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by County and by Soil Group
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Q\\\ Soil samples are numbered
\\\J as received in the Purdue
)/ Soil Testing Laboratory.

]
Samples are tested for po-

tassium, using a flame
photometer.

i O // Y The pH (aci.dity) of soil is
' . measured with glass elec-
- trode pH meter.

/
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SOIL TESTS IN INDIANA

BY COUNTY AND BY SOIL GROUP FOR 1962

Eldon L, Hood and Russell K. Stivers Sigii}

This bulletin is a report of the summary of th \/QZ;; / test
information on samples received by the soil test; atory
during 1962.

INTRODUCTION

Soil samples sent to the Purdue Univer iggil Testing
Laboratory are analyzed chemically for pH equirement,
available phosphate and available potash.<ii§§511trogen recommen-
dations are based on general soil type, or, recent
cropping history and the crop to be grown. /¢rt111zer recommen-
dations for phosphate and potash are,made largely from laboratory
tests. The location of the sample,Kggg geperal characteristics
of the soil, previous fertilization a iming practices, recent
cropping history, and the crop té?beizertlllzed were taken from
the field and cropping 1nformat Q\\Sh et.

During 1962, 39,425
these samples were summ
as well as by soil group.

11 s ples were analyzed. The data from
ed orja state~wide basis, by county,

The soil group classifications used here need elarification
since the samples were placed in the various soil groups according
to the information gﬁ*en 6ﬁ the soil test information sheet. Thirty-
seven soil grouﬁ% eﬁe\\;éd. Each soil sample was placed into one
of 16 separate s éiiigiions in the state according to the geogrephic
location of th {Eamp Map 1). The samples within each soil region
were subdividegjigggnsoil groups on the basis of soil color, soil
texture, dr?zn e, d land form. The soil group number, the
combinations opertles used to obtain them and the soil types
within each(ngqp are shown in Table 1.



Principal Soll Types of
the Regions

N .

Maumee, Granby, Newton &
Runnymede sandy loams; Plain-
field & Tyner sands; mucks;
Door, Tracy, Fox, Kalamazoo,
Warsaw & Oshtemo loams, sandy
loams, & loamy sands.

Hoytville, Mahalasville, Nappa-
nee, Pewamo & silty clay loams
in east; Darroch, Foresman,
Rensselaer slit loam & loam,
Onarga sandy floam, Brenton,
Proctor and Strole siit loams in

west.
g

Parr & Odell silt loams &
loams; Sidell, Raub, Elliott &
Flanagan silt loams; Chalmers
& Romney silty clay loams.

Miami, Crosby, Brookston, Bre-
men, Galena, Otis, Fox & Hills-
dale loams & sandy loams;
Goloma loamy sand.

e NN

Croshy, Celina, & Miami silt
loams; Brookston & Kokomo silty
clay loams.

F

Blount, Morley, Nappanee & St.
Clair silt loams; Pewamo silty
clay loam.

Fincastle, Russell, Reesville @V % \ //

Cope silt loams; Brookston & ~
Kokomo silty clay loams.

,//*/

H L\ e

Genesee, Eel, @ntlngton\fm( / '/

Ockley, Warsaw, Bartle, Elklns
ville & Wh slrt\Lo o
loams; Westla *y\claylnalry
Sharkey clay. / '~
/\ N \)
N / / \/
\\ V4 //

» B

Ava, Gincinnati, Hickory, Vigo,
Iva, Wilbur, Stendal & Phile silt
loams.

Cincinnati, Hnssmoyne, Avon-
burg, Clermont, Hickory, Jen-
nings, Colyer, Grayford, Philo,
Stendal & Atkins silt loams.

Switzerland & nsville silt
loams; Fairmount & Huntington
silty clay loams.

Muskingum & Gilpin stony silt
loams, Zanesville, Wellston, Til-
sit, Elkinsville, Bartle, Otwell
& Philo silt loams.

Frederick, Bewleyville; Bedford
Lawrence, Crider, Pembroke\ RN
Corydon & Huntington silt

loams.
1

Otwell, Haubstadl Dubul}s\ﬂob-
inson; Markland, McGary, Hen-
shaw & Parke silt_loams;. Zipp, /
Montgomery & Pa!{?rsllty clay
loams. > .
{Ni \\J,

/

Blogrmfi deW sands; Prince-
tmr Ayrkhk \sandy loams &
Ioa

> ~
/ANy
N

/
/
/

AY

. P H
AUuNJﬁuren Ivan, lona, Rees- @
ville,- Ragsdale, Hosmer, Adler
st{t loams. e—-’
\
=
$ o0
20400
W“*fl‘ﬁ
AN iH

Figure 1.
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Soil regions of Indiana.

