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ABSTRACT

The 180 soil associations (specific landscapes) of Wisconsin,
that are shown on the general soil map (scale 1:250,000), are rated
on a four-part scale with respect to a number of agricultural and
silvicultural yields. These include yields by soils of fisld CIOPS,
canning crops, truck crops, cranberries, livestock (cattle in particular),_
hardwood forests and pine forests. These are useful soil ratings for
overall land use planning for the state, but make no attempt to provide
the detailed information required for actual planniﬁé of management of
a particular parcel of lénd. Explanations are given of the methods
used in the study.

A comparison is made between a soil preoductivity score card and
crop yield tables in developing the ratings. The crop yield tables are
found to be preferable.

Average yields of all kinds of vegetation per unit area are
approximated for the ten major soil regions shown on the color soil map
of the state. Estimates of annual yields of harvestable vegetation are
converted into energy units theoretically recoverable by burning, to
indicate quantities of energy being produced by photosynthesis on soils
of the state.

The many different kinds of scils in Wisconsin lie on the land-
scapes in a variety of groupings. The present analysis shows on a broad
scale which soil areas are most productive of the field crops, bog crop,

livestock, and forest crops mentioned.




PROJECT PROPOSAL: A SOIL ASSOCTIATION SUITABILITIES ANALYSIS WITH
RESPECT TO PRCDUCTIVITY OF FIELD CRCPS,

SPECIALTY CROPS, LIVESTOCK, AND FORESTRY.

Introduction

A proposal was submitted by M. E. Ostrom and f. D. Hole of the
Geologicai and Natural History Survey to the State Planning Office on
December 21, 1973 in response to a request from that COffice for an
agricultural and silvicultural soil suitability analysis based on the
Overlay Soil Map of Wisconsin (Hole et al., 1968).

Purpose

The purpose of the project has been to interpret the soil assoccia-
tions of the state in terms of their inherent capacities under good
management to produce agricultural and silvicultural crops. The
geographic distribution of soil landscapes (soil associations or soil-
scapes) of different productivities may serve as a guide to land develop-
ment by Wisconsin citizens and state agencies.

Project task

The task has been to evaluate and classify the soll associations
depicted on the Overlay Soil Map in terms of severity of hazard and

limitations, expressed as soil productivity on a four-part scale:

1 = Most productive, with fewest hazardous areas.

2 = Moderately productive, with some hazardous areas.
3 = Somewhat productive, with many hzzardous areas.

4 = Unpreoductive, with most areas hazardous.




In addition to these four ratings, a "not suitable" category was
proposed for soils on which a crop (cranberries; for example) is never
grown.

The interpretations were to be developed for field crops, canning
crops, truck crops, cranberries, livestock, hardwood forest and conifer-
ous forest.

Consideration was to be given to other interpretations, and a
bibliography was to be provided.

Special considerations

Completion of the assignment included special consideration of the
soil series within each soil association, and interpretations with
respect te the response of the soils to varicus uses and management
practices, as has been reported by the Soil Comservation Service and
University of Wisconsin agencies. Mapping and graphics will be the
responsibility of the Department of Administration. The Survey
developed a working relationship with the state development planners who
supplied information and guidance.

Project timing, consultant and financial requirements,

The project was scheduled to be completed by April 1, 1974, A
prefinal draft was to be submitted to the State Planning Cffice by Febru-
ary 20, 1974%. These dates were later advanced to June 1 and July 15,
1974, respectively.

Francis D. Hole, Head of the Soil Survey Division of the Wisconsin
Geological and Natural History Survey, and a member of the Scil Science
Department, was designated as project chief. He was released from his

regular Survey responsibilities to undertake this project. The budget
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agreed upon is on file.

Products

The products of the project are (1) a set of ratings of the soil
associations listed in the legend of the Overlay Soil Map of Wisconsin
in terms of field crops, camning crops, truck crops, cranberries, live-
stock, hardwocds and conifers; (2) cother interpretations of the soil

associations and other pertinent information; and (3) a bibliography.

i
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SCOPE OF THIS STUDY

This study relates to soil associations which are generalized
landscape groupings of soil series such as the Antigol, and miscellaneous.
land units such as Steep Stony Land. One hundred and ninety soil
associations are listed in the legend of the state soil maps (scales:

verlay ap, 1:250,000; and color map, 1:710,000). Information presented
in this report is to provide basic guldes needed in development of
regional land use planning, but is not detailed enough for conservation
planning, highway right-of-way characterization, or other predictions

of behavior of small parcels of land. This is illustrated by the first
three figures (Hole, 1973), along with a discussion of them.

Figure one is a sketch of a soil profile (about 5 feet deep) which
is a vertical face of a soil "pedon". The pedon is a term for a
representative column of soil selected for study in an individual soil
body2. The soil body itself, represented by a Downs silt loam in
southwestern Wisconsin, is about seven tenths of a milé long. Behavior
of this natural unit of land can be predicted from past studies and
experience of farmers, engineers and researchers with Downs soils.

Detailed soil maps showing particular bodies of soil like this can be

1l . . . i . .
Soil type designations, giving texture of the surface soil (i.e.,
Antigo silt loam), and slope phase designations based on a general

characterization of slope (i.e., nearly level) are subdivisions of the

i

series,
2 . . .
"Soil body'" is a synonym for the technical term, polypedon, used by

the U.S. Cocperative Soil Survey for the individual soil unit on the

landscape.
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A SOIL BODY

"4 A, -HORIZON
A,-HORIZON

453 C- HORIZON
TY{PARENT MATERIAL)

A SOIL PROFILE

- Fig. |., Diagram showing relationships betwesn

a soil body (the three~dimensional, complete soil
individual on the landscape), a soil pedon (an
arbitrarily chosen colummar column, 1 squars
meter in surface arca, selected for study), and
a soil profile ( a two~dirensional exposurs on
ene face of a pedon).
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obtained from the U.S. Secil Conservation Service, the Geological and
Natural History Survey and the Department of Soil Science, University
of Wisconsin.

A view of a particular slope in western Lafayette County, Wisconsin
is sketched in Figure 2. The strip of land depicted is so narrow
{about 1/% mile wide) that no individual soil bedy is shown complete.
Portions of eight soils are intersected by the strip, of which five are
lagbeled. At this particular site, the soils become shallower down-
slope. In fact, limestone outcrops may be common in bodies of Sogn
silt loam. This information is important in planning use of the land-
scape. The complete soil map of this area, showing all soil boundaries
in relation te¢ roads, streams, fields, woodlands and farmsteads, has
been published by the U.S.D.A. (Watson, 1966).

The generalized state soil map of Wisconsin groups the soils
shown in.Figure 2 under the first soil association unit in the legend:
"Al. Tama, Downs, and Muscatine silt loam, on undulating and volling
limestone ridges.”" Figure 3 is a tracing of a body of that soil assocci-
ation located in western Grant County. This individual scil association
body is about ten miles across, from east to west and contains about
1,200 individual seoil bodies. Only general predictions can be made
about behavior of such an entire soill association landscape under
specified management regimes, because of the variability of soil and
slope within it. ©Nevertheless, each such landscape has land ﬁse
characteristics that can be stated in general terms, such as suitability
and productivity ratings., The scope of this study is to present
interpretive information about soils at the scil association or scoil

landscape level only.

B



o —t

2.6%¢
02 5y A0 & 23
R\ w0
Weathered « s 5 N 12-20%
loess e o0 P F \}f&__
S
ss0 f/ T e ¥ Ll S
Residuum”] %‘@ ® & \
7 B N \\ ‘
900- 4 [ 7%_%7% <
7 7 [i/;l 7 1171 /‘]l:'l s \\
Lo L\ L _Galena | dolomite —
850 —L o\ 7t~ N
Elevation (ft) 7 rall Lo 7 YA 4 7 7 T T 777 7
Depth (f:)) 7 o & Mite
o L {v"ﬁol‘ 1 J
2y
A3 '
 B1
e 11821 _
o wus22 B
}
IIR
: : Al
1e2 bgsestica |0 ] : /
(R 5
Tama Downs . e 0 10 Miles
sift loam sitt loam Ashdale i i s
i d 1 Q cale
silt loam Dodgeville TﬁﬁJE ©
silt loam |13
Sogr Fig.3. A body of scil
silt . . s
roam asgociation AL in Grant

Fig. 2. Block diagram showing reprasentative soils of soil.
association Al. This landscape occurs in section 35, T.1 N.,

R.5 E.,Lafayette County, Wisconsin(Hole,1975).Parts of soil
bodies are shown on the land surfaca.

County, Wisconsin.

8T



17

The Geological and Natural History Survey, working with the
national cooperative soil survey, completed the new soil map of the
state of Wisconsin in 1968 (Hole et al.). The map consists of black
lines and symbols on transparent plastic sheets to be used as overlays
on the U.S. Army Map Service topographic quadrangle maps of the same
scale. In the same year a color map at a smaller scale (1:710,000) was
issued listing the legend of 120 units to the left of the map. The soil
boundaries on this color map are occasionally interrupted by lettering,.
so that the researcher must have recourse teo the overlay map for the
missing boundary segments. Appended to this report is a list of errata
in both maps.

A soil map is an encyclopedia of information, much of which is not
immediately evident to the viewer. The bulletin explaining the state
soil map is now in press (Hole, 1975). The names in each soil associa-
tion of the map legend {(such as Tama, Ashdale, Downs and Muscatine silt
loam) represent systematic variations in many physical, chemical,
biological and landscape properties. The shades on the color map are
chosen to make the ten majér soil regions and four additional prairie
soll subregions immediately distinguishaﬁle to the eye. But these colors
do not bring out the geography of soils with respect to any single
factor, such as productivity for corn or oats. Single factor maps may
be derived from the original map by assigning to each unit in the legend
a rating for a particular purpose. This has been done in thié study
with respect to several agricultural and silvicultural product

categories.
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SOME CONSIDERATIONS WITH RESPECT TO SOIL PRODUCTIVITY RATINGS

The general term "prime agricultural land” is difficult fo define,
Soils are used to produce so many agricultural and silvicultural units;
both vegetable and animal, that it is necessary to rate each soil with
respect to each product unit. Furthermopre irrigation and fertilizatioﬁ
can convert an unproductive sandy solil into a first rate one, as
indicated in Table 3 for several soil assoclations of soil region c.
Therefore, in this report (Table 3}, ratings are given for a number of
product units: field crops (represented by field corn and oats),
canning crops (such as peas, sweet corn, snap beans, beets), truck
crops (carrvots, lettuce, potatoes, onions, cabbage, mint), cranberries,
livestock (cattle in particular), hardwoods (with emphasis on oak,

Quercus sp.) and pines (white and red; Pinus resinosa and Pinus.strobus)"

After issuing a soil map and report for the North Central Region
(Aandhal et al., 1960), the N.C. Regional Technical Committee number 3
on Soil Surveys published a bulletin {(Bender et al., 1965) giving
tables of estimated average annual crop yields under two levels of
management for Important soils of the region. Effects of climate,
management, slope, surface soil thickness and subsoil characteristics
were discussed. Regional yield estimates for selected soils were up-dated
by Fenton et al. in 1970. Bartelli et al. (1966) presented a summary of
the relation between soil surveys and land use planning. Klingelhoets
et al. (1866) issued a bulletin containing tables of agricultural and
silvicultural crop yields for Wisconsin. These are heavily used in the

Present report. Even though crop vields have increased since 1965
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(see Table 1), relative positions of soils in rating systems have remained
about the same with respect *to the uses considered here. Representative
of bulletins reporting scil productivity information for other states in
the North Central Region are those by Fenton et al. (1971) (on page 23

of which guidelines are given for establishing corn suitability soil ratings:Table 8,
this reporfand by Fehrenbacher et al. (1967, 1970), Odell and Oschwald
(1971) and Runge et al. (1867, 1969). Influences of slope, degree of
erosicn, degree of wetness, depth of soil, kinds of soil parent material
and variations in precipitation were consideved. Moss {1972) in
Saskatchewan has reviewed the rating soils. It is presumed by many
workers that the more actual field trial data is available and the more
scophisticated the computerized statistical treatments of the data
(including computerized map print-outs, as jllustrated by Anderson et al.,
1973), the more firm are the resulting ratings. However, less complicated
studies like the present one have the advantages of speed, simplicity, and
reliance on the judgement of experienced specialists.

Riecken (1963) presented a discussion of some aspects of soil
classification and soil interpretation for agricultural purposes. TFigure
4 shows how the most specific and detailed categories of soil classifica-
tion provide the surest basis for making seoil productivity estimates.
Therefore, in the present study, estimates for individual soil series
and types were used as a basis for developing the ratings presented in
Tables 3 and L.

The Soil Conservation Service has developed a system of land capabil-
ity classes and subdivisions thereof (Soil Conservation Service, 1983,

1973). Representative capability designations are given in the right

et
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Table 1. Increase between 1965 and 1970l of average yields for corn fov

representative soils in the North Central Region, U.S.A.

Year
Soil 1965 1970
bu/acre bu/acre
Blount silt loam 84 98
(1-5% slopes)
Fayette silt loam 92 111
(2-6% slopes)
Milaca loam 65 75
(4~6% slopes)
Muscatine silt locam 1062 140
(1-4% slopes)
Onaway loam 78 91
(6-12% slopes)
Plainfield sand 49 54

(1-5% slopes)

Average yields for high level management are quoted from Bender et al.
(1965) and Fenton et al. (13870).

2 Note that Fig. 4 gives 90 bushels as average yield under low level

management in Iowa as of about 1963.

ol
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Examples from Riecken (1963) of ranges of corn yields on soil

units of different degrees of generalization from an

hierarchical soil classification (S0il -Conservation Service,

1967), from most specific (Muscatine silt loam, a somewhat

poorly drained Brunizem; Aquic Argiudoll) to the most general

{Udolls and Ustolils).

Judson silt loam is a colluvial or local

alluvial Brunizem (Cumulic Hapludoll), and is therefore more

variable in perfeormance than Muscatine silt loam,

21
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column of Table 3 for each major soil in each association. They reflect
the range of degree of hazard or limitation of each scil for agriculture.
Muck soils (soil associations J12 through J15) are commonly placed in
Class IIT although these soils may be the most productive of truck crops
in the state {(soil association J15). Areas of soils of Class I and Class
IT closely approximate best lands for field crops.

Westin in South Dakota has developed a system for evaluating soils
in terms of dollar value per acre, and has published a state map in these
terms (Remote Sensing Institute, South Dakota State University, 1973).

Ratings presented in this report will surely be complemented or even
superceded in decades to come as a result of new land management systems.
For example, Stahmann (1968) and co-workers (Gerloff, Lima and Stahmann,
1965) present evidence that concentration of protein from alfqlfa by
mechanical methods could raise the protein yield of an acre of soil
several-fold. Since alfalfa may be grown without soil erosion hazard
on steeper slopes than can grain crops, the effect of adopting protein
production methods suggested by Stahmann would raise the ratings for
many hilly and rolling soil associations. In some areas chemical and certain
biclogical improvements of land management have surpassed physical
aspects. Tor example, scme goils arve highly fertile and amply deep, but
have limited preoductivity because of reduced infiltration caused by
compaction by machinery, surface soil crusting through rain drop impact
on 301l exposed early in the growing season, and restricted populations
and activity of soil fauna like earthworms that create macropores in the

soil., If in the future the physical condition of soils, particularly as
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it affects soil aeration and hydrology, are dramatically improved, soil
productivity ratings will rise accordingly.

To stimulate thought about possible unconventional soil rating
systems two additional tables have been proposed. Table 4 indicates
productivity by all kinds of vegetation in terms of energy yield. Table 5
gives a general estimate for each of the ten major_soil regions of annual

production of organic matter by all kinds of vegetation.

e L
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METHOD USED TO RATE SOILS OF WISCONSIN WITH RESPECT TO THEIR

PRODUCTIVITY FOR SELECTED AGRICULTURAL AND SILVICULTURAL CATEGORIES

The ratings given in thié report are approximations which are useful
guidelines for state-wide land use planning, until such time as furthér
research findings will support precise evaluations. The following steps
were taken to aprive at the generalized ratings presented in Table 3, as
explained in more detail later.

1. The proportionate extent of each major scil and land type in

each soil association was determined.

2. A relative yield rating for each item (field crop, conifers, etc.)
was assigned to each soll type (or phase) listed by Klingelhoets
et al. (1966). The yield rating was on a scale of C to 100.

3. A rating on a scale of ¢ to 100 was obtained for each soil
association for each product category, by multiplying proportionate
extents times yield ratings and summing.

4. Each rvating on a scale of 0 to 100 was converted into a rating
on a scale of 4 to 1 by a method of quartering the larger scale.

5. Ratings arrived at were raised or lowered intuitively by
F. D. Hole and A. J. Klingelhoets, on the basis of long experience

in the state.

Determination of proportionate extents of soil and land types in soil

associations.

Two methods can be used to cobtain areal data on composition of soil
associations. They are: (1) actual measurement of areas component soil
and land type bodies; and {(2) estimation of proportionate extents of soil

components.
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The second method was used in this study because actual measurement,
which is a laborious process, has been confined to a small part of the
state. Detailed soil maps do not exist yet for much of northern_Wisconsin‘
making such measurement impossible for those areas. Frazier (1974) has
reported results of some of this work in southeastern counties. Estiméte;
of proportionate extents were made by F. D. Hole in consultation with
A. J. Xlingelhoets on the basis of experience in the field over many years,
and in the light of acreage estimates obtained from sample field plots by
the Soil Comnservation Service (1971). Table 7 presents some of this
information. Estimates of proportionate extents of soil association

components are given in the first column of Table 3,

Assignment of relative yield ratings for each preduct unit.

Use of the Soil Productivity Score Card (Berger, Hole and Beardsley,
1952) was studied in the course of this project. Results are repcrted
in Figure 7 and are discussed toward the back of the report{p.118). Ratingé
obtained by use of the card are similar to but probably not as valid as
those based on yield estimates.

Ratings given in Tables 3 and 4 were determined by the yield estimate
method, that is they were based on estimates of long time average yields
of principal field and pasture crops and of well~stocked forests, both
hardwood and conifercus, as reported by Klingelhoets et al. (1966).

Frequency percent curves, like that in Figure 8, were constructed for
various products. Annual yields per acre in bushels (Figs. 8, 9), tons
(Figs. 10, 11, 12), and board feet (Figs. 13, 1h, 15,.16) were converted
to a scale of 0 to 100 as indicated on the upper margin of each of the

figures mentioned. Increments along the scale were not uniform in length
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because widths of the two central divisicns were based on the mean and
standard deviation of the mean, as listed.in Table 2. In Figures 8 through
16 positions cf means and deviation values are shown graphically, and
ratings on a four-part scale are indicated.

