is used to name it.  When the aggregation function

has been perfected, it would be helpful to populate similar soils as

additional components and designate which major components  the similar

soils should be associated with.  Until that time, properties that are

outside the range of the series should be noted in component text

notes.  There was a suggestion that the component kind should reflect

the fact that the properties are outside the range of the series.

In general the "minor components" should be summarized/combined and

limited to two or three.  Additional detail regarding mapunit

composition should be described in text notes which belong in the

mapunit text notes and in the data mapunit text notes.  It is important

to present a balanced picture of the soil properties to the public.  A

clearly described map unit is informative to the user.  A laundry list

of possible components is not necessarily helpful.

Please note that this is a very conservative/historical approach to soil

survey.  I am very torn with all the possibilities in NASIS. I would

really like to populate components as they occur in the field.  I just

think that it turns quality control and quality assurance into a

nightmare.   On the same note, be aware that properly populating the

RV's will go a long way toward telling the user a clear story.

AS and example.

Series 1 is not named and has rock fragments of 15 to 35 percent

Series  2 is  named and has rock fragments of 35 to 50 percent

In the field the dominant range of rock fragments for the mapunit is 30

to 45 percent.

The RV in the database is 37 percent.

The RV tells a much better story than populating the database with the

entire range of 15 to 50 percent.

Although a range of 30 to 45 percent is the "true" range, a range of 35

to 45 with an RV of 37% probably will give similar interpretations to a

range of 30 to 45 percent.

The “true” range could be documented in either of two different ways.

1.  as a text note or 2. as a populated similar soil whose properties

would be aggregated with component one.

Contributed by:  Henry Ferguson, Soil Data Quality Specialist, MO 11 hferguso@in.nrcs.usda.gov
#########################################################################

SKIN CANCER

June is "Skin Cancer Awareness Month".  Over 800,000 cases of skin

cancer are diagnosed each year in the United States.  Approximately 5%

or 40,000 cases are malignant melanoma, the most deadly form of skin

cancer.  It is most common in women between the ages of 25 and 29.

Nearly 7,000 people will die this year as a result.

When detected early, it is almost always curable.  What can be done to

prevent skin cancer from developing?

        - The sun's ray are the strongest between 10:00 a.m. and 3:00

p.m.  Limit the time in the sun during this time.

        - Wear sunscreen - at least SPF15 and apply 15 minutes before

going outside.

        - Protect your face and eyes with a wide brimmed hat and wear

sunglasses.

These are just a few suggestions to remember as you go about your work

in the field.

Contributed by: Laurie J. Otte, Safety & Health Officer, laurie.otte@mn.usda.gov
#########################################################################

RV (REPRESENTATIVE VALUES) DATA IN NASIS

Several excellent discussion points were addressed at a recent training

course. I am going to try to represent them to [Region 11] for

future discussion. Please pardon my "bias" which I am sure will show

through on these topics.

The first topic was never really addressed at the course, but was

implied by other topics.

Topic 1:  What about showing RV's in tables?   Example for pH:

5.0-6.2-6.5

1. We have never done this in the past.

2. This will make the tables wider and in many cases will result in

multiple tables for Physical, Chemical, and Engineering properties.

3. Interpretations in many cases will be generated using RV's.  If this

is so, we should really show them.

4. AWC has always been a judgement call.  We have used RV's to calculate

AWC listed in the MUD.

5. RV’s were calculated as a simple average when data was converted from

SSSD and should not be published or distributed as fact until they have

been reviewed and confirmed.

6. Implication for downloads: Will we be including data that has not

been thoroughly reviewed?

Biased summary: Yes, I believe that RV’s should be provided in downloads

and listed in manuscripts. No, we are really not ready to do this even

though we have the ability.  I do not feel that we have spent the time

to verify all of the RV’s in NASIS. Yes, downloads are being developed

that do include the RV’s and they will be distributed in one form or

another.

Implication 1:  We had better get our act together and thoroughly review

the RV’s in NASIS

Implication 2:  This is such a huge job that it is going to take all of

us at every level to help review and confirm the data.

Implication 3:  If we do not have the time to confirm all of the RV’s we

should probably state that they are not considered “certified” data when

a download is done.  Is this an acceptable alternative? Probably not.