INDIANA SOIL
SURVEY
Purdue University
Agricultural Experiment
Station
and
U. S. Department of
Agriculture
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TABLE 1 - THE PROPERTIES OF THE SOIL GROUPS USED.

10 S7ﬁ3yi;;§§gyin region D
»

‘ Loam.and heavier soils in
o \} /;eglon D

12 <i§§i§> Level light-colored soils

of region E

11 /?

Sloping light-colored soils
of region E

1k Dark-colored soils of region E

15 Level light-colored soils
of region F

Soil Group S50il Types Included
Number Properties of Soil Groups in Soil Group
1 A1l Bottom Lands Eel, Genesee, Huntington,
LlndS1de, Sha<§§gi\zzigihoals
2 Mucks in region A Carlisle, Edward ton,
and LlHWOOd/‘:§§§>
3 Level, poorly-drained soils Gilford, Maumee,
of region A Mbrocco <Qn, Runnymede,
and Wil ) )
///
i Level, well-drained soils Doof/ Kalamazoo, Nekoosa
of region A 0 lalnfleld, Tracy,
‘ne nd Warsaw
5 Region B soils in Allen County , Hoytville, Lenawee
ll Nappanee, and Toledo
6 Western region B soils dé, Darroch, Foresman,
\ /N Jasper, Maumee, and Rennselaer
\\\ )‘ loams and sandy loams; Onarga
and Ridgeville sandy loam;
// §§\ Procter and Brenton; Strole
\i§\4/ silt loam
T Sloping soils o regl ‘ C Corwin, Dana, Flanagan,
J) Mellott, Octagon, Parr,and
Sidell
8 Level soils of, region c Chalmers, Elliott, Odell,
(( A Otterbein, Raub, Romney, and
o \\\ iﬁ/ Toronto
9 Mucks in region D Carlisle, Houghton, and

Linwood

Allendale, Coloma, Fox,
Hillsdale, Oshtemo, Metea,
Miami sandy loams and loamy
sands

Bremen, Brookston, Crosby,
Galena, Kokomo, Miami, and
Otis

Bethel and Crosby silt loams

Celina, Fox, Hennepin, and
Miami silt loams

Brookston and Kokomo silty
clay loams

Blount and Nappanee
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TABLE 1 - THE PROPERTIES OF THE SOIL GROUPS USED (CONT'D)

Soil Group Soil Types Included
Number Properties of Soil Groups in Soil Group
16 Sloping light-colored soils of Morley and St. é;gig\
region F - \\\\\{7
17 Dark-colored soils of region F Pewamo /i(
18 Level light-colored soils of Delmar, F1nc§§£%§> Reesville
region G silt lo
19 Sloping light-colored soils Birkbeck, \§/7 Hennepln,
of region G Manloye, ssell silt
‘ loams [
20 Dark~colored soils of region G Brdgk\ , Cope, Kokomo, and
R ale
21 Sandy-textured terrace soils of i 1le, Fox, Martins-
region H ville, and Warsaw
22 Loam and heavier-textured terr ciiigbiﬁgbon, Bartle, Elkinsville,

soils of region H “ ston, Fox, Homer, Lyles,

\ij\ ‘Mbntgomery, Ockley, Sleeth,
P ./MCGary, Westland, and Wheellng

23 Level Soils of region I (<;\\\
m§7 |
25 Level soils of region J | Avonberg, Cana, Clermont,
/) Rossmoyne, and Whitcomb

Ava, Cory, Iva, and Vigo

24 Sloping soils of re Cincinnati, Hickory, ard Parke

26 Sloping soils of regio Cincinnati, Hickory, Grayford,
rv , Colyer, and Jennings
27 Level SOllS of egi%n K Lawrence
28 Sloplng \Ef region K Fairmount, Switzerland, and
/> Allensville

29 Level so of reglon L Bartle, Johnsburg, Pekin,
Peoga, Haubstadt, Dubois,
and Tilsit

Muskingum, Montevallo, Wellston,
and Zanesville

30 %%2§i§g\§gils of region L Elkinsville, Gilpin,

31 ( vel soils of region M ‘ Bedford, Guthrie, and Lawrence
32 < Sl@%lng soils of region M Bewleyville, Crider, Corydon,
<i§i§£ ; Frederick, and Pembroke

33 evel soils of region N Dubois, Haubstadt, Henshaw,

McGary, Montgomery, Patton,
Robinson, and Zipp



TABLE 1 - THE PROPERTIES OF THE SOIL GROUPS USED (CONT'D)