A sample calculation is given below for soil productivitj rating of

soil association Al for field creps (corn, cats).

Table A.
Product of
multiplication
Estimated Rating for of last two
Soil # % of area corn yield® columns
Tama silt loam 60 G5 57.0
Ashdale silt loam 20 75 15.0
Downs silt loam 15 83 12.5
Muscatine silt loam 5 100 5.0

89.5 Rating = 1

# Common slope phases are listed by Klingelhoets et al. (1960).
#* The corn yield spectrum (see Figure 8) was scaled to 0 to 100%, with
the yield of Muscatine siit loam, the highest (130 bushels), reported -

as 100,

Field crop ratings were made for each soil type and each soil
association by determining relative yields (on an 0 to 100 scale) for

corn and for oats. The higher of the two ratings was used in each instance.

By this procedure soils of southern counties were rated by their corn
yields and soils of northern counties by their oats yields. Eighty three

percent of these final ratings seemed reasonable and were therefore
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score card method (Berger, Hole and Beardsley, 1952}, and

(2) the crop vield estimate method (Klingelhoeté et al., 1966;

and this report). Ratings ars for soil assocciations.
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Table 2. Values derived from scil productivity tables (Klingelhoets_éE'ég.,

1966) to determine boundaries between the four soil productivity

ratings used in this report for rating soil associations of

Wisconsin,

Cropl Mean yield/acre . Standard Deviation
corn 85.1 bu 18.6 bu
Oats 63.5 bu 10.3 bu |
Corn silage 13.4 T (85% moisture) 3.0 T %
Alfalfa-brome hay 3.54 7T 0.73 T %
Red clover- E

timothy hay 2.69 T 0.55 T |
Bluegrass pasture 1,15 7T 05T j
White pine 467.8 BF 62,2 BF F
Red pine bhs5.9 BFE ' 59.5 BF
QOak 158.7 BF 55.6 BY
Mixzed hardwoods 175.6 BF 49.0 BF

1 . . . . . . . s :
Crops underlined wereemphasized in estimating soil association produc~

tivity ratings in this study.
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Alfalfa~brome hay annual yield-frequancy
curve for soils listed by Klingelhosts et al.
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recorded in Table 3 as calculated. Ratings for thirty-three soil associa-
tions were shifted by the writer, 20 of them upward one step and 13 down
one step. It can be seen from Table 6 (column CYEM-b) that many rétings
were on the borderline between two classes.

It is assumed that moderately high levels of management are widespread.
This entails addition of ammendments as needed, and reasonable control of
weeds, pests, and of soil erosicon, and drainage of wetlands. It does not
include irrigation of level fiélds nor drainage of the large bogs (mucks
and peats) of soil region J. In Table 3 additional ratings for irrigated
and drained fields are given at appropriate places.

The curves of Figures 8 through 16 were not used in rating the soil
associations for canning and truck crops. These ratings were set
intuitively in relation to the field crop ratings. It is assumed that
production of canning crops (listed previouslyj requires more inputs than
ordinary field crops, and production of truck crops is even more demand-
ing. It is further assumed that these extra inputs are regularly made.
Even so, ratings of soil associations for these two special agricultural
uses are not always as high as for field crops. In some instances soil
associations with small wetlands that are difficult to drain may inter-
fere with efficient canning or truck crop farming. Irrigation of level
lands is assumed to be a common practice for canning and truck crops, and
special ratings are given in Table 3 for soils under irrigation.

Cranberry production is assumed to be confined to acid peats and mucks
with some overlap onto adjacent acid black =sands.

Livestock production is based on an average of relative yields of

bluegrass pasture, alfalfa-brome hay and corn silage. Resulits of calcula-
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tions of ratings, using the procedure illustrated in Table A, were found
unrealistic in a number of instances by the author,.who raised the ratings
where this seemed necessary to express the actual potential of the lands
in question.

Hardwood amnual yield ratings were based om an averagé of oak and
mixed hardwood forest yield estimates. Coniferous forest annual yield
ratings were based on an average of red and white pine yield estimates.
It is interesting to note that resulting ratings seemed unrealistically
low in many instances. This suggests that wide experience and common
sense do not agree with results of the yield estimate method of determining
ratings so far as conifers are concerned. Ratings recognized as being
unreascnably low were elevated by the writer.

The writer believes that it has been a sound procedure in this project
to Intuitively alter ratings arrived at by fhe laboricus procedure
described above and illustrated in Table A. The yield estimate method may
be appropriate in many cases; but is not guaranteed to apply with

equal validity under all cipcumstances.

et g




b2

ADDITICNAL INFORMATION

Minimum feagible area

In some instances, govermmental units are asking what the minimum
size of a body of agriculturally productive soils should be to warrant
protection from drastic changes in land use, such as from agriéultural
to urban uses. To designate a 1,000 acre parcel on a 250 acre parcel as
the minimum size for feasible agricultural unit is to be arbitrary. In
Table 3, the next to the last column gives an estimated maximum size of
possible operational.units in each soilscape (soil association), This
estimate was made by the writer by visual Inspection of the color soil
map of the state. This estimate of sizes is a gulde for planning large
agricultural units, but does not meet the need for a definition of minimum
sizes of operational units. Investigation of this topic is beyond the

scope of this project.




Table 3.

Ratings for soil productivity of soll associations of Wisconsin (shown on the state soil map, scales 1:710,000
and 1:250,000) for several crop and livestock categories.l

Region

< PRODUCTIVITY FOR » | robable
& maximum
E% Map Soil Can- Cran- Forestry size of
£ Sym-— associlation Field|ning Truck|berri~|Live-|Hard-{Conifers{an opera-| Representative
8;b01 (with estimated Cropsi{Crops |Crops| es stock |woods tlonal Land Use
IS areal percentages) landscape| Capability
unit Classes
1000
Al | Tama (60), Ashdale (20), 2°"®S
Downs (15), and 282.3 1 1 2 - 1 22 2? <10,000 ITel, IITel,
. IIW2
% Muscatine silt loam (5)
T . S SRR (VRPN VOO SV FRNR N S VOSSPSR N W
~ [
‘d |42 | Dodgeville (80),
gk
"%E Ashdale (30), and Sogn |[197.3 2 3 3 - 2 4 Y <10,000 ITel, Ile2,
ar IITel, IIIe2,
o5 silt loam (10) VIsS
TO o e e et e it e e o S e s e e e e e e e e
BE
o A3 Dubuque (60), Palsgrove
e IIlel, IITe2,
4 5 (25), Sogn (10), and 263.4 2 3 3 - 2 2 2 <10,000 Vis§
ol o
é‘§ Dodgeville silt loam (5)
TOF - o e o o e e s e e i e e et it ke i s it it e s e i e s ] s e o v e s e s e i e e e e - 0tk 1o e o e . o e e o i
33
= Schapville (50),
g
H5
N Derinda (30}, Vlasaty ITIe6, I1Tel,
e} "32.0 2 3 3 - 2 L 4 <2,000 ITwl
@ (15), and Calamine ‘ '
.8 . -
A silt loam (5)
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Table 3 Continued

Soil | 4 PRODUCTIVITY FOR _, |Provavle |
B o . ! . maximum _
o |5 [Map ~association ; Can- Cran-— Forestry size of |. Representative
0| ®) Sym- (with estimated ! Fieldining | Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard |Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
%}%}bol areal percentages) Abea | Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
A | B : ' landscape| Classes
4 unit
1000 (acres)
acres
A5 | Fayette (55), Palsgrove -
" IITel, IIle2,
& (20), Dubuque silt loam | 667.5 | 2 2 3 - 2 2 <10,000 |VI6, VITs6
~ _ :
P
SN (15); steep rocky land
O e e e e mmd e L e oy e e et o s o e —————
58 =
19 AB | Palsgrove (50), Dubuque
© by . ‘
K (25), and Fayette silt | | _. IITel, VIs6,
& o 1,1584.5 2 2 -3 - 3 2 <20,000 (VIIsl
g1+ loam (10); steep rocky -
E |
@ land (15)
[ UV SN U S IS S AR SRR PR VU SR SO
('
B s
§ . A7 | Fayette (70), and Seaton .
e
218 silt leam (15); steep 214.0 2 2 3 —— 2 2 <10,000 |IIel, IIIel
| b0
H rocky land (15)
'fg et o 1t e i o e e e e e e L e i S frmmm e e e e e e
q A8 | Seaton (60), Palsgrove
“\ . ITel, Ile2a,
(20) and Dubuque silt 6.6 2 2 3 - 2 2 <5,000 |IITelb, IITe2,
Ivel
loam (10); steep rocky
land (10)
i e A Bk e . A bk o e S e s i P e it S e . L _______________ L ————————————— L ______ J¥ R, T i ———

. — -,

I o T o
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Table 3 Continued

Y

Soil 4~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Probable

. L maximum
o fiiap _§53001a?1on Can- Cran- Forestry gize of Representative
S &l Sym- (with estimated Field {ning [Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-|{ lLand Use
Y gkxﬂ. areal percentages) Area |[Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock jwoods tional Capability
B8 landscape| Classes

] Uni‘t

adA8  |Dubuque (60) and

4]

B Palesgrove silt loam ITel, IIe2,

. yu7,0 | 2 3 3 - 2 2 2 <10,000 | IITel, IIle2

0 (30); steep rocky

2 land (10)

bﬁ ————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

5 :

= Al0 |Baraboo (75) and

o

2\ Skillet silt loam

g ' 34,5 | 2 3 3 — 2 2 2 <1,000 VIs6, IIw3

& (10); steep rocky

e

land (15)
All [Richwood (70), Toddville

o (15), and Bertvand silt | 102.9 | 1 1 2 - 1 22 32 <100 Ilel, IITel,

F Ivel

i loam (15)

P | e e e e o e e s e e et e o o 1t e e et it e amam ma ies  fme e —m

w0

o|Al2 |Bertrand (65), Curran

E (10), and Arenzville

)

:J silt loam (10); Dakota 156.1 | 1 2 2 — 1 1 1 <100 II, IIIsl

_ .

B |(10) and Meridian (5) Tz, 12

ai

loams
________________________________________________________________________________________________ §
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Table 3 Continued

Probable

. Soil g PRODUCTIVITY FOR " maximum
e S| Map ( ?iiozligloi 4 Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
2 giSym— arewi S n?a € ) Field [ning Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers|{an opera-{ Land Use
2| 3lbo1 a. percentages Area [Crops|[Crops |Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
a § landscape} Classes
unit
. - N
Al3 | Tell (60) and Curran T Unirrigated ?
. ' 2 - 2
(30) silt loam; 3 2 2 IIsl, Ile2,
=y 21.5 . <100 ITwl, IIw2
= . . Vi T 3 ]
e Ettrick (10) silty clay A . rrigated '
0
~ _— - — —
& loam 1 ! 1
o3 S VUSRS SN UUURPRPTN SYUSIPIVN E ASSPR [OURY U AR SO S N
he
w1AlY4 | Dakota (70) and Onamia - Unirrigated -
[
]
— (20) loams; Waukegan 2 2 3 — 2 3 2
= | 177.2 <100 IT, IITsl
H (5) and Antigo (5) silt “ Irrigated - ITe?
Z
* 1 loam 1 1 1 - - ~-= —-=

—

9h



Table 3 Continued

; Probable
. r [ —————n T = X
R So%l - i 1 PRODUC IVITY FOR max imum
o {EMap associations | % Can- Cran- Forestry size of | Representative
3 EESym— (with estimated | ' |Field |ning {Truck [berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
21 3ol areal percentages) ] Area } Crops|Crops [Crops| es stock |woods " |tional Capability
s ’ : C landscape| Classes
= | unit
: i
5 I (acres)
Bl Knowles (30) and Morley '
! ; : : ITe6, IIIeG,
(55) silt loam and rocky'| 10.1 . 2 3 y3 -— 2 2 2 <50 IlIe2, IVeb,
o ‘ ? ! ' IVe2a :
% land (15) | |
— i i .
o T s Bt Bt e e o T T SR el e e
gl |B2 Hochheim (60), Theresa ! : : |
O e : i 3 IIlel, IVel,
il (30) and Brookston 89.1 '} 2| 2|3 - 2 2 2 <100 VIel, IIwl
o | ‘ !
B9 (10) silt loam ﬁ
5| & | | . i i
Q) | = e v e e e o o o o e e e e e s s 0 e o s 0 s S e T i o S e o B h e s  n  —— T e oy S T e ke, i T g, A i T i e T e e i o Sk e T Pkt TSP o, g
alo } :
of |B3 Pecatonica (60) and 7
=] N :
B : ;
b Flagg (30) silt loam; : : ITel, IIlel,
o | 2vaail 2 2 |3 - 2 2 2 <100 IVel, IVel,
= Baraboo (10) silt loam, . ‘ IITe2, IVe2,
o] ; Ve2
%) !
. stony :
m ______________________________ _IJ _______ "I" ___________ 'Fr_"_'”'T' I T T e S e T T AR T T T e R e o e S e -‘ ________________
BY Casco (50), Rodman '
| IVe2, IVed,
(50), Fox (15) and 1 1u3.8 3 4 I - 3 3 3 <1000 IVeld, VIe3,
' © o Ish
Lapeer (10) loams

Lh



Table 3 Continued

, ¢ PRODUCTIVITY FOR » |Frobable
> Soil max imum
o |'8|Map association Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
St 8sym- (with estimated FieldIning |Truck |berri-|Live- Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
¥ & bol areal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops|{Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
“1 9] ' landscape| Classes
- unit
B5 Ringwood (50), Durand (acres)
(40) and Ripon (10 silt |13%8.6 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 <5,000 I Tel, IITlel,
. IVel, Ile2, Ille2,
locam Ve?2
BS Dubuque (40), Pecatonia
(30), McHenry (20) and 31.6 2 2 2 - 2 2 2 <1,000 IIe2, IITe2,
) IVe?2
& Whalan (10) silt loam
% ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
:§ B7 Pecatonica (40), Dodge
g
= (30), McHenry (25)
2 151.6 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 <1,000 IlIel, IVe,
b and Whalan (5) silt IITe2, IVe2
£ o
ﬂ loam
o
R e NIV RSVUYUESY URH SRRPIV S NSRS U VST AU S SN
B8 Lapeer (50), McHenry
(20) and Miami (30) 89.3 | 2 3 3 - 2 2 2 <1,000 | IITel, IITel,
100 Vieh
511t leoam {30) with 50
rock outcrops J




Table 3 Continued

4——mmee——” PRODUCTIVITY FOR s (Frobable
o) Soil maximum ‘
o | "Bl Map association Can~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
G| Blsym- (with estimated Field [ning |Truck |berri-|Live-!Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
& ghxﬂ. areal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops|Crops! es stock [woods tional Capability
# ol landscape| Classes
£ .
unit
(acres)
B9 |{Morley (40), Blount (30)
ITe6, IITeb,
and Varna silt loam (15),} 31.3 2 3 3 - 2 2 2 <100 IIwl, IIw2
Ashkum silty clay loam
(15)
B10 [Flagg (40), Pecatonica
(50) and Mingo silt 55.8 2 2 3 — 2 2 2 <1,000 IIel, IVel,
g IIw2
- loam (10)
BL J
T b e o e e e e e e e e e e SRS WO S R — o i o o e a0 e
3
‘91 Bll |Miami (50), Mclenry
]
4 (20), Crosby (15), Iffel, IIwl,
00 128.8 2 2 3 -- 2 2 2 <1,0C0 ITw2
= and Brookston (15) silt
-
2 lcam
B12 |Theresa (50}, Hochheim .
_ IITel, IVel,
(40), and Nenno (10) 25,6 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 <1,000 VIel, IIw2
silt loam
B13 |Miami (50), Dodge (25), .
7 303.56 1 2 3 —— 2 2 2 <10,000 I1Tel, TIwl
| and Pella silt loam {25)
______ Lo e e e e e e s — e e e A b I

B



Table 3 Continued

. PRODUCTIVITY FOR » |Probable
. maximum ‘
o B/ Map Soil Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
S8 sym- association Field ining |Truck|berri-|Live-[Hard-|Conifers |an opera-| Land Use
¥| ojbol (with estimated Area [Crops|Crops{Crops| es stock jwoods tional Capability
=9 areal percentages) landfcape Classes
B unit
{acres)
Bl4 | McHenry (40), Lapeer
{35), Miami (20) and
71l.4 2 3 3 - 2 2 £1,000 IiTel, ITITe4,
Brookston (5) silt VIed, IIwl
loam
B15 | Lapeer (40), Pardeeville
<10,000 | IITe4, IVel,
& (30), Boyer (20) and 170.8 | 3 3 y — 3 2 VIet, IITel,
i ITIsk, IITe7
3 McHenry loams (10)
] S i NS AU SR NS NN RSN DU AU S AN A
S:: = -
2'1316 Knowles (25), Ripon
i _
™ (35), Casco (30) and 10.2 3 3 4 - 3 2 < 1,000 Ife2, IVe2,
ke VIie2, VIe3,
- Sisson (10) loams ITel
] O VU SNSRI NS I SN S N SRR ‘SO PN pRDY SO
B17 | Theresa (40}, Onaway
(35), Fox (20), and Ilel, IITel,
98.8 | 2 2 3 _— 2 2 <1,000 | IVel, VIel,
Salter (5)-silt loams ITe2, TIle2,
IVe2, VIe2
and loams ]
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Table 3 Continued

4~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR s |Probable
o maximum
 [EiMap Seil Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
i Eisym- ~association Field [ning |Truckjberri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-{ Iand Use
&1 Bibol (with estimated Area |Crops{Crops|Cropsi es stock [woods tional Capability
SRS areal percentages) landscape! Classes

£ unit

" (acres)

El B18 | Fox (50), Casco (30) <& Unirrigated -

T

—

é and St. Charles (20) o 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 £1,000 IITe2, TVe2,
3 ‘o ) . VIe2, VIe3,
stratified substratum) < Irrigated - ITol

ht e

b gilt leoam 1 1 1 - - - —

e

—

r—‘

2|

Bl9 | -Morley (40), Blount
. _ ITe6, IITe6,

o (307, Ozaukee (15) 313.9 2 3 3 _— 2 2 2 <10,000 | IIs7, IIwl,

=N . \ ITw2

il silt loam; Ashkum (15}

—

o

H silty clay loam

R OO O [N SNV AU SOOI EOUUE UV S R I

-%0 B20 | Varra (40) and Elliott

+ ) ) IIsl, IIe2,

= (30} silt loam, Ashkum | 127.1 2 2 3 - 2 u b <1,000 IIwl, IIw2

e ] )