Contributed by:  Henry Ferguson, Soil Data Quality Specialist, MO 11 hferguso@in.nrcs.usda.gov


#########################################################################

                          WEB SITES OF INTEREST

1. On-line soil surveys for Alabama -- text, tables, and maps:

   http://www.ga.nrcs.usda.gov/mlra15/alsoilnt/stofal.html
2. On-line Soil Survey Manuscripts.

   http://www.statlab.iastate.edu/soils/soildiv/surveys/onlineman.html
3. SOILS EXPLORER - A digital soil map viewer for SSURGO on CD-ROM

   http://www.statlab.iastate.edu/soils/nssc/explorer/soilex.htm
#########################################################################

                   CHANGED ADDRESSES AND PHONE NUMBERS 

1. Art Voigtlander has accepted the MLRA 90 and 93 Soil Survey Project Leader position located in Ladysmith, Wisconsin.  He formerly was the Project Leader for the Mille Lacs-Kanabec County Updates in Milaca, Minnesota. 

   His new communications links are: phone (715)532-7629 

    FAX (715) 532-9933      Email: arthur.voigtlander@wi.usda.gov
    Surface mail: Ladysmith Service Center
                  1120 West Lake Avenue

                  Ladysmith, WI 54848-0222 

2. John Lucassen has accepted the MLRA 92 and 93 Soil Survey Project Leader position located in Ashland, Wisconsin.  He formerly was the Project Leader for the Keokuk County Update in Washington, Iowa.

His new communications links are: phone (715)682-9117 

      FAX (715) 682-0320     Email: john.lucassen@wi.usda.gov

 Surface mail: Ashland Service Center

                    2012 W. 3rd Street

                    Ashland, WI 54806-0267

#########################################################################

ACTIVITY SCHEDULE (through  July 15--subject to change)

MLRA DATE      ACTIVITY                     LOCATION          MO 10 STAFF

---- --------- ---------------------------- ----------------- -----------

103  Jun 07-09 Progress Field Review        Brooklyn Center   Giencke

104 Jun 12-16 Final Field Review (Blackhawk Cty) Waverly          Hempel

105 Jun 12-16 Final Field Review 

                – Field Portion (La Crosse County) Richland Center   Jahnke

105  Jun 18    Field Visit                  Rochester         Hempel
all  Jun 12-16 Leadership Meeting           Bismarck          McCloskey

all  Jun 19-23 North Central Work Planning Conf.  Grand Rapids, MI  McCloskey

                                                              Giencke

#########################################################################

     CONTRIBUTIONS, IDEAS, SUGGESTIONS, AND QUESTIONS ARE WELCOME

This newsletter is intended to be a forum to distribute information of

a general nature that will benefit soil scientists in soil survey project

offices. It is hoped that it will foster communications and sharing of

knowledge among those soil scientists in MLRA Region 10.

                           *     *     *     *     *

Articles from other newsletters are often included to distribute ideas

and comments from other areas of the country; these ideas and comments

are not necessarily identical to those used in MLRA Region 10.

                           *     *     *     *     *

The format of this newsletter is intentionally simple so that it can be

received, read, and printed by the project office having the least

sophisticated computer and printer setup.

                        *     *     *     *     *

Thanks to those individuals who participated this month. It is your

efforts that have made this newsletter a success.

                         *     *     *     *     *

Please submit your articles at least five days before the end of the

month for inclusion in the following month's newsletter. Otherwise it

will appear the following month. Occasionally, due to other workload

demands, it may be an additional month before the article appears.

Generally, articles are inserted in the order they are received.

Articles in an electronic format can be submitted to:

john.handler@mn.usda.gov.

Articles in a paper format can be sent or faxed to:

   John Handler

   MLRA Region 10 Office

   USDA - NRCS

   375 Jackson Street - Suite 600

   St. Paul, Minnesota  55101-1854

   FAX: 1-651-602-7914

                        *     *     *     *     *

Previous month's copies of this newsletter are available at:

   http://www.mn.nrcs.usda.gov/mo10/mo10.html
#######################################################################

USDA NON-DISCRIMINATION STATEMENT

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual orientation, or marital or family status.  (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs).  Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at 202-720-2600 (voice and TDD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W, Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202) 720-5964 (voice and TDD).  USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
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