Soil Group

Number

34
35

36

37

Properties of Soil Groups

Sloping Soils of region N
Soils of region O

Level soils of region P

Sloping soils of region P

Soil Types Included
in Soil Group

Markland, Parkéf\\f%ley,
and Otwell ,
"///7 -
Ayrshire, 00;§£§;d, and
Princeton B
Iva, Mur§§;> ag dale,
Reesvillg\\agﬂ‘Stoy
ﬁf/t and Iona

Alf??d Hosmer
S

—
\ c/ -

3
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The soil test values for phosphate and potash were divided into five categories.
The categories and their meaning are shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2 - SOIL TEST VALUE CATEGORIES FOR PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

Soil Test Value Range for STQ\}EQ
Meaning 1n/%ér§ Hof

Category Phosphate (P O.) Potash (Kﬁp) fertlliza
275 .
Very Low 0-40 0-100 : NegQS’\\§;§>rates
Low 43-100 ' ~ 101-180 Neé o&%rately heavy
/xate f?
Medium 101-180 181-250 p ((Needs maintenance plus
High 181-300 251-375 \f\§E§§s maintenance only
Very High 301 + 376 + <i§§§§§ss than maintenance
<i§§\\ til test drops
' W v

)\
/|

The frequency distributions of pH, phosphaté?%ésts;‘potash tests, and nitrogen
recommendations were calculated by county, ?\150 group, and for the state.

The pH distribution by county is shown e—g/(pages 9-11). 1In addition,
the average limestone application for ngh nty is given in the right hand

column. This was calculated by multlpl\&\g/ﬁﬁe percentage of samples in each
pH category by its lime requiremen anéb\ summing these to get the average.

The percent distribution for phosphate and potash is given by county in

Table 4 (pages 12-34) in a 5 by gément giving the frequency distribution

of all combinations of the phosphat- and potash tests. At the bottom of each

table the totals for potash in each category are given. The totals for phosphate

are given in the right hand/ébiﬁmn. The overall phosphate and potash distribution

for the state is shown in Tah\g 5,) page 35. The nitrogen recommendations for corn,

wheat, and oats by couﬁ%y are 1i;n in Table 6, pages 36-37. These recommendations

are based on the sample fgigig;tlon and soil type. The average recommendation
~erves to show the rel gﬁve d for nitrogen in one area of the state as compared

with another. The acﬁggégggount to use can be more accurately determined from a

knowledge of receng/cr and soil type.

The pH distribution by soil region is shown in Table 7, page 38, and by soil
group in Table -hO. The phosphate and potash test frequency
distribution a ‘ven by soil group in Table 9, pages 41-50.

The averaggﬁgitro e recommendatlons for corn, wheat, and oats for each soil
group are S owrl - n)Table 10, page 51. These recommendations are based on the
samples éh fgyjeach crop respectively.

L

nd potash recommendations for corn are given by county in Table 11,
pages 5 d by soil group in Table 12, page 54. These recommendations are
ged t-average calculated from all samples received. They indicate the

The frequency distributions shown in this publication can serve as a guide for
fertilizer use in the various parts of the state. They are a guide for fertilizer
recommendations where there is no soil test information; however, in order to
fertilize efficiently on any particular farm, soil testing is necessary to deter-
mine the actual status of that particular soil.



TABLE 3 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF pH (ACIDITY) SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY

WITH ESTIMATED AVERAGE LIME REQUIREMENT. 1962 ZAvi?agi.Lime
ppiication
& - Required,
County pH Class 0.0-5.0 5.15.3 5.4-5.6  5.7-5.9 6.0-6.2 6.3-6.5 6.6-7.1 7.2+ Tons/A.
Tons of Lime Needed 6 5 L 3 2 1 0 0
( ( ™~
ams L) A 2.7 6.9 10.1 19.1 20.7 33.0 7.1 1.2
ﬁilin \ji\ .2 2.3 6.0 13.6 21.0 21.1 26.8 9.2 1.k
Bartholomew. g,gj\\ 0.4 2.7 5.8 13.8 20.8 hl.% 15.0 0.8
Benton G Ay 2.8 9.6 20.9 27.7 23.8 19. 1.3 2.0
Blackford Yoo /) 007 5.4 7.2 15.6 22.8 43.1 h.7 1.0
Boone %ﬁﬁy/ 3.8 9.1 15.5 22.3 20.9 26.3 1.3 1.7
Brown 5.5 1L - 12a 11.5 13.5 12.1 24.8 5.8 2.3
Carroll 0.5 S 5e0 13.0 L 25.5 36.6 3.1 1.3
Cass 1.1 .7/// ) 6.9 18.2 ig.g i;.g gg.g lg.? i.i
Clark 1.5 - 5.3 9.7 . . . . . .
Clay 2.5 5.§<5f> 6.8 8.6 13.7 16.5 33.8  12.2 1.h .
Clinton 0.3 L.7 10 119.2 28.7 18.9 4.8 3.1 1.9 ¢
Crawford 0.k 5.8 116 /)1146 15.1 15.1 31.1 9.3 1.6
Daviess 0.9 5.0 T. \\*//’/9<9§>‘ 4.3 23.7 31.9 7.3 1.4
Dearborn 6.2 8.5 11.5 (12.2/) 10.k4 11.3 30.0 9.7 1.9
Decatur 2.2 4.0 6.3 NS ////;; 5.2 22.3 36.0 6.7 1.3
DeKalb 0.8 3.1 7.8 1.5 [/ 216 .9 28.8 3.6 1.5
Delaware 0.3 1.6 5.6 9.6 NS f;b£§?> .9 ~ 27.5 15.5 1.2
Dubois 0.8 7.1 5.1 5.8 - 7 L3.4 »9.6 1.2
Elkhart 0.5 3.2 7.2 9.5 15}& 33.8 L.l 1.3
Fayette 0.4 1.3 4.8 9.6 23 7< f\\ 26.8 7.0 1.3
Floyd 11.5 10.3 13.8 11.5 23.0 9.8 2.4
Fountain 1.1 5.6 9.9 13.7 17 2 /// 5.1 1.6
Franklin 2.2 b7 5.7 9.5 17.0 Aigéj L9 1.k
Fulton 1.k 1.7 10.1 18.2 23.0 18 6 ‘Q\; 9.1 1.8
Gibson 3.7 5.5 5.5 7.4 15.3 20.9 \»33 ) 8. 1.5
Grant 0.4 3.5 L.6 12.6 18.4 19.2 2 13, 1.2
Greene 3.k 5.5 9.6 9.7 10.9 4.8 29.4 .6 1.5
Hamilton 0.5 3.5 9.0 12.0 18.9 29.1 21.5 (5.5 1.5
Hancock 0.2 1.6 7.2 12.2 22.2 26.0 28.1 2.5 1.5

% This is a weighted average, obtained by multiplying each percentage figure by the estimated tonnage of lime
The tonnages used are shown under the pH figures at the top of the table.

needed to raise the pH to 6.5.



TABLE 3 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF pH (ACIDITY) SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY

WITH ESTIMATED AVERAGE

LIME REQUIREMENT. 1962

*Average Lime

Application
‘ aé/zzi i - Required
County pH Class. 0.0-5.0 5.1-5.3  5.4-5.6 5.7-5.9 6.0-6.2 6.3-6.5 6.6-7.1 T.2+ Tous/A.
Tons /of Lime Needed 6 5 n 3 2 1 0 0 '

Harrison /;5\\u.2 7.9 12.2 8.4 4.8 15.6 7.9 29.0 1.8
Hendricks L) 0.5 0.5 h.1 11.3 18.7 23.8 38.1 3.1 1.1
Henry {T\\\\ O 0.9 5.2 12.1 17.6 22.2 33.7 8.1 1.1
Howard \\:////610 1.6 7.1 9.1 21.h4 22.2 33.7 4.8 1.3
Huntington ( k.36§;*§\ 2.l 5.2 11.3 19.8 oh.7 30.5 5.8 1.3
Jackson ST /Jllzl 10.5 8.6 13.6 13.0 27.5 8.3 2.1
Jasper 5.8§>/// 6, < 12.3 18.2 22.2 15.2 13.1 4.6 2.4

Jay 0.0 .8 6.6 10.3 19.2 21.1 32.9 6.1 1.k
Jefferson 3.1 8. //*j§Q7 6.3 13.8 9.4 35.2 13.2 1.2
Jennings 5.9 5.9° // 9.6 7.4 10.3 11.8 32.h4 16.9 1.6
Johnson 0.2 1.2 ([ 6.3 8.4 15.6 19.3 ho.2 6.8 1.1

Knox 3.0 4.0 6.7 .5 16.5 18.6 36.0 5.8 1.4
Kosciusko 2.2 5.6 7.9 15,7 23.6 22.8 19.7 2.5 1.9
LaGrange 0.0 0.5 5.5 %gyi  25.3 22.0 28.0 6.6 1.3