& ,

o (30) silty clay loam

) PO SOV IOV SN O d e S SO U A S

o

g1B21! Ogle (50), Durand (30),

@ Ilel, IIIel,
and Pella (20) silt 24,5 | 1 | 1 | 2 — b1 ] 2| 2 <1,000 | Ivel, ITwl
loam

_______________________________ TS SR JUVUURTN SRV SEVSUNURRIOTOE NPV SR UV SRR SO




Table 3 Continued

1 i
[ ! . i i
Sy | bl i b
} : 4 PRODUCTIVITY FOR' 5. |Frobable i,
2 Yy i . . maximum: i
o 1aMap Soil | : ; Can— ! Cran- | . Forestry size of |;Representative
S8 sym- | ~ association ' ‘ Field'ining |[Truck |berri-|Live~{Hard-|Conifers |an opera~ ELandﬂUSe“
é? Hbol (with'eStimated‘_s . Area’  |Crops|Crops |Crops| es stock jwoods |/ tional: ; Capability
§' areal percentages) i ! ‘ : i : ‘ ’ landscape| Classes
: ' . unit f
‘ ‘ 1 f (acres) |
B22 | Plano (35), Saybrook { : : !
' RN P j ! 5 : ;
(25}, Ringwood (20), AT ; s I o ‘I3, ITel, 'IITel,
R SRR (N -7 10 N S N [ 2 — 1 Wb ou 10,000 | ITwl, IIw2
Elburn (10) and Pella | ‘ ; | e
{ ; E
. : ! : f
(10) silt loam : ! |
_%)823 Miami (50), McHenry ? é |
~ : G |
g (30} and Brookston (15) | ;
" A 138.3 | 2 2 | 3 — |2 2 | 2 <1,000 [ IITel, ITwl,
b silt loam, with peat sin t E : i | cofteoven UTTIWS e
= ; BAETIE R I \ : f [
5 (5) and muck soils - f j ; |
4{6’ ----- e e e i ke ik e e i e e e i ——— s it o o e e e ] e -4-.—-—----—‘:- ——————————— h'—---v--——--u-—-—-————--—----——-;- ———————————————
g Ceoy | |
©|B24 1 Theresa (50), Hochheim :
5 | ; o | Ilel, IITel,
ke (40Y, and Nenno (10) ‘' 489.0 2 | 2 3 _— 2 2 2 10,000 | ITw2
2 o 3 o
g silt loam i ' t ORI SN
o ! - _ a :
""""""""""" S e e et At et el
B25 | St. Charles (40}, | ] i |
Dodge (20), Miami ! | | ITel, IITel,
: , 198.6 | 2 | 2 3 - 2 | 2 2 '<1,000. jImwi 1
(30) and Pella (10) SN T - } Jpoe A ;
silt loam E
T SR U (RPN (SRR RV VPSRRI SV SV U SR VO R

Zs



Table 3 Continued

< PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Probable
o maximum
o |'GiMap Soil Can- [Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o ?1Symm association Field |ning |Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers|an opera-i Land Use
ot &ibol (with estimated Area |Crops|Crops|Crops!| es stock {woods tional Capability
“ziﬁ areal percentages} ' landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
B26 | Metea (30), Puchyan
IIe7, IIle7,
(40), Miami (20) and 75.0 3 3 4 - 3 3 2 <1,000 IITed, IVel,
ITTel
% Lapeer (10) loams
I'"I"‘-""""" [ s e T — v —— T . W oD S — A ol S ] e ke S L ok i e e Y S ek T s o e v A DAL Sl il b e Al S Sk ks e e S . e o e o e e e e e B e e e o ——
3
¢ B27 | Lomira (50), LeRoy
Q
Z {35) and Knowles 113.5 2 3 3 - 2 3 L <1,000 Illel, IIIe2
=
Tg silt loam
b e e e o ot i e i i i e T S s i o Al et ) e e 0t ] e e e o i e o o e e i i s i i e e e e e o e e e
=}
Bl B28 | Lapeer (50), Pardeeville
il IIIe4, IVel,
% (30) and McHenry (20) £67.8 3 3 b - 3 2 2 <1,000 Ilel, Illel
=
& loams
B29 | Dodge (50), Lomira {35)
{ITel, IIIel,
and Knowles silt loam 49,1 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 <1,000 ITe2, IiTe2
(15)

€s



Table 3 Continued
e PRODUCTIVITY FOR > Zzzli;buie
[
o | AiMap Seil Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
g1 2 Sym- assoclation Field|ning |Truck|berri-|Live~|Hard-|[Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
& | &]bol (with estimated Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock [woods tional Capability
=18 areal percentages) landscape| Classes
= unit
o (
% Unirrigated e -acres)
23 B30 | Fox (40) and Casco (40)
- 3 3 3 - 3 3 2 ITe2, ITIe2,
a loams; Boyer (20) sandy |284.7 <1,000 ITITs4, ITle7,
& - Irrigated = ITIed, IVe3
o loam
1
' 1 1 1| - — | - - .
' g QPSP PV MG g PSS SV Q. O e AU VA Ui I P EIOU VRPN LN U RSN SOy P P,
i | W IR
1 B31 | Fox {(45), wWill (25), <% Unirrigated S frep. 11Tz
- . Te gilies,
E’«" Casco (20) and Fabius 81.8 3 2 2 -= 2 3 3 <1,000 IIw5, I1le3,
IVeld
>] 3 -
o (10) silt loam o Irrigated —3
=
LI 1 1 L R R B -
o4 B32 | Plano (50) and St. ~ Unirrigated >
&
vl .
prt Charles (25} (stratified 1 1 2 - 2 3 3 I-4, IIel,
= 197.3 7 <1,000 Ilsal, Ile2
g substratum), Warsaw (15) - Irrigated S
3
o, and Fox (10) silt loam 1 1 1 —_— — - -
L0 P PP VUSSPV ISURISNUN SUNPIONIIN SNSRI PRI SN RPN F . A e
H N
21 B33 | For (50), Hebron (30) ITsl, 1Ie2,
2 35.4 2 2 -3 - 2 2 2 <100 IIs7, 1le7,
. and Del Rey loams (20) IIw?2
A e e | T— USSR SEUSVRDR (SR KN S 1 _
iy
2
=




ST T TR TR S

Region

Taple 3 Continued

Probable

e PRODUCTIVITY FOR S X
" maximum
& Map Soil Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
O Sym-- association Field [ning |Truck|berri-|Live-]Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| Land Usg
gtml {with estimated frea (Crops|CropsiCrops] es stock {wocds tional Capability
) areal percentages) landscape| Classes
unit
= (acres)
0
4w IB34 | Fox (50) silt loam;
=
B
2 St. Charles (30) IIsl, Ile2,
= 55.3 | 2 2 3 — 2 2 <100 I-4, Ilel,
o2 (stratified substratum) I-4, IIel
o 3
0
= and McHenry loams (20)

T—

S9



& PRODUCTIVITY FOR s |Probable
. maximum
o {6 Map Soil Can~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
S ESym— association F'ield [ning [Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard- | Conifers an opera-{ Land Use
21 Yibol (with estimated Area {Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock [woods tional Capability
& § areal percentages) landscape| Classes
unit
s Unirrigated - (acres)
C1 Oshtemo (40) and

b 4 - — L 2
o | Gotham (30) loamy IVs3, VIIs3,
L2 49,7 | e Irrigated o <100 VIIs9, VIIeg,
S sand; Plainfield (30) VIile7, IIIs4
A 2 1 1 - -— - -

B
g
2l loamy sand and sand
e ] A S
nl g
Bl C2 Mecan (40) and Wyocena
5
5 o0 (30) loamy sand and
R Illek, VIIel,
il sandy loam; Plain- 216.2 ! u 3 4 — | u 2 <1,000 Vs6, VIIs6, IVs3,
1 ! . IVe3, VIIsS,
73'% field (25) and VIIe9
<
&l ] Gotham (5} loamy sand
3=
ol & and sand
o
W e e e e e e
ol & .
ol-nf €3 Plainfield (60),
2
.Sm Gotham (20) and _ VIIs3, IVs3,
3 186.4 | 4 m Y - | u 2 <1,000 VIle9, IVs3,
Wyocena (20) loamy _ VIIsB, VIs6.
sand
!

9g



Regicn

Tavle 3 Continued

“——— . PRODUCTIVITY FOR = |Frobadle
maximum
& |Map Soil Can~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
& |Sym- association Field [ning |Truck|berri-{Live-|Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
£ bol (with estimated Area Crops |Crops |Crops | es stock |woods tional Capability
R areal percentages) landscape| Classes
& unit
o ? (acres)
) )
‘03 |CY | Boone (40) and Plain-
5%
g ° Field {(30) sand;
5 e VIIs3, VIIsQ,
o 8 Au Gres (10) and 237.9 i 4 4 - 4 4 3 <10,000 | IVs3, IVwS
=R
[}
. S Nekoosa (10) loamy sand;
B
4 and peat soils (10)
b, o
=
4 o
o
@ -
= =
5 Sparta (40}, Plain- < Unirrigated >
field (30) and Gotham u 4 u - I Ly 2
261.7 <1,000 Ivs3, VIIgO
,8%” (30) loamy sand and ' i Irrigated >
d 4
- sand 2 1 1 - 2 —— -
IS S S PR SUUUR ISR SR, I R B SR SEUUUUU N A ] e e o e
6% < o
~ 3|06 | Plainfield (40), Sparta Unirrigated —
25 4 4 4 -— ok 4 2
+ 30) d Goth 30 187. . < Ivs3
E@u (30, an an (30) 7 < Irrigated — 1,000 %T\:ESIZ‘:? =9
loamy sand and sand i 2 1 1 - 2 — -
_______________________________ e e e L e e e el e v e o o

A 1 T T R P o o



Tanle 3 Continued

s PRODUCTIVITY FOR » |Probable
. max imum
o égMap Soil Can- Cran- Forestry slze of Representative
3 £ Sym- Association Field |ning |Truck|berri-{Live- |Hard- Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
é? & bol (with estimated Area |[Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional . Capability
é areal percentages) landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
7 Meridian (40) loams,
o il Unirrigated o
= Plainfield (30),
v m 3 4 - T 2 IIsk, IVs3,
= Sparta (20) loamy BL.7 <1,000 Ivs3, VIIs9,
o < Irrigated S ¥IwS
5 .
o - sand and sand, Shiffer o 1 1 L I .
i i
b= (10) loams
DL ] AR IV WY S —— e e
b .
% C8 Sparta (40) loamy s Unirrigated S
_ sand; Dakota (30) 3 3 b4 —— 3 4 3
e IVs3d, VIIsS,
2 T | and Meridian (30) sandy 84,7 & Trrigated > <100 IIsl, IIe2,
& ITIsk
o loam 2 1 1 - o |- -
] VU UUEVI AU S SV S i SRV VNG ISR JEU N R N
2
co Dakota (40), Onamia - Unirrigated -
' IIsl, ITe2
o - B T - .2 ’ >
(40), Meridian (10) 66.3 2 2 3 2 2 <100 IIis8, IIIed
- Irrigated ™
and Burkhardt locams (10) ) 1 " 1 o _

8§



L

T T R e

]
| | ~——— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 [Frobable
> ) maximum
o | Blnap Soil Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
L gSym- association Field |ning |Truck|berri~|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-| land Use
&1 dibol (with estimated Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
mpe areal percentages) landscape| Classes
B unit
c10 Plainfield (uo), B Unirrigated o (acres)
Kellner (20) and i it L - 4 U ol
Newton (30) sand and 212.5 . Irrigated S <10,000 igzg’ VIls9,
loamy sand; peat and 2 1 1 -— - -- -
b5 muck soils (10)
R i et TSRS USSR NSSSUSHOR SUR NI SR SO N N S S
e ) .
Sfcll | Plainfield loamy < Unirrigated —
=
]
g : - — N
5 sand and sand (70); L 4 Ly U 4 2 IVs3, VIIs9,
- 49,6 <1,000 | oo
G - | Getham loamy fine < Irrigated e
—
Y sand (30) 2 1 1 - - - -
A S VU OOV HUU SUVEUR ST ORI BURIUONS NI I s Oy SO
s C12 | Nekcosa (40) and Plain-
]
o 7 .
g field (30) loamy sand & Unirrigated -
Z
: u u u - 4 i ‘
Newton (20) loamy sand o . _ 2 | 1Vs3, VIIs9,
39.9 : <100 Vw5
and sandy loam; shallow w Irrigated N
peat (10) and muck 2 1 2 —— —-— _— -
solils
e e e e e e e e e e L e e Ml ke e e e . o e e o T AL A e e 8 S o i e

8%



Table 3 Continued
[
'} <~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Frobable
2 ; . max imum A
g %Map So]t_l o C«?.n- Cr'anr Forestry size of Representative
.‘.‘;B &Sym— association Field |ning |Truck |berri-|Live~ {Hard-|Conifers an opera-| Land Use
g9 bol {(with estimated Area [Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
o areal percentages) landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
C13 | Nekoosa (40) and
Morocco (30) loamy
sand; Granby (10) sandy
68.4 | 4 4 Y _— 3 y 2 <100 ‘]‘;‘ﬁzg Ivus,
loam; Plainfield (10)
o loamy sand and sand;
g
'+r_-: peat soils {10)
e e e e L I S S SRS SRS S N U NN
= !
g Cl4 )} Plainfield (45), —- Unirprigated >
2 Nekoosa (20) and t # 4 T * t 2 v
° 54,3 ) <1.600 s3, VIIs9,
- ) < Irrigated e ST IVw5
§ Newton (35) loamy o & T
[}
H sand and sand 2 . 2 o o o
s IR S T RS R AP RSPV UV SOOI GV SURIUIVNN VU VA NI
o
;Z.‘} (15 | Plainfield (65),
< Unirrigated 3
Richford (20) and
4 4 4 —— b 4 2 IVs3, ITIsk,
Kellner (5) loamy 102.1 <1,000 | VIIsS
< Irrigated > : '
sand; Dakota (10) sandy
2 1 1 - — ] - -
loam :
o e i e et e e 1 et o [ SENVNPRPUTN RPN U FE e et o b 2 e 2w e e o s 444 e e e 2, . i i ] b . v v e . . e e 7w o

. S T — s i o 408

09



Table 3

Continued

€ PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Probable
) . maximum
o Soil .
o {‘alMap . Can~- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
olm association . . - . -
o &Sym— (with estimated Field |[ning |Truck |berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| lLand Use
9 ELbOl areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
e landscape| Classes
unit
o = s N
% Unirrigated > (acres)
55 i ——
Clé | Dakota (55) and Cnamia i1 2 2 3 2 2 2 <2,000 ITIsh, IIsl,
. » ol J -
(45) sandy Loam & Irrigated ?= ITe2
1 1 1 - - — —
mu_.____________m_f ________________________________________________________________________________________________
15 Cl7 | Guenther (40), Dancy
o
3 (#0) Nekoosa (10} and IIIs2, IIIed,
i 521.2 3 3 4 -_— 3 3 2 <1,000 | IVw3, IVs3,
3 Newton (10) loamy IVwS
&
:j sand and sandy lcam
) [m o o o e e e e i e e e e g e i e i ot i e e ] e e e e e B i TR IR SR S Ha
B
Sl c18 | Delton (45) loamy sand + Unirrigated >
B
S Alban (30) loams; and 3 3 3 _— 3 3 2 IITs2, IIIel,
§ 55.0 <1,000 | 1-4, ITel,
Wyeville (25) loamy % Irrigated Ve IITw-o
sand 2 1 2 e - e -

IR



Table 3 Continued

! I |
| 4 e PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Frobable y
o . ; maximum
£~ . ‘SOJ.l i T . .
=| ‘BiMap ‘ P ! o jGany CodCrans j ;. Forestry : [size of Representative
o] @ assoclation ! s d . ; ; . .
-l B Sym- (with estimated ; X Field [ning' |Truck |berri- Live-|Hard-|Conifers an opera~|{ Land Use
k) ?ﬁbol areal percentages) , ~#Areai: [Crops!|Crops Cr'ol?s es  |stock woode , itional | Capability
o i } . k . |landscape| Classes
| J RN I . | wnte ]
(acres)
i
5
o Dl Steep rocky land (20);
Jai i . : I i‘ ] :
o Gale (20) silt loam; ! | | R 4
5 o ; o 4 | : ; ! :
ol Norden (20).and . . , | | 7 ‘; | | VIle2, IIle2,
o' 0,883,713 |} —= ] ~ | - 1 3 2 { o2 <10,000 | VIIel, IITel,
o 2 Hixton (20) loams; , , | f : i i : i3 : VIIs3 ;
2 | | 1 ! : RTINS B
Em Fayette (10) and Seaton | ‘ :
S8 | | I R I
e (10) silt loam , ? | }
Yalp2 | Norden (80), Gale (35) | |
b and Fayette (15) silt | ’ ; ; | | vITe2, IIIe2,
g | C e l8e0.6 f 8l == i) =} = 3 b2 1t 2 <10,000 § VITel, IITel.
& & loam; Hixton loams % R i : 1 ‘ e : fon e e
ae I [ T ’
ot (10) | i I o ! |
(B frmm == m e e T ) ST SRR s STt EEV e SETREUN Frmm e
Wi o ) ! i ! i : i
o/"| D3 | Gale (u5), Norden (35).
L%ii? 7 VIIe2, IIle2,
i and Fayette (20) silt 69.5 3 —— - - 3 2 2 <1,000 VITel, I1Tel
z|i
Uy loam
O e e [ . b a5 ot e e e
4]
r_..i
-
o}
w)
=




Table 3 Continued

«&————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Frobable
2 Soil maximum
c I'8lMap association Can~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
3 g:swn— (with estimated Field |ning |Truck|berri-{Live-]Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| land Use
o0 Mbol . Aves Crops [Crops |Crops | es stock |woods tional Capability
| Al areal percentages)
5) landscape| Classes
B unit
(acres)
D4 Norden (40), Hixton
(30), and Northfield VIIe2, IIle2,
377.4 | 3 — ] - | -- 3 | 3 2 <10,000 | VITe3, IVe3,
{20) loams; and Bocne . VIIs3, IVs3
(10) sand
D*L ———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— e e
0 ID5 Hixton (40) and
i
2] .
o Northfield (30) loams; VIIe2, IIle2,
& 195.7 | 3 — | -t 3 | 3 2 <1,000 | VIIe3, IVe3,
" Gale (20) silt loam; VIIs3, IVs3
=)
e
! Boone (10) sand
8 SO S OGPPSO WPUUONOEN NUUVUON NPV NUSSUS SRS AU SN AT NSO [
“ D6 Boone (75) sand; North-
l:_>i\ 109.1 i -— - — i by 3 <1,000 VIIs9, VIIe3,
- field (25) loams ITIe3
;}rn__*“_________a_f __________________________________ Ot T NSO S b F ______________________________________
D7 Hixton (50) and Arland
(15) loam and silt loam; |
149.6 3 - —— — 3 2 2 <2,000 ViIe2, IIIe2
Gale (20) silt loam; and
Norden (15) loams

€9



Table 3 Continued

| <———— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Frobable
2 Soil maximum
g E%Map association i Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
.a)gESym- (with estimated Field ning |Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers|an opera-|{ lLand Use
J3 f&bOl areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
9 landscape| Classes
unit
{acres)
D8 Merrillan (40) loamy
sand; Boone (25) sand; TTTe8. TTw3
3 »
Northfield (20) loams; | 123.8 | 3 | &> | 3| —— | 3 | 4 3 l<1,000 | J239. 1VS9
] 2>
_ IVw3, Ilie2a,
% Elm Lake (5} loamy ITsl
% sand; Arland (10) loams
G- e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e b s B o e
E Do Hixton (40) loanms;
g
’%ﬂ Gale (30) silt loam; IIIEQ, IISl,
% Northfield (10), H.2 3 3 4 ~ 2 2 2 <1,000 Tves, 1llel
3
jT Arland (10) and Milaca
1
B (10) loams
w ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
D10 | Hixton (50), Onamia
| Itle2, Ilsl,
(30) and Chetek (20) 90.5 3 3 by - 2 2 2 <1,000 IVe3d, ITIs8
loams

f9




Table 3 Continued
€~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR » |Probable
2 Soil maximam
o | AjMap s Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
Of®iaom asscgciation s . . . T
o & ym (with estimated Fieldning [Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-|{ Land Use
k3 8_bo areal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock [woods tional Capability
© landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
D1l | Elm Lake (40), Merrillan
(30) and Humbird loamy
Vw3, IIIs8,
sand and sandy loam (15){ 55.1 3 -— — - 3 Y 3 <1,000 VIIsS
&0
&
e Boone sand (14) and
©
— )
3 Northfield loams (15)
g ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Yy D12 | Merrillan (40), Elm
]
37 Lake (30), and Humbird 116.9 3 - e - 4 4 3 <2,000 Ivw3d, IIIs8
%
—~ loamy sand (30)
=% SOV SOOI S (USRS S NI S SRR NP IR E Y HU
5
ol D13 | Kert (50), Vesper (30)
=
and Veedum (20) silt 223.5 3 —— — — 2 3 2 <5,000 ITw3, TIIw3,
Tvw3d
loam |

99



Table 3 Continued
| | | Probable |
: i . ¢—————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR y |TrOJa0°e
E SOil ] : maximumnm
3 %Map association ; - Can~ Cran- Forestry slze of Representative
w8 Sym- (with estimated ‘ Field|ning |Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-{ Land Use
2l bol areal percentages) ;Area Crops |Crops {Crops | es stock |woods tional Capability
5 landscape} Classes
unit
(acres)
e
!
9 E1l Emmet (45) loamy sand;
8 ITIe2, IIsl,
o |2 Onaway (35) loams; and 65.3 3 L L - 3 3 2 <1,000 VIs3, IBs3
G Omega loamy sand (20)
= = [ e e St S s (il i e Bt St
g [s
® |3} E2 Onaway (40} and Solona
> o
o |»
E (30) loams; Emmet (10)
] =
k& . , IITe2, IIsl
= . - < i ?
= and Underhill (10) 235.3 2 2 3 2 2 2 1,000 TTw2, ITwl
Pl
ey sandy loam; Angelica
og
o .
g (10) loams
@
g
58 E3 Emmet (#0) and Onaway
o
Erg (30) sandy loam;
9el,, Ile2, IIsl,
i Solona (15) and 92.6 | 2 2 3 — 2 2 2 <1,000 IIw2, IIwl
CEli= | IVs3
&3 Angelica (5) loams; '
Iatlnl =]
255 -
Omega loamy sand (10)
CE T S AN SO e R S R NUUNS DA, e N R

99



"Table 3 Continued

R «¢——————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Probable
Slma Soil maximum
3 '%S P_ association ] C.?n- Cran-.- . Forestry size of Representative
) ézbi? (with estimated Field|ning |Truck |berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera~| land Use
219 areal percentages) frea |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock {woods tional Capability
o landscape Classes
unit
(acres)
E4 |1 Onaway (40}, Underhill
(15), Emmet (25),
439.8 2 2 3 -— 2 2 2 <2,000 ITe2, TIsl,
Alban (5) and Solona ITel, I-4, TIw2
loams (15)
________________________________ Tt Tt SO SRR ISV SENI S M AU SO S
ES Solona (40), Onaway
” . L
(30), Hortonville (5), : ;%Zg’ Eigl’
& 134, 4 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 <2,000 I
5 Shiocton (20} and Ilel, I-4,
g ITwl
E Angelica loams (5)
G‘ _______________________________________________________________________________ |.-.. ———————————————————————————————————
)
E6 Longrie (40), Summer-
ville (15), Onaway - IIe2, ITsl,
199.6 3 3 L - 3 3 3 <5,000 ITw3
(35) and Bonduel loams
(5); rock outcrops (5)
E7 Onaway (50), Longrie
(40), and Detour (10) 14,1 2 2 | 3 - 2 1 2 2 <1,000 '%izg’ tisi,
loams and sandy loam




Table 3 Continued

«&—— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Frobable
2 Soil maximum
= |'ojMap . s Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
Olm assoclation . . ; . . 3
.g]gESym— (with estimated Field {ning |Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers|an opera~-| Land Use
2 f%bOl aveal percentages) Area |[Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock {woods tional Capability
S landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
E8 Shiocton (30) and Tustin
(25) sandy loam; Shawano
(25) loamy fine sand; ITwl, IIIs2,
85.1 3 3 3 - 2 3 2 <2,000 IVs3, IIs7,
Oshkosh (10) and Poygan ITwl
(5} silty clay loam;
peat and muck soils (5)
A bt s el et e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e i e o i i e e e e e e ey e e o e e e e o o e ) e e it it e i e i sk et e e ) o i e e 2 £ e P2t e e
~|E9 Underhill (#0), Onaway
Q
5 . . IIsl, IIwl,
o (40), Angelica (5) and b2.4 2 3 2 - 2 2 2 <1,000 TTTw5
i Wauseon loams (15)
o — IS R SR NENEVRVUV NUPUPUN NUSSIOUIEN SOV SO AUV S B
D
=IEL0 | Delton (60) and Wyeville
(15) sandy loam; Poygan IIIs2, IIlw6,
28.9 2 3 3 - 3 3 3 <200 TTwl, IIw8,
(20) silty clay loam; IIIw9
peat and muck soils (5)
E11 | Tustin (45) Shiccton
1172 iy
(35) and Kibble loams 72.4 | 2 2 2 -- 2 2 2 <1,000 | ppof M
(20
Ao ] N




Table 3 Continued-

&~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Frobable
2 Soil maximum
g E%Map association Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o EESYm“ (with estimated Field |ning |Truck |berri- Live- |Hard-]Conifers jan opera-| land Use
k) E%bol areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods ticnal Capability
k) landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
E1l2 | Shawano (40) and Keowns
(30), Granby (10), and -
g 64.1 | 3 4 4 - 3 1 3 <1,000 gig’ 1IIus,
o Au Gres loamy sand (20) '
A
b and sandy loam
' e —— e e e T T A T T T e
% E13 | Shawano (40) and Granby
=
(40) loamy sand and TVs3, IVw5,
111r.2 3 3 3 - 3 b 3 <1,000 ITw8, IIIwS
sandy loam; peat and
muck soils (10)

638



Table 3 Continued

. “€——— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Frobable
<y Soil _ . maximum
g E%Sap- association ] Cén« Cran: - Forestry size of Representative
o gib§? (with estimated Field Ining |Truck [berri- leef Hard- |Conifers|an opera-i Iand Use
g a areal percentages) Area |[Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
9 landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
Fl Lafont (40}, Clifford
7 IITe8, IIwk,
(30) and Auburndale 139.1 2 3 3 - 2 2 2 <5,000 IITw3
[42]
A= (30) silt loam
%4 _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Y F2 Santiago (50},Freer
o
“ (30), Milaca (15) and 51.4 2 2 3 —— 2 2 2 <1,000 Illel, I-4
cfoo
315 Cable (5) silt loam
a4+
:j E —————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— s s o e s e e e i o s s s B S e et o T R g o e e o s
ay =g B Freeon (40), Freer
o '
|3
bl (20) Almena (20), and 131.5 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 <2,000 ITel, IIwH4,
g IARTCR
o
= %ﬂ Adolph silt loam (20)
] s oy By s By R R
S,% Fu Norrie silt leam (30);
o
: Kennan (40), and Onamia
0
@ (20) loams; and peat
el
o
@ (10) soils (and with some 1y2.8 | 2 " 3 — 2 o 3 <5,000 %%Sé: éiiié
) 2
soil association Fl15 '
around Rib Mt. near
______ | Wausaw A At

04




Table 3 Ceontinued

€———— " PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Frobable
2 s maximum
£ Soil 2
o [ajMap PR Can- Cran~- - Forestry size of Representative
ofm assocliation . . . . -
o gESym— (with estimated Field [ning |[Truck |berri-|Live~|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-| Land Use
o E%bol areal percentages) Area  |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock jwoods tional Capability
S landscape} Classes
unit
(acres)
F5 Stambaugh (40) and
Goodman (25) silt loam;
42.0 2 2 3 - 2 1 1 <20,000 ITe2
Padus (20) and Iron
River (15) loams
ire Antigo (40) and
-
4 .
~ Norrie (15) silt loam; I1Ie2, Ile2,
g 105.8 2 2 3 - 2 1 1 <1,000 ITTel, ITel
5 Cnamia (25) and Kennan
o ,
+ loams (20)
ool e e A e Vb
g
= F7 Cushing (5C), Alstad
0
& IIlel, ITel,
(30) and Bluffton 68.4 2 2 3 - 2 1 2 <1,000 ITw2, TITwl
(20) loams
F8 Jewett (50) and
Waukegan (30) silt
%7.1 2 12 2 - 2 3 2 <10,000 %Eeé’ 1iels
lcam; Dakota (20) loam - . €<y

. T

T4



Table 3 Continued

«frss—— PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |frobable
k= y Soil maximum
& | 5 vap association ] Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
'&;ﬁEsym- (with estimated Field ining |Truck |berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-| land Use
g E%bol areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
) landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
F9 Clifford (50) and
Auburndale (40) silt

175.7 2 3 3 - 3 3 3 <2,000 ITwk, TITw3
loam; and peat soils ‘

i T T T S i B U e o e p o M N Bt e i e ot i s s Bkt ol o e e e 1 o e e s e e P St e 0 e e e e g e e e o e e it S e i e i i e e [y e e e o e e o e e

F10 | Santiago (30), Freeon

| (20), Freer (20),

ITel, IIwl4,

Milaca (10), and 547.9 2 2 3 —-— 2 2 2 <10,000 TITw3

Undulating

Cable (10) silt loam;

peat soils (10)

F11 | Loyal (40), Whithee

(35), Arland (15) and Ile2, IIwk,

295.0 2 2 3 - 2 2 2 <10,000 TTTw3

Marshfield (10) =silt




Table 3 Continued

& PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Frobable
b . max Imum
R Soil . .
< | '6|Map .. Can~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
YR assoclation . . . . -
o gESym— (with estimated Field [ning |Truck [berri~-|Live-|Hard~|Conifers an opera-| Land Use
9 EibOl areal percentages) Area Crops|Crops|[Crops| es stock {woods tional Capability
e} landscape| Classes
unit
. (acres)
F12 Spencer (35),Almena
(35), Auburndale (15)
285.0 2 2 3 - 2 2 3 <10,000 ITel, VwlB,
and Adolph (15) silt 100 ITIw3, TVw3
50
loam
-l- ———————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— e e i e b e e e e e
F13 | Renova (40), Ostrander
(20), Sargeant (30) and | 174.7 2 2 2 - 2 3 3 <10,000 ITel, IIwil,
ITw2
0o Floyd (10) silt loam
e e e RRSSRSEN ISUUPUTNES SUNSVRUN: SN PRI NI RN R IO SO
o
MIF14 | Fenwood (40), Marathon
= . .
5 - {30), Rozellville (20) _
316.9 2 2 3 -~ 2 2 2 <1,000 ITe2, II1Iw3
and Cable (10) silt loam '
some stony areas
VO AU VUME RIS NURUNUEITE NN S U S YOI PN R S
F15 | Rozellville (40),
Marathon (30), Rietbrock
60.1 2 2 3 _— 2 2 2 <1,000 IIe2, IIw3
{20) and Meade (10)
stony silt loam L
——————————————————————————————————————————————————— b s s it e e o e et e B s ot i i e s s T e ettt i e e B e e o s o e o L L T T p—

L



Table 3 Continued

<————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Frobable
2l Soil maximum
g f%sap association . Cén- Cran? . Forestry size of Representative
ol Y- (with estimated Field |ning |Truck|berri-|Live- |Hard- Conifers|an opera-! land Use
9 §§bol areal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |[woods tional Capability
S landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
F16 | Stambaugh (40) silt
loam; Padus (30) and
15.7 | 2 2 3 -— 2 2 1 <1,000 ITe2
Iron River (25) loams;
s1)]
Ra and peat soils (5)
4&; __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
'...I
r§ F17 | Antigo (40) silt loam; Unirrigated
5
Onamia (30) loam; 2 2 3 - 2 2 1
73.2 <1,000 ITe2, Ilwb
Brill (15) and Poskin Trrigated
(15) silt loam 1 1 1 - - - -
F18 | Clifford (35) and
— .
Q
o Auburndale (45) silt
[} . E
~ 393.1 | 2 3 4 — |2 3 3 <10,000 ﬁgg’ it
ke loam; peat soils (20); ?
<4
@
- some areas are stony
______________________________________ B Py LA SRV WIpUEPN SISy VIS) YU SN SN I S S

fil.



Table 3 Continued

<&————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. jProbable
2 Soil max imum
g F%Map association Can- Cran~ Forestry size of Representative
ot | & Sym- . . Field|ning |Truck|berri-|Live-!|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-{ lLand Use
Bof blfy g (with estimated Ar op o or 1 op Jse
819 areal percentages) ea |CropsiCrops Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
< landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
F19 | Clifford (30), Lafont
(#0) and Auburndale 113.0 2 3 3 - 2 3 3 <2,000 ITwh, IIsl,
ITIw3
(30) silt loam
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e o s o e i m wmn e m  t im  t  tm m  me mn  mte m m rm mm m
F20 | Freer (40), Freeon
(30), Almena (20) and
426.7 2 2 3 -— 2 2 2 <10,000 ITwh, I-H,
o Auburndale (10) silt I1Iw3
&
- loam
] U RUUSYURTIR T SNIPSPIUUUN NIV (S SV SNV UV MUY SN SEVUSIIRSUIVNY SSPRUTESY NS
o
§iF21 | Withee (45), Marshfield
=
(30) and Adolph {15) T
.30, wit, ITIw3,
. _ 595, 0 2 3 3 -— 2 3 3 <10,000 Ivw3, IIws,
silt loam; peat soils ITIw9
(10)
F22 | Almena (40), Auburndale
(30), Spencer (20) silt 351.3 2 2 3 - 2 3 3 <10,000 IIwk, IIiw3,
I-3
loam; peat soils (10)
Jn- ________________________________ b e e e e e e e e ] e e o e e e e e i e i e sths st st e o v e e L __________________________________

SL




Table 3 Continued

| | | <—————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |frobable
%ﬂM Soil : f maximum
& rgSap association } | ] C?nv Cran- _ Forestry  isize of Representative
o éhby?~ (with estimated f  |Field ning [Truck{berri-|Live-|Hard- |Conifers |an opera-{ lLand Use
219 o areal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock'|woods tional Capability
S landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
F23 | Dolph (50) and Altdorf
(50) silt loam; some 80.6 3 3 B o 3 3 3 <1,000 IIw3d, IIIw3d
areas are stony
—-m———-———-——-—-n——.-n—m——-—un-—-.- —————————————————————————————— o v g e it it e et i ] . i e o ] et i o R e i e e P A R e --I ————————————————
F24 | Stambaugh (30) silt < Unirrigated -
o loam, Padus (20), 2 9 3 . 5 5 1
g . (%) and 1 69.3 <1,000 ITsl, II1s8
] ence (2 and Iron - Irrigated o
B .
o Riwver loams (25) 1 1 5 4 o j L . . |
8 ________________________________________ R ___..-—-....__. _____________________________ e i o o s e ey e kot e e
=IF25 | Antigo (50) and Brill < Unirrigated _ =
silt loam (10); 338.3 | 2 2 s |- | 2 2 1 <10,000 | IIsl
< Irrigated —
Onamia (40) loams 1 1 2 _— - - —
o ot ot ol o oy e ey o g i T o it T VA o . . T 8 o it T o] ’. _____ l— ——————————————— vt tont e ] s e i e i e e e s e i e it e e 0 e e 4 e e T e e Y S T o o M i
F26 | Poskin (40), Brill (20) F
: i i : ‘ : i | 1 : :
and Antigo (25) silt ‘ 38.3 . 2 2 . 3 - 2 2 2 <1,000 ITw5, IIsl
R W } | | | | ! n |
l % ' | 1oam; Onamia loams (15)] l i i | \ ] |




Table 3 Continued

w&—mee— . PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. {Frobable
EM Soil max imum
5 %Sap association . C:im— Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o ézbgg_ (with estimated Field |ning [Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard- |Conifers |an opera-| Land Use
AR areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock {woods tional Capability
2 landscape| Classes
unit
{(acres)
Gl Gogebic (45) and Iron
River loams (50),
g 111.1 2 - - - 3 1 2 10,000 IVe2, IIIe2,
'g stony, with bedrock IIe2
—
fa
o L outcrops (5)
B termee et e e e e e e e e e e e
m
op .
28162 Iron River (30) and
B
-—rgl Ei P { .
=N ence (20) loams:
712
b Goodman (15), Monico IVe2, ITTe2,
R ich - Ile2, Vie3d,
= bD (5) and Stambaugh 239.5 2 - - - 3 2 2 10,000 IVe3, IIIe3,
£19 TTwl, IIw8,
% % (20) silt loam; peat IITw9
o g
8 - soils; some areas are
o |
< I stony (10)
oo ISR Pt i — L o T — S W4 Lo e T i i e o e T T e o e A T R e ot e e e i et e e e e ik e e s s e e e [ e e e ] e e 0 et
' f
" G3 Iron River (40) and
:g b (30) Lo Vil Vielt, VIed,
Pence ( ams; Vilas
@ ’ 87.3 | 3 | = | — - 3 2| 2 k1,000 TVely, IVe3,.
] ; _ IITet, IIIe3,
o (20) sand; and peat VIIs3, VIs3,
) IVs3, VIIs9
soils (10) . 1 ] ‘ IIIwé ,
______________________________________________________________________ A R U