Lake 3.6 9.4 .1 1506 20.7 17.0 15.2 b 2.3 !
LaPorte 6.k 6.1 15.7 17@%// /) 22,7 16.3 1k.0 1.5 2.3 O
Lawrence 0.k 4.0 6.7 7.2/ 13.5 11.7 41.3 15.2 1.1 |
Madison 0.2 2.1 8.5 16.5 [ /20.0] 25.5 23.5 3.7 1.6
Marion 0.0 3.1 7.2 7.2 L 2/§?> 0.6 23.7 29.9 1.0
Marshall 3.4 7.6 13.k 13.0 23.5/ . 15.5 0.8 2.2
Martin 1.4 17.9 8.6 7.1 9.3 /1500 31.h 9.3 1.9
Miami 1.3 2.6 6.9 4.0 2l.2 ¢/ 220 ) - 28.8 3.2 1.5
Monroe 3.3 8.9 12.9 9.1 16.2 622;7/’//26.2 7.0 1.9
Montgomery 0.2 3.1 11.4 18.0 21.0 25 <§§/;a31§\ 1.2 1.8
Morgan 2.1 3.6 9.3 9.4 16.4 20.1 & ,agggi/ 9.7 1.5
Newton 1.4 1.h 9.7 12.5 17.4 21.6 28.5/ /1.5 1.5

Noble 1.2 2.7 9.7 1%.6 21.0 21.8 Es;fé 8 1.7

Ohio 6.4 7.6 12.0 11.6 18.0 16.0 22.4 .oijg> 2.1
Orange 1.0 8.2 12.9 8.5 11.8 13.4 34.2 0. 1.6

Owen 2.0 8.0 T.7 T.7 13.0 12.h 36.1 13&6/ 1.4

Parke 0.4 4.0 5.6 10.8 k4.5 17.7 3.9 12.0 1.2

* This is a weighted average, ob
needed to raise the pH to 6.5.

tained by multiplying each percentage figure by the estimated tonnage of lime
The tonnages used are shown under the pH figures at the top of the table.



TABLE 3 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF pH (ACIDITY) SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY

WITH IMATED AVERAGE LIME REQUIREMENT. 1962 *Average Lime
Application
& Required
County pH Class 0.0-5.0 5.1-5.3 5.4-5.6 5.7-5.9 6.0-6.2 6.3-6.5 6.6-7.1 7.2+ Tons/A.
Tons of Lime Néedédj‘ 6 5 L 3 2 1 0 0

Perry rkif§\” . 4.9 11.6 13.4 9.4 16.7 24 .3 6.5 2.2
Pike N e 9.1 10.2 6.3 15.3 13.1 30.7 12.5 1.7
Porter o (e 32 11.9 16.1 20.3 23.2 21.9 1.3 1.9
Posey 2.3 Lo 10.0 5.9 10.9 18.2 33.2 13.2 1.h
Pulaski 8.k A < 10.8 15.3 13.9 16.0 25.1 2.1 2.2
Putnam 0.6 2.3 5.6 6.2 11.7 16.& ug.e 15.2 0.9
Randolph 0.1 11. —4.2 11.9 19.0 21. 36.5 5.7 1.7
Ripleyp 8.3 6 /?//Qixe 6.0 9.0 12.0 39.5 14,5 1.5
Rush 0.0 0.9 | 3.0 8.6 18.7 21.1 41.8 6.0 1.0
St. Joseph 0.0 6., 9.1 8 20.9 16.1 23.2 6.1 1.9
Scott 1.6 k.9 k.9 9.8 8.2 8.2 k1.0 21.3 1.1 A
Shelby 0.0 0.k4 1. ii/B 13.9 23.7 Ly, 1 10.3 0.8 b
Spencer h.2 7.3 6.7 ,§?f<>\ 4.0 20.1 30.2 6.1 1.5
Starke 13.8 8.8 15.4 18.2 /) 22.9 11.6 8.3 1.1 3.0
Steuben 0.8 2.h 8.5 16<;U4§//?233§ 16.9 26.2 6.5 1.6
Sullivan 3.2 10.9 9.7 9.7 ((12.6J 17.4 28.3 8.1 1.8
Switzerland 6.4 13.0 1.7 13.5 10,2 16.3 21.7 7.1 2.2
Tippecanoe 0.7 4.6 12.4 16.1 22, 2. 4.8 5.8 1.9
Tipton 0.0 0.0 11.0 13.5 22.6.\ //23.2~  20.0 9.7 1.5
Union 0.0 0.0 2.2 7.8 31.1 L 1) - 33.3 b4 1.2
Vanderburgh 6.5 6.7 6.8 13.5 14.3 9Z§§// )) 5.4 27.7 1.9
Vermillion 0.9 5.9 1%.9 19.9 23.0 15 <§§//;5LQ5\ bL,7 1.6
Vigo 0.k 5.k b1 8.3 10.8 22.0 ,9é§§5 8.7 1.1
Wabash 1.6 2.3 T.7 12.h 23.7 22.1 . 23.9/ ’2;6:1 1.6
Warren 0.0 2.8 8.8 11.8 21.9 30.4 19,6 .8 1.6
Warrick 3.3 9.5 11.2 12.0 11.6 16.6 - 33.2 .5/ 1.9
Washington 3.9 7.1 5.8 8.1 8.8 11.7 Li.2 S/é/ 1.k
Wayne 1.6 3.1 .1 9.3 13.5 115.0 L4.0 /o 1.1
Wells 0.0 2.5 7.5 13.8 22.5 25.0 25.0 3.8 1.5
White 3.1 5.6 9.8 4.8 21.1 16.5 23.2 5.8 1.9
Whitley 0.3 3.2 10.0 13.5 20.9 2k .0 24,8 3.5 1.6