LL



Table 3 Continued

& PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Probable
B Soil maximum
5 E%Map association _ C§n— Cranf Forestry size of Representative
.a)giiym- (with estimated Field |ning |[Truck|berri~{Live- |Hard-]Conifers |an opera~| Land Use
o3l ol aveal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|[Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
S landscape] Classes
unit
(acres)
| 8% |Milaca (40) loam; Clo-
quet (10) and Pence TVel, IIlel,
ITel, VIelb,
sandy loam (30); Vilas 206.7 3 - - - 3 2 2 <10,000 IVet, IIlel,
b
- | VIs3, IVs3,
+ (10) sand; and peat VIIs9, IIIw9
=
é (10) soils
1 e e e e e e e e e e e a0 e e e st e — [ [SRREPEI S IR NIV e e e e e e v e e e e e
2]65 |Xennan (30), Iron River
& IVel, IVe2,
- (30) and Pence (20) ITTel, TITe2,
g 118,2 3 - ~— - 3 2 2 <2,000 ITel, Ile2,
& loams; Vilas {10) sand; : Vie3, IVe3,
N ITTe3, VIIs9,
- and peat soils (10) IITw9
-,:é ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
G6 |Kennan (40), Wyocena
IVel, IVe?2,
(40) and Onamia (20) - TITel, IITe2,
49,2 2 - - - 3 2 1 1€1,000 ITel, Ile2,
loams; some areas are VIelt, IVel,
' IITey
stony
_______________________________ L o 108 B 08 Bl ot e e o b e i e i v b e i ke i A A ot o Gl W ik G ot ] b i o o o o o o e i A g P A e A W e S et S A e S rn e S




Table 3 Continued

&———— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Frobable
2 Soil maximum
g E%Map association ] C§n~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o éﬁiym- (with estimated Field ining |Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera~|{ Land Use
8| g ol areal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
S landscape| Classes
unit
(acres}
ag) G7  |Padus (30) and Pence Unirrigated
5 , IVe2, IIIe2,
4&; (35) loams; Vilas {25) 3 - —— - 3 2 2 IT; Vied, IVe3
> 81.6 <1,000 IITIe3, VIIsY
E sand; and peat soils Trrigated
b (10) 2 |1 1 — -— | == —
e e e R S atate TS USRS NS
168 |Chetek (40) and
s Vie3, IVe3,
. Scandia sandy loam {15); I1Te3, Vieu,
N 50.5 3 -— - - 4 4 2 <1,000 Iveld, IIIel,
- Omega (35) sand; and VIIs3, VIs3,
T TVs3, IITw9
peat soils (10)
ki |
+ G9 |Gogebic (50) sandy
i
3 loam, Marenisco (25)
5 ITe2, Ilel,
3 loamy sand; Ahmeek 83.1 2 - - -— 3 2 2 <1,000 IVs3
E (15) loam; Bedrock .
5 outecrops (10)




Table 3 Continued

«&———— PRODUCTIVITY FOR s |Probable
Z Soil maximum
5 %Map association ] c::m- 'Cran: . Forestry size of Representative
o EESym- (with estimated Field |ning |Truck|berri-|Live- |Hard~|Conifers |an opera-| land Use
k) EibOl areal percentages) Area |[Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
e} landscape Classes
unit
(acres)
Gl0 [ Gogebic (50) sandy loam;
Marenisco loamy sand '
ITe2, IIs1,
(10); Ahmeek (10) and 111.3 |, 3 - - - 1 3 2 2 <1,000 IVs3, IIIw3,
ITTw9
Cable (10) loams; and
o9 peat seils (10)
] e e e e e i i e e o i e e e G ] i i e el s i i i o e e e e o e e . 2 . ot oy s i i st e e e e e e o o S i e e e A K00 ol S e e e e e
L
o Gll | Iron River (40}, Padus
ks
ITe2, IIsl
5 (20) and Pence (30) II?eé I?I;B
o 584.1 2 _— -- - 2 2 2 <10,000 ’ i
N i _ VIIs9, IIIw9,
o loams; Vilas sand (5);
&
E and peat soils (5)
Opfmme b e e e e e T B i ittt = SERFEEEEEI R DUUR NSNS M ERRRUR R PO -
iz
G12 | Cloquet (30), Gogebic
(30) 4D (30) IITel, ITIe3,
( and Pence ( .
113.7 3 . . _ 3 5 5 1 <10,000 . IlIs2, TIT=z8,
. IIe2, ITs1,
loams; and peat soils TITwo
(10)
ber h4s et e et oy e e e e e o e i St B i s SR e At b o e et e e ke e e . R A e e e i e e L e e e T et e st T . 1~




Table 3 Continued

<& PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Frobable
EM Soil maximum
g 5%éap association _ C?n— _ Cran? Forestry size of Representative
e yme (with estimated Field|ning |Truck |berri-|Live- |Hard-|Conifers |an opera~{ land Use
2 i%bOl aveal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops!| es stock |woods tional Capability
& landscape| Classes
unit
G13 | Milaca (0), Cloquet (acres)
ITel, I1e2,
(20}, Iron River (25) I-4, IITel,
£13.4 2 - - - 3 2 2 <10,000 I1I1s2, I1sl,
and Cable (10} loams; ITIw3, IIIs9
o and peat soils (5)
g —————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
-rd
w| 614 | Kennan (30), Iron
3 ITel, IIe2,
g River (30) and Pence I-4, IIsl,
- 330.0 | 3 3 3 - 2 2 2 <10,000 ! IIIe3, IIIs8,
£ (30) loams; and ITIw9
60
ke peat soils (10)
s Tt T SR OUVURUSNS SRS NP SV WYUUDUNS EyUUUGUR RN HUUVE SUUUURURN SN Y S
0 -
#1615 | Kennan (40); Wyocena
(36), Onamia (15) IIel, Ile2,
I-4, TITelk,
and Bevent (5) sandy 76.6 2 3 3 - 2 2 2 <1,000 ITIs2, LIsi,
IITsk, ITIw9
loams; peat soils
(10)
—————————————————————————————————————————————— .J_————q—--n---—i-—————-q—--——.——————-J-.—l-_..——-——-—-----—---.——-———-—-———--_----.._.-.-—————

T8



Table 3 Continued

& PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Probable
| Soil : maximum
g %Map association _ Can- . Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o éksym- (with estimated Field|ning -|Truck|berri-|Live- |Hard—]|Conifers |an opera-| Land Use
kS EibOl areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
18 landscape| Classes
unit
‘ (acres)
G1l6 | Padus (40) and Pence
< Univrigated >
(40) loams, Omega (10) ITe2, IIsl,
3
2 |3 3| - 2] 2 2 TITe3, IIIs8,
sand; Stambaugh (5) 135.6 <10,000 | yT11e9. T1Twg
" - Irrigated s ’
5 silt loam; and peat
* 1 1 1| -- -~ | -- ~-
3 soils (5)
4 TP USROS SRS JUUSURT RNVOUUUY NUVY SRR AT (NN SESTUR SISOy SR
g
o |G17 | Pence (50) and Cloquet
+.)
_%“ (20) sandy loam; TIIe3, IITek,
> . ' Ii=8, IIIs2
;g Stambaugh (20) silt 63.6 | 2 3 3 | -- 3 3 2 <1,000 %Iega: Ilsi,’
IT1Iw9
loam; and peat soils Y
(10)
G18 | Pence (55) sandy loam; -~ Unirrigated e
;3 3
. 3 i TR R 3 4 2 <10,000 | IITe3 I1s8
Vilas (30) sand; and l ’ VITs9. ;Iwg ’
< Irrigated > ?
eat soils {15) ' |
_______ SRR SN T SO U S DU 20 M=t B Mt = I

z8



Table 3 Continued

b st oy e e . e e e e

&~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR _y |Probable
2 Soil maximum
5 E%Map association . Can~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o &) Sym- (with estimated Field|ning ]Truck|berri-|Live~|Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| land Use
b thl areal percentages) Area |[Crops|Crops|Crops]| es stock |woods tional Capability
o landscape| Classes
unit
& (acres)
% G19 | Onamia (50), Chetek ~¢ Unirrigated >
— _ ITe2, IIsl
= { 3y —_— E »
g (85) and Dakota (15) 91.2 | 2 2 4 3 3 2 <10,000 | 777e3, 1IIs8
9 loams < Irrigated 5.
2 1 1 1 -— e -
-
4
—t
o]
o
G20 | Geogebic (35), Iron-
River (35) and Cloquet
ITe2, Ilsl,
(10) loams and sandy 473.0 2 - - - 2 2 2 <10,000 ITTel4, IIIs2,
VIIs9, IIIw3
loam; Vilas {10) sand:
b .
F - and Cable loams (10)
A e e ——— J ____________________ | R ¥ NSRRIV SUVRIVERNEVLY /Py E Uy U S U Sy O
3
21621 | Iron River (55),
[
=
Gogebic (20) and Cable
389.0 | 2 | - = | - |2 |2 2 |<10,000 | ;78 o
(15) loams; and peat > '
gsolls (10)
_________ ISUSPEVRRSPRISIRY FUGEIIORIPIN ERRY [DUIRR PRI [OOSR JOUUNS SIS U VOUUQrUo O S




Table 3 Continued

R <———— PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Frobable
2 Seil maximum |
= E%Sap‘ association ] an— . Crant ) Forest?y size of Representative
3 éibgi (with estimated Field ning |Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard- |Conifers |an opera~|{ Land Use
& | &l areal percentages) Avea |Crops|Crops|Crops| es  |stock|woods tional Capability
o landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
G22 | Milaca (30) and Cloguet
(10) loams; Santiago
2 IIel, I-L,
(20), Freer (10), and 278.8 2 3 L - 2 2 2 <10,000 ITTelt, ITIs2,
Vwl6, IIIw9
Cable (10) silt loam;
and peat (10) soils
_______________________________________________ Fmm e e Y e —— e —— i e e e —————————
28623 | Iron River (50), Goge-
-
K]
u bic (30) and Monico
3 Ile2, IIsl,
5 (5) loams; Marenisco . 332.3 2 -— | - - 2 2 2 <10,000 | IIwd4, IVs3,
‘ ‘ ITIwY
(5) loamy sand; and
peat soils (10) L
G24% | Kennan (50), Wyocena
1Iel, ITe2,
(20) and Onamia (30) 70,2 2 2 | 33 — | 2 2 1 <1,000 | I-4, IIsl,
ITTel
loams J

- h8



§¢—————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Frobable
j;M Soil maximum
g E%Sap association _ C?n— Cran? . Forestry size of Representative
o §E$Ym- (with estimated Field |ning |[Truck{berri- Live- |Hard~ Conifers|an opera-{ land Use
gl g ol areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock [woods tional Capability
9 landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
G25 Pence {50) and Padus
< Unirrigated >
(20) loams; Stambaugh
2 3 4 - 3 3 2 ITTe3, IIIs8,
(10) silt loam; Vilas 298.4 <1,000 IIe2, IIsl,
e Irrigated S VIIsg
60 (10) and Omega (10)
ki 2 2 2 -- — | - -
p sand
g e DT TE SIS SYVNOUNIES SIS SRS SESUSUUSU S FR USSR
¥|G26 | Onamia (40) and Chetek
- <¢ Unirrigated 2
(30) loams and sandy
_ 2 2 3 - 2 3 2 ITe2, IIsl,
loam; Antigo (20) silt 253.3 <2,000 I1Te3, IIIs8,
- Irrigated Sy ITIw9
loam; and peat soils
1 1 1 - - — -
(10}
G27 { Pence (40) sandy loam;
. o N
o Vilas (30) sand; < Unirrigated >
5 3 3 y L 3 3 o Iils8, VITr=9,
= Stambaugh {10) and Padus| 196.5 _ <2,000 IIsl, IITIw9
§>.= .
o 3 1. < Irrigated >
& (10) loams; and peat rrigate -
L
= . 2 2 —— - — _
(10) soils ' 2 a8
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Table 3 Continued

&~———— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Frobable
2 Soil maxImum
g gggap- association ) C?n— Cran: . Porest?y size of Representative
o é& Y (with estimated Field Ining |[Truck |berri-|Live- |Hard-{Conifers |an opera-| lLand Use
g %bol areal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock {woods tional Capability
S landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
| G28 | Onamia (40) and Chetek < Unirrigated %
[
©
— (30) sandy loam; Antigo 2 3 3 - 2 3 2 Iisl, ITIs8,
A 173.1 <2,000 TITwS
o (20) silt loam; and < Irrigated =
QD
= peat soils (10) 1 1 1 - —— - -

a8




Table 3 Continued

| €~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Frobable
'GM Soil maximum
g E%Sap association . C§n— Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o éibyz— (with estimated Field|ning |Truckberri-|Live- |Hard-]Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
gl9l e} areal percentages) Area (Crops|CropsiCrops! es stock |woods tional Capability
< landscape| Classes
unit
_ (acres)
H1 Vilag (u0), Omega (40),
60
@ 15 and Hiawatha (5) loamy
T |4 _ VIIs9, VIe3,
a1e gand and sand; Pence 367.3 4 u3 h3 - 4 4 2 <25,000 | IVe3, IIIe3,
ILIw9
dlo
=l A sandy loam (10); and
a |3
=R s peat soils (5)
o [x
—
o
1
B H2 Vilas (40), Omega (40)
& | oo
R and Hiawatha (10) loamy 3
E : 732.4 i y3 b -— L 4 2 <10,000 VIIs9, IITw9
% § sand and sand; and
z
9 peat soils (10)
&
+ H3 vilas (40}, Omega (40)
b . ‘Unirrigated >
ol of and Hiawatha (5) loamy
:3' .E:' i u_3 Ll-3 - L L 2
ol R sand and sand; Pence 574.0 <10,000 | VIIs9, IIIe3,
g < Irrigated S ITIw9
=g {10) sandy loam; and
- ' 2 2 2 - - - -
peat soils (5) L '
————————————————————————————————————————————————— [ERYPRTRPEL SREySIp SYSILAVN Y I R, EYN U SIS SV EUUUN N S U,

L8



Table 3 Continued

| | | | <—————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR _y. |Probable |
e Soil ! : maximum
g %Map association ; _ . Cc:m-j __ Cran? Forestry gsize of Representative
o Eigym- (with estimated ‘ i [Field|ning |Truck |berri-|Live-|Hard-[Conifers |an opera-| lLand Use
2|9 ol areal percentages) Area ' |Crops|Crops |Crops| es stock [woods tional Capability
S landscape| Classes
; unit
(acres)
| H4 | Omega (40) and Vilas
0o _ .t Unirrigated >
H (40) loamy sand and . ;
% sand; Pence (10) sandy 574.0 <10,000 ¥§§iga IITe3,
Y < Irrigated -
= loam; and peat solls
2 2 2 - - - -
(10)
H5 | Vilas (40) and Omega
: < Unirrigated S
(30) loamy sand and
" w3 |y - 4 m 2
sand; Pence (20) sandy 181.8 '<10,000 | VIIs9, IIIs8,
<4 Irrigated > I1Twg
loam; and peat (10)
0 soils ’ : ?
>
e e e e e UGN JENN PO KR ST U
31 16 Omega (u40) and Vilas
& <% Unirrigated ™~
2 (30) loamy sand and _ | .
4 y3 y3 —- 4 I 2
sand; Chetek (5) and 3L0.4 <10,000 }| VIIs9, IITs8,
< Irrigated = ITIw9 '
Pence (15) sandy loam;
| 2 2 2 - RO R -
| and peat soils (10)
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Table 3 Continued

' j  &—— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. [|Frobable
A Soil 7 | maximum !
o |'ElMap S : f Can~ Cran- Forestry size of | Representative
oim assoclation . . . N 7 -
.4 | 5] Sym- . . : Field |ning |Truck|berri-|Live- Hard-|Conifers|an opera-{ lLand Use
ol by (with estimated , . \ s
ar | ojbol ' Area {Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
| A areal percentages) . , . .
o ? landscapel| Classes
£ unit ‘
' (acres)
| H7 Pence (50) sandy loam 4 Unirrigated S
5
A Omega (30) and Au Gres 3 4 43 - 4 3 2 I1Is8, VIIs9,
5 173.0 <10,000 1 yyys
& loamy sand and sand ~4 Irrigated L
L]
= (20) 2 | 2 | 2 N
i

63




Soils of the northern and eastern clayey and loamy reddish

Table 3 Continued

I.