* This is a weighted average, obtained by multiplying each percentage figure by the estimated tonnage of lime

needed to raise the pH to 6.5.

The tonnages used are shown under the pH figures at the top of the table.
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TEST BY COUNTY. 1962

EDAMS COUNTY - 56l Samples

Phosphate Potash Test T%@QR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ PHOSP TE

1.6 S reee 61
. 1.1 0.2 \%
L\é

0 - 4o 0.4 .
41 -~ 100 ————
101 - 180 ———— 1.2

+ 1 1 1

2 2
o B
181 - 300 ——— 3.5 /R0.T7

301 ———— . .2  15.6 C,;qitg‘//ue.s
TOTALS FOR S

* POTASH 0.4 28.9 39.7 21.@.6 100.0°

U1 £E\N\QO
Vo M
N

=S iR

ALLEN COUNTY - 568 Samples x\

0 - k4o 0.4 5.6 0.7 /7 %? ———- 6.9
41 - 100 0.4 6.2 3.0 “\ e ——— 10.3
101 - 180 ——- 7.9 8.3\\\;;12’.5 ——-=  18.7
181 - 300 0.4 6.5 7/,&\\\\ L4 0.5 19.2
301 + 0.4 T.7 1»’\{ V)17 h 5.1 45,0

P )/
TOTALS FOR N
POTASH 1.6 33. .8 25.2 5.6 100.1
/)
BARTHOLOMEW COUNTY - 260 Samples
ya

0 - 40 4.3 v\g O 0.8 0.4 ———- 13.2
41 - 100 6.2 20.8 "/ 6.2 1.2 ———= 3h,h
101 - 180 1.2 0% 5.4 3.5 0.8  25.1
181 - 300 ———— 3.1 1.5 0.4 8.8
301 + ——— 6.9 4,2 3.8 3.5 8.4
TOTALS FOR 70 %

O
-
6
=

POTASH 11,7 //‘ 53.k 1

K . . b 99.9

[ - 2 Samples
8.6 1.6 0.8 0.2 12.0
16.2 5.1 1.2 0.3 2L .6
4.0 ) 1.8 0.1 21.k
.6 5.0 1.8 0.2 22.3
10.8 4.3 2.8 0.8 20.2

POTASH 6.1 6.2 20.2 8.4 1.6 100.4




-13-

TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSFHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TEST BY COUNTY. 1962

BLACKFORD COUNTY - 276 Samples

Phosphate Potash Test
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+
0 - 4o ——— 7.2 1.8 0.7 0.7~
41 - 100  ---- k.5 5.4 1.1 -te §
101 - 180 ---- 7.2 9.1 1.8 R
181 - 300  ~--- 2.2 5.4 3.3 /1.8
301 + —— 5.4 9.1 15.2//A§ 8.