& PRODUCTIVITY FOR y |Frobable
n SGil maximum
<M ol - . s
g |5 Map association . Can~ Cran~ Forestry size of Representative
o EESym— (with estimated Field Ining "|Truck berri-jLive- |Hard-|Conifers |an opera-| Land Use
o EibOl areal percentages) Avea |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
i) landscape| Classes
unit
I1 | Hibbing clay (40) loam; (acres)
Leonidas (#0), Superior 3 3 IVef, IIle6,
59.0 3 L i - 3 3 2 <2,000 Ive7, II1e7,
(15) and Ogemaw (5) IVw5
sandy loams
E? I2 | Hibbing (30), Pickford
-
i (30) and Ontonagon (30) 3 g IVet, Illef,
+ 53.2 3 L 4 - 3 3 3 <2,000 ITIwl, VIe9,
b9 loams and silty clay Ivs3s
o
% loam; Bibon (10) sand
O ———— o o e e e et o e e e e e v i e e o i v s et e e s i i e i 4 A B i b b i e o e e e g e e vt v . e o b o o o s . ot e it S0t e B Bt 2
_% I3 { Kolberg (40), Summerville
i
o]
‘i? {30) and Kewaunee (20) IVe2, IIle2, VIed
g . . 3 IVe3, Iile3, IVeb
z g8ilt loam and silty clay | 19.3 2 3 4 o 2 3 3 <500 IIIe6, IVe?,
. ITIe7
% loam, with limestone and ©
~
5 (10) shale rockland
&
N
3

06



Table 3 Continued

¢ PRODUCTIVITY FOR s |Probable
) - ‘ . maxilmum .
§2) Soil ; _ :
5 %Map association ; ‘Can~- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o EESym- (with ostimated : Field |ning |Truck|berri-|Live- |Hard-|Conifers  an opera-{ land Use
g g_bol areal percentages) » firea  [Crops [Crops |Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
o ! ! : landscape| Classes
N unit '
7 (acres)
I Kewaunee {40), Horton-
ville (30}, Manawa (20) IITe7, 1le7,
_ IITel, ITel
and Poygan (10) silt 526.1 2 2 3 - 2 2 3 <20,000 IIwQ,’Ile ’
loam and silty clay
e
[ loam
i SUOUEENE (SPUOU VNSO SHVURURUUN N I SNV IS DI N SR N S
T e s wa S [T (SN S WSS SISV IS S
g I5 Hortonville (40},
s -
. ITel, II
o Kewaunee {40), Manawa ;$¥27’ IIE%’
= 77.2 | 2 2 3 -~ ] 2 2 3 <1,000 1Tw2, TTwl
% (10) and Poygan silt ’
o
3 loam (10)
A e e e e e i e e e e it e e e e e i
16 Onaway (40) loam;
IITe2, Ile2
Theresa (20), Horton- ITIEl’ II:l’
3.5 | 2 | 2 {3 il B 3 <500 IVe3, I1Te3,
. H 2
ville (10), Fox (20) IITe2, ITe?
and Casco loams (10)

16



Table 38 Continued

& PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. (Frobable
2 Soil : maximum |
5 EgMap association ] C§n~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o éESymf (with estimated Field ning |Truck|berri-|Live- |Eard- |Conifers (an opera-| Land Use
g 8lxﬂ. areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock {woods tional Capability
S landgcape Classes
unit
(acres)
I7 Hibbing (45) silty clay
loam; Leonidas (25) and
75.2 3 -— -- - 3 3 3 <1,000 ITe6, Ile2,
Gogebic (20) loams; IVs3
and Bibon sand (10)
I8 Hibbing (45), Rudyard
00
£
0 (30) and Pickford (15)
2 . 4
ki 211.8 | 3 — | =1 3 3 3 <10,000 %‘;:é 11Iwl,
.§ silty clay loam;
=
i Hiawatha (10) loamy sand
____________________________________________________ SVOTRRY SR ISV S SU U S E
18 Superior (50), Orienta
(20) and Pickford (10)
ITe7, IVw5,
loams; Manistee (10) and| 58.8 3 - e - 3 3 2 <1,000 I1Twl, IVs3
VIisg
Hiawatha (10) loamy sand
(10)

<6




Table 3 Comtinued

o€ PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Probable
g |'arMap association ] Can- Cran~ _ Forestry size of Representative
.g}glgymm (with estimated Field ining Truck|berri-|lLive- |Hard-|Conifers lan cpera-| land Uge
819 ol areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock {woods tional Capability
2 landscape| Classes
unit
er
I10 | Kewaunez (70}, Manawa (acres)
' 7
(20), and Poygan silty . |111.2 2 2 3 — 2 2 3 <1,000 %fﬁ’ tiwz,
clay loam (10)
___________________________________________________ ) SSPENORPIN TN R A S NIRRT A
111 |} Kewaunee (60), Manawa
(25) and Poygan silt 99.4 2 2 3 - 2 2 3 <1,000 Ileb, IIw2,
ITwl
5 loam and loams (15)
o] 1 e e o o o s L B i e . o e e . 30, - o 5 e i i e St o s 2 e et s e e e i S S e e e it b i it e o e o S it et 5 s . Y 2 o e 2 B
E 112 | Kewaunee (790) and
e
2 Manawa silt loam and 54,6 2 2 3 - 2 2 3 <1,000 ITe6, IIw2
loams {30}
I13 | Kewaunee (50), Manawa
{20), Poygan (10) and
ITes, Ilwz2,
Hortonville {10) loams 176.6 2 2 3 - 2 2 3 <1,000 ITwl, ITel,
TIliel
and 8ilt leoam; Tustin
| (19} loamy sand
__________________________________________________________ b s st e s o e e e s e s A e b . o e 2 2 s e 0 S e




Table 3 Continued

| !
f | <————— PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5 |Probable
2 M Soil ? i' ‘ : max imum
g iﬁsap association : 3 ) C§n~ CranT - Forestry size of Representative
o ggbym— (with estimated | i |Fileld|ring |Truck |berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-; lLand Use
g9 ol aveal percentages) Areal Crops Crops [Crops i es ~  |stock{woods tional Capability
© ; ; landscape| Classes
: unit
(acres)
Il4% | Manawa (40) and Poygan
(30) silty clay loam; - : ‘ ITw2, Ilwl,
33,6 2 13 13 - 2 2 3 <500 ITTwe, IITel,
Rimer (20) and Tustin \ IIIs2
b (10) sandy loam
o] SRS DU UV RSP R RUVEN NSNS S RUPASRIN I PN SV U E U HU
P
,3 115 | Kewaunee (50), Xolberg
s
5 (30) and Manawa (20) ' j
40,8 2 3 3 -— 2 2 3 <1,000 ITe6, ITe?2,
silt loam and loams : : : Ilw2
(20)
___________________________________________________________ ql.u.____... e e e i i ot e e e e et
Il6 Hortonville (50),
Manawa (25) and Poygan ' Ilel, ITw2,
129.5 2 2 2 - 2 2 3 <1,000 ITwl, TTwi
(20) loams; Shiocton
(5) fine sandy loam
___________________________________________________________ A e e,

{s]



Table 3 Continued

&~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR » |Frobable
>y Soi maximum
e oil > .
e |'a|Map c s Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o| @ assoclation . . - . 3
o, tiSym- (with estimated Field ining |Truckberri-|Live- |Hard-|Conifers |an opera-i Land Use
8 BkbOl areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock [woods tional Capability
2 landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
I17 | Briggsville (50) and
b0
ks Poygan (20) loam and
g ITes, ITwl,
= clay loam; Tustin .{(20) au, o 2 2 3 - 2 3 <1,000 ITTed4, IITIs2
oo
=
= and Lapeer (10) sandy
loam
118 | Hibbing (50), Rudyard
(20), Pickford (10) and
Ontonagon (10) silty 117.0 3 u3 43 - 3 3 3 - <10,000 ITs7, IIIwl
clay loam; Superior
loams (10)
3 ________________________________________ [T I, I R |..._.___., e i e i s —— e
21119 | Ontonagon (60), Hibbing
'_l
L (20) and Rudyard (20) 249,0 2 - - —— 3 3 3 <10,000 IIs7, I1Iwl
o
i
2 silty clay loam
B ] S e Kt Eetot SRR B A e
I20 | Kewaunee (45), Oshkosh
(25), Manawa (15) and
_ 206.4 2 2 3 -- 2 2 3 <10,000 IIs7, Iiw2,
Poygan (15) silty clay - ITwl
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Table 3 Continued

&—eee . PRODUCTIVITY FOR 5. |Probable
2 Soil max Imum
o Ma . Can- Cran- F t i £ R ti
o Map an orestry sizZe o epresentative
ol assoclation . . . : T
o éESym- (with estimated Field [ning |Truck|berri-|Live~{Hard-|Conifersjan opera-; Land Use
g E%bol apeal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |woods tional Capability
S landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
I21 | Oshkosh (u40), Manawa
(30) and Poygan (20)
J 1744 2 2 3 -— 2 2 3 <1,000 ITs7, IIw2,
> silty clay loam; Tustin IIwd, ITIs2
'_|
E‘ {10} sandy loam
e et L e B Rt SRS EEEREE BEEEREERS S SO
2[122 | Braham (50) and
Blomford (45) loams; 50.9 2 3 3 - 2 3 3 <2,000 ITI=2, IIIws6,
IIs7
Dalbe (5) silt loam

96



Table 3 Continued

8cils of the stream bottoms and major wetlands.

J.

| ¢~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Probable
=l Soil ‘ 7 maximuam
g gﬁsap‘ association _ Can- Coanr [ Forestry |size of | Representative
o &bgT (with estimated Field ning |Truck |berri-|Live- |Havd~]Conifers |an opera~{ Land Use
g9 areal percentages) Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock jwoods |tional Capability
& landscape} Classes
unit
(acres)
J1 ! Arenzville (50), Oricn
(35) and Ettrick (15) 61.9 2 2 2 - 1 2 -— <100 IIwll, Ilwl3,
ITwl
silt loam
_____________________________________________ e v b e e —— e e e ] Pt ot e e e e e e e ) i s i e e e B e et
J2 | Wet alluvial {(100) soils,
200.0 - - - - - 3 -- <10,000 ITwl3
undifferentiated
'_‘
| [T KU SR NPRURORPISUNIS SUORDEII SN REP SN S SR SRNUVII R SISO R
7 J3 | Granby (%0}, Shawano
l'""“I
A ’ \
e {30) and EZmmet {(20) sand
H , 73.1 | 3 M B - 4 M 3 <10,000 g:i’ gf;’
2 and shallow (10) peat ?
soils
Ju | Newton (40), Plainfield
(30) and Morocco (20)
sand and loamy sand; 91.6 4 4 b -— g L 3 <10,000 IVwh, IVs3,
Ivwb
and shallow (10) peat
soils
e ] e et e e o it e — . o o i o s o} e e e min e i e s sk s 2 B e i A s A JL ____________________________ - -




Table 3 Continued

& .. PRODUCTIVITY FOR y. |Frobable
2 Scil maximum
e |'diMap . s Can- Cran-~ Forestry slze of Representative
oim association . . . . :
o ghSym- (with estimated Field [ning |Truck|berri-|Live-|Hard~|Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
9 EibOl aveal percentages) Area [Crops|Crops |(Crops! es stock [woods tional Capability
] landscapel Classes
unit
(acres)
J5 § Newton (40), Morocco
{30), and Au Gres (25)
loamy sand and sand; 266.4 4 4 b - b 4 4 <25,000 Ivwb, IVw7?
and shallow (5) peat
s0ils
» J6 | Cable (30), Monico
aQ
§ (30), Auburndale (20)
2 and Freer (10) loams and | 50.1 { 3 3 4 - 3 3 3 <10,000 |IIIw3, IIwh,
£ IVw7
2 silt loam; and peat
soils
J7 Wauseon (40}, Keowns < Undrained =,
(25), Tustin (30) and 102.7 | * 4 # o t # 4 <2,000 |IITw6, IITw3,
. ces s Is2
Rimer loams and sandy <—1— Drained Artificially > 11is
loam (5) 2 3 2 -- 3 3 3

B S Lt R A s s SR i i




Table 3 Continued

i e ke el s o

o ey e o e e e o s, s Mok S0 R 4l e

&—— . PRODUCTIVITY FOR > |Frobable
2 Soil max imum
& %Map association _ Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
o &Sym- (with estimated Fieldning !Truck |berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-| Land Use
2 8bol areal percentages) &rea (Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock [woods tional Capability
o landscape| Classes
unit
(acres)
J8 |Pella (60), Brookston < Undrained -
(20) and Virgil silt L 4 i - 4 i 1#2
157.7 <1,000 ITwl, IIw2
loam and silty (20) ~———— Drained {Artificially >
clay loam 1 2 1 - 1 b '-_L2
) 3 S
241 J9  |Matherton (50), Will < Undrained ”
e
2 _ : _ _
~ (30) and Pella (20) A L A *
) 122.1 . . . <1,000 ITw5, IIwl
— ] ~ 3 L)
R silt loam and silty Lt Drained jArtificially 7
0
= - -
clay loam 2 2 2 2 3
J1C yNavan (u40), Hebron L Undrained >
(30), Aztalan (10) 4 b h - 4 L )
63.7 . <2,000 IIwl, ITs7,
and Pella (20) loams ~——— Drained |Artificially > Tiw2
and silty clay loam 2 2 2 -- 2 3 L
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Table 3 Continued

o PRODUCTIVITY FOR ». |Frobable
5 Soil maximum ;
o | 'alMap . s Can- Cran- Forestry size of Representative
0| association . . : . :
i | & Sym- . . Field jning |Truck |berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers |an opera-{ Land Use
&1 &1bol (with estimated Area |Crops|Crops|Crops| es stock |{woods tional Capabilit
AR areal percentages) ® P P © N pabliity
S landgcape Classes
unit
(acres)
J11 t Zittau (30), Poygan 4 Undrained >
(30}, Poy (30) and U 4 U - i Y 4
91.7 <2,000 IIwd, IIwl,
Borth (10) loams and &t Drained|Artificially |————> II1s7
gilty clay loam 2 3 3 - 3 3 b
J12 1 Moss (50) peat over %
4 Undrained S
" acid sedge and wocdy
B e T BT — | u 4
— peat soils; Au Gres 307.4 <10,000 ITTwS, IVw7
i ~——t— Drained]Artificially [t
2] (40} sand; and Cable
2 2 2 2 1 -- - --
loams (10)
J13 | Raw acid sedge (50) and
< Undrained s
woody peat soills with
S e = 't S 3
thin moss covering; 296.0 <10,000 I1Twd, Ivw?
§-——t——— Drained} Artificially [-—————tuupu
Cable (20) and Freer
3 2 2 1 — - -
(30) silt loam
e e e ot o e e o s s gt e e e e e e e e o e e s e e b i o e o i e P it o s b e e i e e e il i o e e i e e e e S o o o 2am




Table 3 Continued

&~ PRODUCTIVITY FOR , |Probable
..?2 Soil mgx:unum )
e 'ajMap s Can~ Cran- Forestry size of Representative
olm association . . . . : -
ot | & Sym- . . Field |ning |[Truck|{berri-|Live-|Hard-|Conifers|an opera-| Land Use
2| &]bol (with estimated Area |Crops|CropsiCr tock d il 1 bili
e | ol areal percentages) P p ops| es stock [woods tiona Capability
i3 landgcape Classes
unit
(acres)
J14 | Acid sedge peat (50)
Undrained
and muck solls; Au Gres
i n m n m m 3
(30}, Newton (10} and uyg,y <10,000 | ITIw9, IVw7
——————— Drained| Artificially ————
Morocco (10) sand and
" 2 2 2 1 - - -
5 loamy sand
'_I uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu B i i bttt vt et e W e Rt B B e Bk e Gt S W e B Bk S ot b S SR L W A M VR S L S —
E‘Jls Slightly acid (50) to
©
2 alkaline sedgey and
Undrained
woody peat and muck:
- - —_— - 4 3 3
soils; Pella (35), Poygan 523.9 <20,000 | IITw9, IVw?
w—mimstee Dpained{ Artificially ————
(10) and Brookston (5)
2 2 1 - 3 - -
gilt loam and silty clay
loam

\

© Ratings are on a 1 to U4 scale, from soils best suited (1) to the use indicated to soils least suited (4). Dashes
(~~) indicate that the so0il is usually not adapted for production of the crop or animal unit in question. TFor
example, cranberries are not grown on mineral (non-organic) soils; canning and truck crops are not usually grown
on undrained sandy wetlands; livestock are not grazed and trees not grown on most irrigated soils which are more
profitably used for field crops. Soils are assumed to be unirrigated unless otherwise indicated, because irrigation
is not usually practiced on seoils for which such designation is not given. Most wetlands of soil region J are
considered in both undrained and artificially undrained conditions. In other soil regions, component wetland

-
[
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Footnotes for Table 3 (Continued)

mineral soils, such as Pella silt loam (soil association B1l3), are assumed To be artificially drained teo permit
production of field crops. High level management is assumed for field crops, canning crops, truck crops,
cranberries and livestock. Truck crops include sweet corn, peas, snap beans, beets. Truck crops include carrots,
lettuce, onions, potateces, cabbage, mint,

Ratings for field crops (corn, oats) are by the crop yield estimate method, modified by intuitive judgement
by F. D. Hole and A. J. Klingelhoets, in the light of field experience. Ummodified ratings for field crops obtained
by this method are listed in Table 5.

Trees are not usually planted on these prairie soils because field crop production and other activities connected
with dairying are considered more profitable. If conifers are planted on these scils, prior inmoculation of the
soil with mycorrhizal-rich forest soil is important.

Thege crops are usually not grown on these soils because of slope hazard, shallowness to bedrock, droughtiness, or
difficulty of artificial drainage.

AN



103

OTHER INTERPRETATIONS REGARTDING SOIL PRODUCTIVITY FOR VEGETATION

Conversion of Annual Production of Vegetation by Soil Association To

Energy Units.

As Cottam et al. (1¢73) have emphasized, food, fiber and energy are
critical resources. This report emphasizes productivity of soil associa~
tions of Wisconsin for agricultural and silvicultural product uanits, but
has nct considered energy yet. Pﬁnﬁntel‘g}k§£(1973)discuss energy-ifood problems.
The purpose of this section of the report is to make preliminary
estimates of energy content of harvestable vegetation, less the energy 5

required to plant, manage and harvest the usable part of the vegetation,

such as above-ground parts of silage corn, and cord-wood or saw logs of

pine (Pinus strobus) and oak (Quercus alba, Q. borealis, Q. macrocarpa).

Yield figures for best management were taken from Klingelhoets et al.

(1966). Corn silage was assumed to be 65% moisture as harvested
(Jorgensen and Crowley, 1972). A 35% figure for dry silage was used in
the calculations. Density of woods were taken from Cunningham (1974),
U.S. Forest Products Laboratory and U.S.D.A. (1955) and Stefferud (19u9).

Cottam et al. (1973) give u4u4llt cal/g of dry tissue as corn energy

content, and they cite amounts of energy used in planting, cultivating

and harvesting the corn, and in harvesting wood.
The energy content of the vegetation is given in terms of kilo-
calories (K Cal ), both per hectare and per acre. These
aequivalent;
preliminary estimates can be converted intohpnits of gasoline, coal and
other fuels.

& sample of the procedure used in estimating energy contents is

presented for soil association A3 in the following tables.
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For corn silage

Table B.
Annual
producticn ]
Tons/acre Metric tons®® Metric tons/Ha
Estimated Field Dry per hectare by proportionate
Soil Series % of area wWt. # wt. ¥ dey weight® area
Dubuque 60 13 4.6 10.3 642
Palsgrove 20 15 5.3 11.9 2kt
Sogn 15 - - - -—
Dodgeville 5 13 4.6 _10.3 0,5
T
9.1 x il cal/g x 10 =
40.167 % 106 K Cal/Ha**w2-2#=3?.9
# 65% moisture # harvesting energy is 5.5% of yield energy

% moisture

P33

"Conversion factor from yield per hectare to yield per acre is 0.446,

(0.5 was used in Table 4), and vice versa is 2.24.

For eastern white pine®

1,000 board feet

Table C. . .
Estimated Annual growth values by proportionate

Soil Series % of area 1,000 board feet areas

/A /Ha /A /Ha
Dubuque 60 0.475 1.06 0.285 0.636
Palsgrove 20 0.512 1.15 0.102 0.230
Sogn 15 -~ - - -
Dodgeville 5 0.475 1.06 _0.o02y 0.053

0.411 0.919 x 10° =

12.7 x 106 Bt = 3.2 x

10% ¥ cal - harvesting

energy = 3.0 x 106 K Cal/Ha

.

- L
Cunningham (1974) reported that 1,00C BF or 2,120 1lbs. of eastern white

pine wood (15% moisture) contains 13.9 million Btu.
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For oak#®
Table D.
1,000 board feet
Estimated  Annual growth vaiues by proporticnate

So0il Series % of area 1,000 board feet area

/A /Ha /A /Ha
Dubuque 60 0.175 0.392 0.105 0.235
Palsgrove 20 0.225 0.504 0.045 0.101
Sogn 15 - - - -
Dodgeville 5 0.175 0.392 0.009 0.020

0.158 0.356 BF x lO3 =

8.2 x J_O6 Btu = 2.1 x

106 K Cal/Ha - energy used
in harvesting = 1.9 ¥ Cal/

Ha.

o,

" Cunningham (1974) reported that 1,000 BF or 3,960 1bs. of oak contain
23.1 million Btu. 1 Btu = 0.252 K Cal.
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Table 4. Estimated annual production of energy in terms of net productivity
of harvestable vegetation, less energy used in harvest, in millions
of kilogram calories (K Cal) per unit area, by soil associations.

Eastern Bastern
Map Corn white Map Corn white
Symbol silage pine fOak Symbol silage  pine Oak
/Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A

Al 6h 32 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1 BS gy 27 3.0 1.3 2.5 1.1

A2 by 22 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3 B6 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8

A3 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 B7 49 25 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8

Al k9 25 -~ - 0.3 0.1 B8 49 25 3.0 1,3 2,5 1.1

AS L9 25 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1 B9 L9 25 -- -- 1.4 0.6

A6 by 22 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 B10O 57 29 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8

A7 Wy 22 3,5 1.5 2.5 1.1 B1l &5y 27 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1

a8 k9 25 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1 Bl2 }9 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8

A9 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 B13 g4 27 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1

Aale 38 19 1.9 0.8 1.9 0.8 Bl4 49 25 2.5 1.1 2.5 1.1

A1l 6k 32 4.1 1,9 3.0 1.3 B15 A4 22 3.5 1,5 1.4 0.6

Al2 57 29 3.0 1.5 2.5 1.1 Bl6 49 25 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.6

a13 L9 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 o.8 B17 L9 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8

ay b 22 3.1 1.5 1.9 o.8 Blg8 Lh 22 3.0 1.3 1..9' 0.8
| B19 L9 25 0.3 0.1 1.9 0.8

Bl 38 19 0.8 0.3 1.4 0.5

B20 49 25 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.8

B2 Sk 27 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8

s 529 55 15 a5 11 B2l 57 29 3.0 1.3 2.5 1.1

i 35 28 19 o8 1 o B22 38 12 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8

B23 5L 27 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1
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Eastern Eastern

Map Corn white Map Corn white
Symbol silage  pine Dak Symbol silage pine Oak

/Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A
B24 )9 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8 €10 25 13 3.0 1.3 0.3 0.1
B25 49 25 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 €11 28 24 3.5 1.5 0.8 0.3
B26 Ll 22 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6 €12 55 73 1.9 0.8 0.8 0.3
B27 49 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8 €13 25 13 1.9 0.8 0.8 0.3
B28 L4 22 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 ciy 28 1 3.5 1.1 0.8 0.3
B29 L4h 22 3.0 1.3 2.5 1.1 Cl5 28 1L 3.5 1.5 0.8 0.3
B30 4h 22 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6 Cle J)y 22 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
B31 L9 25 1.4 0.5 1.9 0.8 C17 35 28 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1
B32 57 29 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 €18 38 19 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.6
B33 L9 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8
B34 L9 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8 DL 1 7 1.4 0.5 0.8 0.3

D2 28 14 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8

Cl 28 14 3.5 1.5 1.4 0.6 D3 Wy 22 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1
c2 25 13 3.5 1.5 1.4 0.6 D+ 35 28 3.5 1.5 1.4 0.6
€3 28 1L 3.5 1.5 1.4 0.6 D5 1y 7 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
¢+ 25 13 1.9 0.8 0.8 0.3 D6 28 14 2.5 1.1 0.8 0.3
cs 28 14 3.5 1.5 0.8 0.3 D7 28 1 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
c6 28 14 3.5 1.5 0.8 0.3 D8 28 1 2.5 1.1 0.8 0.3
¢7 35 28 3.5 1.5 0.8 0.3 D3 L 22 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
c8 38 19 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.8 D0 38 19 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
€9 Lhh 22 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8 D1l 98 3y, 1-9 0.8 0.8 0.3
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Eastern Eastern
Map  Corm white Map Corn white
Symbol silage pine Oak Symbol silage pine Oak
/Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha [/A JHa /A /Ha /A
D12 28 1) 1.9 0.8 0.8 0.3 F7 Yl 92 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8
D13 )J; 22 -- -- l.b 0.6 F8 )9 25 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8
ro 28 14 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.6
El gg pg 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 F10 35 28 2.5 1.1 1.9 0.8
E2 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 Filll, 922 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
E3 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 F12 )y, 22 2.5 1.1 1l.4% 0.6
E+ 38 19 3.0 1.3 2.5 1.1 F13}), 22 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8
E5 W 22 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 F14 38 19 3.0 1.2 1.9 0.8
E6 25 13 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.6 F15 L4ly 22 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1
E7 35 28 3,0 1.3 1.4 0.6 ri6 38 19 3.0 1.2 1.9 0.8
E8 L 22 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.6 F17 W 22 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
E9 W4 22 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 F18 28 14 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.6
El0 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6 F19 35 28 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6
Ell 49 25 2.5 1.1 1.3 0.8 r2038 19 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.8
E12 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6 F21 38 19 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.8
E13 25 13 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.8 F22 38 19 2.7 1.3 1.4 0.8
F23 38 19 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.8
F1 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 F4 38 19 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
F2 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 F25 4 22 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8
F3 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 F26 4 22 2.0 1.3 2.5 1.1
F4 38 19 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
F5 38 19 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1 Gl 19 10 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
6 4 22 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1 g2 19 10 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8
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Eastern Eastern
Map Corn white Map Corn white
Symbol sllage pine Oak Symbol silage pine Cak
/Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A

63 1, ¢ 3.0 1.3 1.h 0.6 G26 38 19 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6
G+ 1)y 7 3.0 1.3 1.k 0.6 G27 19 10 3.0 1.3 -1.u 0.6
G5 19 10 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 G28 35 28 3.0 1.3 1.k 0.6
G6 25 13 3.5 1.5 2.5 1.1

67 95 13 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 HL 10 8§ 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
G8 19 130 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3 H2 10 &5 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
G9 35 28 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8 H3 10 5 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
G10 28 1} 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6 w1 7 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
GllL 28 1, 3.0 1.3 1.8 0.8 H5 14 7 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
612 28 3 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.6 6 WU 7 3.0 1.3 0.8 0.3
Gl3 28 14y 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8 H7 25 13 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.6
@14 35 28 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8

Gl5 35 28 3.0 1.2 1,9 0.8 11 28 1 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
Gl6 35 28 3.0 1.2 1.4 0.6 I2 28 i 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.6
617 28 14 3.0 1.2 1.9 0.8 I3 28 4 1.4 0.6 1.4 0.6
18 1 7 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.6 I+ L9 25 1.9 0.8 2.5 1,1
Gl% 38 19 3.5 1.5 1.4 0.8 I 38 19 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1
G20 28 1 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 16 kb 22 3.0 1.3 1.9 ¢.8
G2l 28 1 2.5 1.1 1.9 0,8 I7 28 Uy 3.5 1.5 1.9 0.8
622 98 14 3.0 1.2 1.9 0.8 I8 28 1 1.5 0.8 1.9 0.8
G23 35 28 3.0 1.3 1.9 0.8 I9 28 1 1.9 0.8 1.4 0.6
G24 38 19 3.0 1.3 2.5 1.1 110 49 25 1.3 0.6 1.3 0.8
G625 28 3 8.5 1.5 1.9 0.8 I11 49 25 1.5 0.8 1.9 0.8
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Pastern Fastern

Map Cornn  white Corn  white
Symbel silage  pine Oak Symbol silage pine Oak

/Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A /Ha /A
I12 49 25 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1 J7 L9 25 1.3 0.6 1.4 0.6
113 49 25 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1 J8 57 29 0.3 0.1 1.% 0.8
Iy 49 25 0.3 0.1 1.4 0.6 J9 57 29 -~ - 1.4 0.6
T15 Ly 22 2.5 0.1 2.5 1.1 J10 B4 27 0.8 0.3 1.9 0.8
I16 k9 25 1.4 0.6 2.5 1.1 Jir k9 25 -- -- 1.9 0.8
I17 38 19 1.9 0.8 2.5 1.1 Jl2 10 5 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1
118 28 34 1.9 0.8 1.9 0.8 Jiz 10 5 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1
719 28 1 2.5 1.1 1.4 0.6 Jgiw 1y 7 - - 0.3 0.1
120 49 25 2.5 1.1 2.5 1.1 Jgis 35 28 —- - 0.3 0.1
121 49 25 1.4 0.6 2.5 1.1
122 ki 22 3.0 1.3 1.4 0.8
JL 57 29 -- -— 2.5 1.1
J2 e -=  -— 0.3 0.1
J3 98 ) 1.4 0.6 0.8 0.3
Ju o8 1) 1.4 0.6 0.3 0.1
J5 928 1) 1.4 0.6 0.8 0.3
J6 19 10 l.4% 0.6 1.% 0.6

Dashes indicate that the crop is usually not grown on the soil association

in question,

Compare with Table 3,

/Ha =

per hectare, /A = per acre.
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ESTIMATE OF ANNUAL PRODUCTION OF ORGANIC MATTER (DRY WEIGHT) OF EACH

OF THE TEN MAJOR SCIL REGIONS

Estimates have been published of the annual producticn of all categor-
ies of vegetation by counties (except Menominee County) in metric tons per
hectare (Tm/Ha). These estimates are presented in Table 8 of the
Deciduous Forest Bicme Memo Report No. 72-142 by Cottam et al. (1973).

On the basis of this information, the writer has estimated the
annual production of organic matter by soil regicns. Results are
presented in Table 4. The method used to obtain these approximations is

illustrated by the following estimates for Adams County.

Table E.
Townships Soil region % of area x
Number % of county Symbol Productivity prod. rating
(Tm/Ha)

0.8 4.0 I 5.2 20.8 Rating = 4.1

2.5 12.5 J 8 100.0 compared with

0.1 0.5 b 4.7 2.4 county rating of
15.6 83.0 c* 3.5 290.5 4,15 by Cottam et al.
19,0

ul3.7

% Intergrading to Cp in places

Ratings in the fourth column from the left were derived from values for
entire counties in which the soil region in question is predominant. Note
that the ratings vary with intensity of agricultural management, on the
one hand, and degree of urbanization on the other. Minerzl weilands are

extremely productive of vegetative material, as Cottam et al. assert.
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This method of approximating estimates of total annual vegetative
productivity does not reveal differences, if such exist, with changes in
latitude. To convert Tm/Ea to English tons per acre, multiply above
values by 0.446.

These estimates are preliminary and are subject to improvement as
research data make this possible. Tor example, the productivity figure
for soil region J may be a little high. Cottam gE_é;, suggest 10 Tm/Ha
as a reasonable figure for marshes. The soils involved are probably
those of soil associations J3 through J1l. However undrained peats and
mucks (J12 through J15) are much less productive, possibly in the
neighborhood of 3 Tm/Ha. Further work is obviocusly needed to firm the

average production figure for soil region J in particular,

Table 5. Estimated total annual preoduction of organic matter from all
categories of vegetation per hectare in the ten majeor soil

regions of Wisconsin

Seil region map symbof;” Tm/Hég‘
A 5.7
Ap 5.9
B 5.2
Bp 7.3
C 3.3
Cp 3.6
D k.7
E 5.2
F 5.0

Fp 6.0
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Table 5 Continued

Soil region map symbo%i' Tm/Héa-
€ 4.0
H 2.9
I 5.2
J : 8.0

\i These symbols are found on the color soil map of Wisconsin by Hole et

al., 1968.

2 . . . . .

\-.These preliminary estimates were derived from estimates of total
productivity (Tm/Ha) given by counties by Cottam et al. (1973) in
Table 8. The method used to derive the productivity by soil regions

is illustrated by the preceding estimates for Adams County{p.111).
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APPENDIX

A Discussion of the Use of the Soil Productivity Score Card in Rating

Soils.

The Scil Productivity Score Card of Berger, Hole and Beardsley (1952)
was designed for use by field men of canning companies in selecting best
fields for rental. Hole used it (1953) in calculating productivity
ratings for all Towns in Wisconsin. Cottam et al. (1973) displayed the
Town ratings in a computer print-out map (their Figure 2). The Soil
Productivity Score Card Method is much more laboriocus than the Yield
Estimate Method, because the latter method relies on the crop yield to
integrate a multitude of productivity factors.

The score card was used in this study to calculate ratings on a
1 to 4 scale for the soil associations of Wisconsin (see legend, color
map by Hole et al., 1968). The results are generally comparable to those
cbtained by the Yield Estimate Method (see Fig. 7). Specifically, ratings
were the same for 142 out of the 190 soil associations., OFf the u8
instances of difference between the ratings obtained by the Yield
Estimate Method as reported in Table 3, and ratings obtained by the Soil
Productivity Score Card Method, about half of the ratings cbtained by the
Soil Productivity Score Card Method were one step higher and one half were
one step lower than ratings obtained by the Yield Estimate Method.

The writer concludes that the Soil Productivity Score Card would need
to be improved to make it more useful in evaluating soil productivity
on a state-wide basis. Some examples of inadequacies of performance of

the score card in this study are as follows:




a)

b)

c)

a)

e)

)
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The score card is not sensitive encugh to degree of droughti-
ness of sandy loam soils and medium textured soils underlain
by sand and gravel. The sandy loam soils are not penalized
enough for their droughtiness, and soils of the north, such

as Stambaugh silt loam and Padus loam are penalized too much.
Somewhat poorly drained soils are penalized too much by the
score card for restricted drainage conditions. Actually,
somewhat poorly drained soils may be more productive than
either better or more poorly drained soils.

The reduction of oats yields resulting from the short growing
season on the Ontonagon solls of the Lake Supericr Basin is
not adequately taken into account by the score card.

The high productivity of peats and mucks after artificial
drainage and institution of good crop, soil and water management
practices is not sufficiently recognized by the score card.

The score card does not take frost pocket phenomena (as in bogs
of the central sandy plain of Wisconsin) into account.

The score card does not penalize sloping soils enough for

steeper slopes.
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Table €. Ratings for soil productivity of soil associations of Wisconsin
for field crops as determined by the Soil Preoductivity Score
Card Method, and the unmodified Crop Yield Estimate Method.

Ratings Ratings
Map determined by tge Map determined by the
Symbol SPSCM CYEM Symbol SPSCH CYEM
a b a b
Al 1 1 90 B13 1 1 8o
A2 1 2 &2 B14 2 2 59
A3 2 3 L3 - Bi5 2 3 Lo
Al 2 2 60 B16 2 3 Lé
AS 2 2 71 B17 2 2 52
A 2 2 62 B18 1 3 b5
A7 2 2 73 B19 2 2 61
A8 2 2 69 B20 1 2 68
A9 2 2 53 B21 1 1 86
ALO 2 2 5§ B22 1 1 8
All 1 1 93 823 2 2 7
AL2 1 1 78 B2y 2 2 65
A13 1 2 159 B25 1 77
AlL 1 2 62 B26 3 3 42
B27 2 2 60
Bl 2 3 Lo B28 2 3 b
B2 2 2 8l B29 2 2 69
B3 2 2 70 B30 2 3 37
BY 3 noo22 331 2 3 Lo
BS 1 2 g6 B32 1 177
B6 2 2 g, B33 1 2 73
B7 2 2 69 B34 1 2 57
B8 2 2 53
BS 1 2 66 c1 b v 17
B10 2 2 74 c2 4 y 24
Bll 2 2 72 C3 4 v 18
B12 2 2 65 ch 4 v o1
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Table 6 Continued

Ratings
determined Dy the

Ratings

aetermined by the

SPSCH

Map
Symbol

Map

CYEM

SPSCM

CYEM

Symbel

33

El

13
12
22
29
L5
1k

C5

E2

cs

0

E3

7

57

EY

c8

59
Lo

E5

co

E6

Cio

56
L7

E7

Cil1
cl12

E8

15
16
10
13

48

60

ES

C13
Cl4
Cl5
Cie
c17
Cl8

51
51

E10
Ell
E12

31

2ly

E13

L8

63

Fl

63

F2
¥3

L3

Dt

70

L6

D2

76

Fy
F5

L7

D3

Dh

80

re

39

D5

h
66
59

E7

12

Ll

D6

3]

D7

s

12
L7

8

65
68

rio

D9

ril
F12
F13
iy

L8

Dlo

Dil
D12

11

6l
68

L8

D13
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Table 6 Continued

Ratings
determined by the

Ratings
determined by the

Map
Symbol

SPSCM

CYEM

CYEM

SP3CH

Map
Symbol

L5

G19
G20
G21
G22
G23
G224
G625
G26
G27
G28

73
78
76
59

Fl5
Fls
Fl7
rls
Fl9

L8

56

57

63

63

56

69

F20
rz21
ra22
Fa23
F2u
F25
F2s

L2

55

oh

65
48

32

69

82

11

Hl

78

H2

11

n

H3

Gl

13
13
16
19

Hi

65
b5
L7

G2

HS

53

HS
H7

e

L0

G5

56
L5

G6

il
3 31
3 U3

3

I1
12
I3

G7

26
52

G8

G9

72
81

Iy
I5
16

38

Glo
Gl1
Gl2
G13
G1l4

1

6
36
53

2 59
3
3 i

I7
I8

63

= e~
N~ e
[Lr B A VI
[or B o' B o
[ IS
(=2 . |
HoH
oy o
A ¥
N oM
o B+ o SN o 5]
285
—

[0 I s B )

2 69

I12

G18
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Table 6 Continued

Ratings
Map determined by the
Symbol SPSCM CYEM

a b
113 2 2 71
T4 2 2 66
115 2 2 65
116 2 2 170
117 2 2 63
118 2 3 L8
119 2 2 53
120 2 1 8
121 2 179
122 2 2 58
Jl 1 2 68
J2 - - 0
J3 3 3 25
Jh 3 17
J5 3 v 23
J6 2 3 38
J7 2 2 51
J8 1 1 91
J9 1 179
Jiao 2 1 90
J1l 2 2 73
J12 Yy 4 7
J13 3 v 1L
Jiu 4 4 19
J15 2 3 L9
lSPSCM = So0il productivity score card methed. Ratings are on a l-bsst to L-worst
5 scala.