TOTALS FOR N
POTASH =~ =m-- 36.5 30.8 Qgi%§§\ 0.5

‘ N
BOONE COUNTY - 273 Samples . )
, T
0 - Lo \\ —-— 11,7
L1 - 100 - 25.1
101 - 180 - 23.3
181 - 300 0.3 16.0
301 + 1.3 23.9
TOTALS FOR ““”
POTASH 1.6 100.0
BROWN COUNTY - 347 Sam@i%s(\
0-L 11.2V ﬁé}yfﬁ/ 13.3 3.5 0.9 71.3
41 - 100 2.o/><§§§§;§ 4.9 2.3 0.6 17.0
101 - 180 0.3\ 0.9 1.1 -——— 4.3
181 - 300 o.%ii§§§>1.1 1.1 1.4 0.6 h,s
301 + 27;:\\1 0.3 S 1.4 1.1 2.8
TOTALS FOR &§E~—;7
POTA 13.8 53.0 20.2 9.7 3.2 99.9
5 N\
S~ ‘
.CARROﬁg;CéﬁﬁTY - 4ol Samples
d<§§§g;‘// .9 4.0 0.9 0.2 - 7.0
0.5 13.4 1.2 0.9 0.2 16.2
0 0.2 14.6 3.5 0.7 —— 19.0
1 - 300 0.2 12.7 ) 1.9 -——- 19.0
0.7 19.8 11.3 5.0 1.7 38.5
TOTALS FOR -
POTASH 3.5 6kh.5 21.1 8.7 1.9 99.7



TABLE L4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY.

CASS COUNTY - 84k Samples

-14-

1962

Phosphate : Potash Test FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ éPﬁbspHAmE
0 - ko 2.0 .5 1.0 ———- ----Q\Qﬁgé
41 - 100 4.0 .1 3.7 0.2 7=
101 - 180 2.7 1.2 k.5 1.4 Qtﬁ?i /23.0
181 - 300 1.9 11.0 3.7 25 0 ;919.5
301 + 1.2 1.3 5.8 k.1 {<\<§££) 27.8
.. - - /;;
TOTALS FOR ﬁ‘;g N
- POTASH 11.8 58.1 18.7 8.2\§§1V .0 2.8
\ N
CLARK COUNTY - 206 Samples <i5\jtﬁ
— N/ -
0 - ko 8.3 18.0 8.7 (?;ﬂ 3.k 1.5  39.9
41 - 100 7.8 11.7 7.3 \QEthBLu 1.0 31L.2
101 - 180 1.0 1.9 2.9 2.9  —e== 8.7
181 - 300 ---- 3.9 15 1.5 0.5  T.
301 + 0.5 1.9 2§%\ ) 3.k 4.9  13.1
g N\
TOTALS FOR <i: iﬁ
POTASH 17.6 37k 22.8 4.6 7.9 100.3
A4
CLIAY COUNTY - 278 Samples’jy
- ko 6\2 1.8 - ———  25.2
ul - 100 <> l\\ 2.2 0.4 ——— 29.6
101 - 180 2 5 o 8 1.4 0.7 0.7  20.1
181 - 300 0.b O J9 3.4 0.7 1.4 13.8
301 + --—-i?\\i\/3 4 4.0 2.2 1.k 11.0
\\ —_ _—
TOTALS. FOR -
POTASH §;Q3%§13 47’ 62.8 12.8 k.0 3.5  99.7
CLINTON QéﬁNTY\- 359 Samples
\ \
@ /4/1 7 1.4 — ——- — 3.1
L1 =1 3.3 15.3 1.7 ——-- ----  20.3
101 - 0.3 13.9 5.8 1.9 - 0.3 22.2
1/~ 300. 0.3 11.7 5.6 2.8 0.3 20.7
+ 0.6 1.5 8.9 6.1 3.6 33.7
TOTALS FOR ' '“'
POTASH 6.2 56.8 22.0 10.8 k.2 100.0
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TABLE )4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
- SOIL TEST BY COUNTY. 1962 '

CRAWFORD COUNTY - 225 Samples

Phosphate Potash Test TOTALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ PHATE
. \;/A/f
0-4  13.3 54.6 13.3 1.8 ok 83.4
41 - 100 0.k 5.8 1.3 0.k 0.4 U
101 - 180  ---- 0.4 1.8 0.2 o>ﬁ/ 3.g
181 - 300  ---- ——— 0.4 0 - .
301 + —— 0.k — 0.4 2;f4?7>“\ 3.5
7
TOTALS FOR 2
POTASH  13.7  61.2 16.8 3.9 I( §§§§> 99.6

DAVIESS COUNTY - 342 Samples <§§§§§§>

0 - Lo 5.6 17.8 5.0 .9 )Y 0.3 29.6
41 - 100 5.8 17.3 3.5 - 0.3/ 0.3 27.2
101 - 180 1.5 11.4 1.8 [/ 0.3 0.3 15.3
181 - 300 1.2 - 5.6 3.0 \<§> 1.2 0.3 11.3
301 + 0.9 7.0 3.1 3.0 3.0 17.0
N =
TOTALS FOR <))
POTASH  15.0 59.1 /:i;\. — s 4.2 100.4
DEARBORN COUNTY - L33 Saégigé\\J//
0 - ko b7 ?973 h.2 0.7 1.2 31.0
L1 - 100 3.8 B T-0y GV P 1.2 1.4 2k.o
101 - 180 1. 5.5 )] 2.1 1. 0.7 11.3
181 - 300 0.2 sibzf/ 1.4 2.5 0.5” 8.3
301 + o.5/><§§§zéy 5.3 7.9 bk 25.5
A\