CYEM = Crop yield estimate method.

a Ratings on a l-best to - worst scale.

b = Ratings are on a 1l00-best to O relative yield scale for corn or oabs.




Table 7.

ESTIMATED ACREAGES (IN THOUSANDS OF ACRES) OF SOME MAJOR SOIL SERIES AND TYPES AND LAND TYPES
IN WISCONSINT

>800

600-800

500-600

400-500

300-400 200-300 1C0-200 50-100
Iron River Fayette Alluvial  Amepy Boone (D- Almena (F-~ Adolph (F, Ahmeek (G-gil-86)
(G-800; 1- (A-B60; lands (J- (Milaca) (G, 379; ls-1u63 202; sil-198; J-176; sil-
630; sl- si1-530; 560; wet, F-437; 1-335; s-233) stony sil-4#)  113; stony Alcona (I-fs1-61)
170) stony sil-  335; not  stony 1-2; Gale (D- Antigo (F- si1-83) Ashdale (A-sil-82)
1 sil wet, 225) 1 in complex . . ] )
Dubuque . , 8il-328) 2873 s11-205; Adrian (J- Bertrand (A-sil-
valley with peat-100) . . ,
(A,B-81Y4; . deep sil-12;, muck-136) 62)
. phase-130) Gogebic (G- \
s11-523; Kewaunee (I- 1-291) shallow sil- q( ] .
stony sil- Hixton (D- 434; ¢l-19; 70) igé?nl ggf Brill (F-sil-51)
291) 5563 1-240; stony 1-5; sil- Onamia (G,F- ' % O ® Burkhardt (A-sl~
stony 1-12; 367; s1-43) 335; 1-250, Carbondale 51-70) o
(J-muck~215) :
s1-304) R . sl-76) Auburndale
Miami {B-1475; ] (B=285: (Fcil. Coloma (C-95; ls-
. Casco (B-285; (PFP-sil :
Pence (G,H, 1-405; stony Santiago (F- 1-138: sil- 133) B3; §-52)
F-51-636) 1-61; s1-9) 3373 5113335 107% on eom Comstook (F-sil
cy 3 in - omstoc ~511-
Plainfield Omega (H,G- stony sil-i) plex with ?uireing, 62)
(C-658; 1s- 481; 1s-416;  Vilas (H,G- Rodman-25; ~1s-187) .
478; s-180) 5~65) 347; 1s-343; in complex Bergland gg?over (B-sil-
Rocky and Palsgrove s-t) i;gh Sisson~ ié%g_$1l_ | .
stony land (A-sil-425) ‘ Da&ota (A-603 1-
(A,D-616) Crivitz (G-1s- Billett (A- °°3 S1-27)
235) s1-111) Dawson (J-peat-
Dunbarton (A~ ‘Brems (C- 79)
§11-227) 1s-197) Elkmound (D-sl-
Elderon (A- Carlisle 55)
1-222) (J-muck- Emmet (E-76;
Fox (B-243% 121) fs1-57; 1s-19)
wil-201; Cathro {(J- Ettrick (A,J-
s1-42) $11-75)

peat-194)

wZT




Table 5 Continued

200-300 100-200 50-100
Freeon (F- Chaseburg Ggotham (C-1s5-93)
si1-214) ig;g_Sll_ Biawatha (H,G-ls-
Freer (F- 92)
136; sil~ Chetek (G, . .
1245 stony D-1-182) Hochhelm (B-sil-
X 68)
gil-12)
Cloquet (G- Humbind (D-s1
Greenwood- 131; 1s-13; 63? Ard tU-sl-
Spalding (J- s1-118)
peat-180) Dodge (B~ Keowns (D-1-76)
Kennan (G- 511-106) Kert (D-sil-85)
243 il . .
3f sil Dodgeville lafont (F-s5il-72)
186; stony (A-511-140)
$il-31; sl- St 7 Lamartine (B-sil-87)
26 - .
) ‘ iiiﬁiig)(F Longrie (E-92; 1-11;
Norden (D- shallow 1-81)
1127 (F-
511-279) G?odman (F Loyal (F-sil-67)
s11-138)
Cnaway (B- Marath (F-88;
1-203) Houghton arathon 1:=eds
1-80; stony 1-8)
Ontonagon (J-mucik~
(Tood & 122) Maumee (C,J-sl-
f-s8icl- 53)
255) Kokomo {B,
Oshkosh (I- i;é}gétiil— Mead (F-511-86)
2503 sil- ;03 SYORY yonico (F-1-55)
198; scl- §11-9) Morl (B-sil
10; s1-12) Lapeer (B- orley fE=siim
88)
St. Chaples 1073 17633
T sl-44) Newton (C,J~94;
(B-sil-246)
(1 1s-59; s1~35)
Stambaugh Ménawa N .,
sil=145) Norrie (F-sil-74)

(F~gil-230)

SZT



Table 7 Continued

200-300 100-200 50-100
Withee (F- Markey (J- Northfield (D-sil-
si1-234) muck-141) 66)
Warsaw (B- Mervillan (D~ Ogden {J-muck-67)
iif%0%~55; s1-134) _ Pecatonica (B-sil-
Otternolt (F- 60)
s11-163) Pella (B,J-sil-
Padus (G-1- 94 )
154)

Plano (G-sil-
196)

Parr (B-sil-
159)

Solona (B
1-138)

Sparta (C-109;
1s-102; s=7)

Tama (A-sil-
183)

Terrace
escarpments
{(A,C,H,G-151)

Washtenaw (B-
2i1-121)

Wyocena (C-174;
1s-933 s1-72;
stony sl-9)

Poskin (F-sil-69)

Rietbrock (F-67;
sil-~64; stony
5il1-~3)

Rifle (J-peat-60)
Rock Land (A-55)

Rough Broken Land
(A-84)

Rozellville (F-
66, =s11-59; sl1-7)

Seaton (A-sil-82)
Shawano (E-1fs-89)
Shiccton (B-1-80)

Sisson (B-72; 1-50;
in complex with
Casco-22)

Spencer (F-gil-98)

-

9¢T




Table 7 Continued

50-100

Tawas {(J-muck=-56)
Tilleda {E-sil-60)
Trenary (E~1-53)

Tustin (B-85; 1ls~53:
s1-32)

Underhill (E-sil-57)
Urne (D-1-68)

Vespey (D-sil-76)
Warman {F,J-1-68)
Wauseon (B-sl-67)
Willette (J-muck-67)
Worthen (A-sil-83)

1 Compiled from the Conservation Needs Inventory data of the Soil Conservation Service, USDA, February, 1971.
‘Textural abbreviations are translated as follows: cl = clay loam; 1 = loam; ls = loamy sand; s = sand;
8il = silt loam; sicl = silty clay loam; sl = sandy loam. Capital letter symbols in the table refer to the
soil region in which the soil or land type is most common. The first entry in the table is interpreted as
follows:

Ireon River..... Soil series

(G .veevvvere.. common in soil region G

- 8003 ........ occuples an estimated B8(Q,000 acres in Wisconsin

1-830% ........ Iron River loam occupies about 630,000 acres

£1-170) ....... Iron River sandy loam occupies about 170 ,000 acres

The many soils with acreages less than 50,000 have been omitted from this table. Note that slope phases are
not reported here.

For classification of soil series not defined in this publication, consult state soil keys of the Soil
Conservation Service and the Geclogical and Natural History Survey.

LeT



ERRATA IN THE COLOR WALL SOIL MAP OF WISCONSIN

For Al, read Al2, Trempealeau County, T.20 N,, R.7 W.

For B, read B28, in Green Lake County, T.16 N,, R.11 E.

For a blank strip, in Waukesha County, T.6 N., R.QO-E, southward
the soil boundaries Interrupted.

For a missing label in a scil body in Menominee County, T.29 N.,
R.14 E., insert G1k,

For 4, read I 4, in Ozaukee County, T.12 N., R,22 E.

For I0 read Il0 in Brown County, T.21 N,, R,19 E.

For Il read I 11, in Calumet County, T.19 N., R.19 E.

Note: For clarification of soll boundaries interrupted by map
lettering or crossed by streams, see the overlay soil
map referred to in the lower left-hand corner of the map

sheet.
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ERRATA® ON THE 1:220,000 OVERLAY SOIL MAP OF WISCONSIN, 2/22/74

Name of Map
Quadrangle

Map
Correction made

Location

Ashland

Dubuque
Duluth

Fau Claire

Egcanaba

Green Bay

Iron Mountain

Iron River

LaCrosse

Madison

Manitowog
Milwaukee

Racine

A mumber of missing
soil boundaries are
added

I 10 changed to F 10

H 6 changed to C 6

F23 changed to T22

P25 and G28 changed to G18
D7 changed to D4

E11 added

E9 changed to Ell

B30 changed to E1
D11 changed to IZ22
E? changed tc EU

G24 changed to C2

J2 changed to G2
E2 changed to Ef

G3 added

E% changed to E11
C6 changed to C5

B11l changed to B12
J15 added

J11 changed to J15
B¢ changed to B29
I17 changed to I21

B32 changed to B3l

T.46 and 47 N,
R.2, 3, and 4 W.

T.29 N., R
T.28, 29 N.,
T.29 N., R.6
T.29 N., R.8
T.29 N., R.1
T.27 N., R.1
T.28, 29 N

., R.19 E.

., R.14, 15 E,
, .15, 16 E.
, R.9 E.

=1+ 33

MR R R
W ;W
===

T.37, 38 N., R.12 E.

T.29, 30, 31 H., R,16 E.

T.43 N., R.9, 10 E.




Name of Map
Quadrangle

Map
Correction made

130

Location

Rice Lake

Rockford

5t. Paul

Stillwater

H7 changed to HE

D7 added

D7 added in two places
528 changed to G19

H6 changed to C&

F25 changed to F26

G2 added

B21 changed to B22
Boundary removed between
B22/B22

{8 changed to C5
G1l6 changed to Gl19

AlY4 added

T.33, 34% N., R.11l W.
T.29, 30 N., R.10, 11 W,
T.33 N., R.11 W.

T.29 N., R.9 W.

T. 29 N., R.7, 8 W.
T.33, 34 N., R.10 W..
T.33, 34 N., R.2, 3 E.

T.l N., R.14% E,
T.6 N., R.12 E.

T.24 N., R.17, 18 W.
T.29 N., R.18, 19 W.

T.29 N., R.19 W,

%
Note that the colored wall map, Soils of Wisconsin (1948), is taken as

standard.
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Numerical Expression of the Depressing Affects of Slope Erosion and

Some Other Factors on Corn Yields

in estimating yields of crops on entire landscapes (soll associations),
many factors must be taken into account. The variety and arrangement of
s0il bodies is different on each parcel of land. Each combination has its
particular limitations. Slopes are of great importance. The steeper the
slope, the more depressed the yield. Fenton et al. (1971} calculated corn
suitability ratings (CSR) on a scale of 0-100 for each soil in Towa.
Corn suitability ratings ranged from 5 for Steep Rocky Land to 100 for
level Tama silty clay loam. The following guidelines were used by these
workers in reducing the CSR on slopes and in the event of other hazardous
conditions. For example, Tama silty clay loam on a D slope, moderately

eroded is 65.

Teble 8. Guidelines used by Fenton et al. (1971) in establishing Corn

Suitability Ratings for soils of Iowa.l

A. Slopeé (Values listed are subtracted from CSR of same soil on A slope.)

Soil Group I
Slope group
A B C D E F G

Well, moderately well, or Index -5 -20 -30 -40 -60  ~70
somewhat poorly drained; soil

uneroded; < 45% clay;

friable or firm; > 48" solum.



Seil Gproup IT

Well, moderately well, or
somewhat poorly drained;
uneroded; > U5% clay with
> b8" golum; firm; very
firm < 45% clay; or 20 to
40" to bedrock, sands, or
gravels.

Erosion

1. AC profiles < 35% clay
and loamy sand or sand

2. Solum > 48", < 35% clay
in B

3. Solum > 48", 35-42%
clay in B or very firm
soils < 35% clay

¥, Solum > u48", >u42% clay

in B
5. Solum 20 to 40", 18-45%
clay in B

6. Solum < 20", 18-U45% clay

in B

132

Slope group
A B C D E F G
Index -5 -25 -40 -55 -75 -85
soil
Erosion groups
1 2 3
Index Index -5 < index
soll soil
" -2 -5
" N ~10
" ~5 -15
n ~5 =15
" -10 -20

Biosequence {Prairie soils have higher CSR's than Gray-Brown Podzolic
soils., Values listed are subtracted from P index soil for P/F and for

F scils.)

1. Medium and moderately
fine textured soils

2., Fine textured soils

3. Sandy loam scils

4, Loamy sand soils

P
(prairie)

Index soil

Index soil
Index soil
Index soil

P/T

mmriree=t

-5

-10
-l
-2

_E

(forsst)
-10
-20

-8
-



D.

Wetness

133

{(Landscapes that contribute to wetness conditions and wet,

poorly drained soils have lower CSR ratings than do somewhat poorly

drained soils in a hydrosequence.)

Calcareous soils

Soils

Moderately permeable; solum

> 48"; < 35% clay in B

Slowly permeable; solum >

48"y 35-42% clay in B

Very slowly permeable; solum

> ug'; > 42% clay in B

except Edina is -5 < Seymour

All depressions and Planosols

except Edina, Belinda, and

Beckwith soils

a. All concave positions vs.
associated upland soils
{concave level uplands)

b. Somewhat poor; very firm
B with 30-35% clay in B
and > 42% clay in B

Moderately well or well vs.

somewhat poorly drained for

moderately well or well

< somewhat poor

a. Sharpsburg < Macksburg
Marshall < Minden
Clarion < Nicollet

b, Galva < Primghar

c. All other moderately well
or well vs. somewhat poor

Drainage CSR
Poor < somewhat poor by -5
Poor < scmewhat poor by -7
Poor < somewhat poor by -10
Depressions < poor by -25

Well and moderately well by -3

Somewhat poor by -5
Poor by -10
Poor < somewhat pocr by -10-
Add for somewhat poor +3
Add for somewhat poor +5 -
Somewhat poor - moderately

well or well 0

Upland drainageway arveas: C8SR av. of soils in complex minus

approximately 15 CSR's.

noncalcareous soils.)

{Calcareous soils have a lower CSR than assocciated

Poorly drained noncalcareous soils vs. -5 for calc.

poorly drained calcareocus

Highly calcareous poorly drained vs.

noncalcarecus poorly drained

-20 for highly cale.

Calcarecus upland vs. noncalcareous upland
a. Calcareocus soils: deduct 5 CSR's from
comparable upland that is not calcare-

ous

b. Loamy sand, sand, or gravels:

calcare-

ous veg. noncaleareous, subtract 10

CS8R's for calcareous soil




F. Depth phases

soils with thick solums.)

1.
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(Soils with thin solums have a lower CSR than comparable

Well or moderately well drained (medium and moderately fine

textured)

> ug" thick

Deep

Moderately deep

< 20" to sand, gravel or bedrock

CER

Index (upland soil)

-16 less than index soil

~16 less than deep

-25 less than moderately deep

Somewhat poorly drained (medium and moderately fine textured)

Soil depth

> 48" thick

Deep

Moderately deep

< 20" to sand, gravel or bedrock

Poorly drained

Soil depth

> 48" thick

Deep

Moderately deep

< 20" to sand, gravel or bedrock

Sandy loam over sand, gravel, or
drained)

Solum
> u8" thick
Deep
Moderately deep
< 20!!

CSR

Index (upland soil)

~12 less than index soil

=12 less than deep

-16 less than moderately deep

CSR

Index (upland soil)

-8 less than index soil

~8 less than deep

~16 less than moderately deep

bedrock (well or moderately well

CSR

Index soil

~5 less than index soil

-5 less than deep

~15 less than mederately deep

Loamy sands over gravels or bedrock

.Solum

> 48" thick
Deep

Moderately deep
< 2011’

CSR

Index soil

-5 less than index soil

~5 less than deep

=10 less than moderately deep




G.
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Sandy or gravelly soils

1. B8andy loam profiles vs. leamy uplands -35 for sandy loam
> 48" thick

2. Loamy sand and sand profiles vs. -50 for loamy sand and
loamy uplands > 48" thick sand

Precipitation factors for Iowa (Index soil is Tama; well-drained soils
in northwestern and western lowa have lower CSR's than Tama soils.)

1. Southern Iowa loess soils vs, Tama soils (CSR's less than Tama)

-15 -10 -8 Index

Monoena Marshall Sharpsburg Tama
2. Galva vs. Tama Galva = 0.75 x Tams
3. Tama vs. Moody Moody = 0.70 x Tama

4. Loamy sand and sandy loam - eastern Towa vs. western Iowa
western Iowa (.70 x eastern Towa soil

5. Well and moderately well drained bottom lands
- western Iowa 0.96 X eastern Iowa soil

Deposition and special scil modifiers

1. Deposition on units 133, 53, 134, 248, and 172, add 5 .CSR's for
deposition.

2. All overscore (i.e., 133), channeled (133c), or gullied (5 erosion)
are rated at 25 CSR's.

3. T units are the same as uplands except that alluvial benches are
2 C8R's less than uplands.

Parent materials

1. Deoxidized loess: 3 CSR's less than oxidized

2. loess loess/till tiil
Index soil 5 less than loess 10 less than loess

3. Loamy vs. silty bottom lands
loamy: 3 CSR's less than =ilty

I
i
i
{
i




K. Muck and peaty soils
1. Muck

< 20" over mineral soll
20 to 40" over mineral scil

> 40:

2. Peat

Peaty muck and peat

1
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15 CSR's less than poorly drained
landscape associate

30 CSR's less than poorly drained
landscape associate

25 CSR's less than 20- to 40-"
depth

19 C5R's less than comparable depth

phase of much (< 20" 10 CSR's less
than poorly drained associate)

The informatlion concerning factors affecting corn suitability ratings

represents an initial effort in establishing criteria applicable on a

statewide basis.