TOTALS FOR

POTASH /ﬁ;ézix\ 9.6 18.1

o)
|
|

5
5 |

2.3 0.k 0.1 22.5
4,9 1.0 0.2 31.2
7.3 1.9 0.4 22.9
3.7 2.2 0.3 12.1
4.6 2.9 0.6 11.1

|

n
n
(00]
(@0]
=
|-._l
.
(@)
\O
\O
<
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TABLE L4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY.

DEKALB COUNTY - 645 Samples

1962

TS;EES\FQR

Phosphate Potash Test
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ /PHQL
0 - Lo 0.2 3.9 2.0 0.3 — \<§§§7
41 - 100 0.6 13.3 8.5 3.1
101 - 180 0.3 10.5 8.2 3.3 22 3
181 - 300 0.3 6.4 7.3 3.7 o~ 1\2~ //18 9
301 + 0.6 7.h 7.9 T (] <§33> 26.7
~
TOTALS FOR \(
POTASH 2.0 L1.5 33.9 l?i§;§§§5>”‘6 - 99.8
DELAWARE COUNTY - 37k Semples ,;Fiif\ij
0 - 40 1.1 [ 0.3 9.9
L1 - 100 ———- ———- 22.1
101 - 180 0.3 ———- 15.2
181 - 300 0.3 1.1 15.3
301 + -——- 5.3 37.3
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 1.7 6.7 99.8
DUBOIS COUNTY - 396 Sagﬁlé’Y
0 - ko 5.8 0 30.8 ) 4.8 1.0 ———= k2.
41 .- 100~ 2.3 L6 3.5 1.8 ———— 22,2
101 - 180 1.0 (( 3 2.3 1.3 1.0 12.9
181 - 300 0.5 - 4.8 2.3 1.3 0.5 9.k
301 + - 300 3‘5 2.8 308 1351
Vs \\\
TOTALS FOR /‘
POTASH g;?\\\ -/ 6o 5 16.14 8.2 5.3 100.0
ELKHART cé/ UNTY, - 651 Semples
{Q/ .
- 2.0 1.8 0.5 —— ———— L.3
L1 0 1.2 12.1 1.4 0.8 0.2 15.5
101 2.6 13.5 6.5 1.8 ——== 244
300 1.4 10.0 8.8 L.s 0.3 25.0
30 0.2 9.4 9.1 8.0 4,1 30.8
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 7.4 46,8 26.3 15.1 4.6 100.2
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TEST BY COUNTY. 1962

-FAYETTE COUNTY - 228 Samples

Phosphate Potash Test %éééggﬁggR
Test 0-100  101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ ~ PHOS
0 - 4o 1.8 1ik.o 3.1 0.4 Q8 \\5533
41 - 100 0.9 1k.9 6.6 2.2 =3 4.6
101 - 180 0.9 16.2 5.3 1.3 Le-// o 23T
181 - 300 0.4 4.8 2.6 3.1 6{5\//7 11.3
301 + 1.3 6.6 4.8 5.8 /<:<XK$// 21.0
TOTALS FOR — /;i§§§§
POTASH 5. 56.5 22. ll<§:§§> .9 99.9
FLOYD COUNTY - 174 Samples <i§§§>
,fi§§\/“
0 - 40 0.6 37.9 10.9 /9 1.1 59.7
41 - 100 0.6 6.9 5.2 b6 1.1 18.4
101 - 180  ~=w- 1.7 /;};f\\\{/u.o 1.7 8.5
181 - 300  ---- ——— 0.6 —— 2.3 2.9
301 + —— ———— KQ<?\§> 2.3 7.5 10.4
TOTALS FOR o
POTASH 1.2 o 20.1  13.7 99.9
FOUNTAIN COUNTY - 373 Samples
0o-% ko [(lo.7) 0.8 0.3 --- 14.8
b1 - 100 5.1, 1T/ 6.7 1.3 0.3 31.1
101 - 180 1.1 <§§§%g}3 5.6 2.7 0.3 22.0
181 - 300 1.1 e 5.1 1.6 0.8 15.3
301 + 0. 3.8 7.0 3.2 2.1 16.9
TOTALS FOR ﬁ( N\
POTASH Q}?i%jj 50.2 25.2 9.1 3.5 100.1
FRANK?;E;§g§ﬁ§Q - 317 Samples
()
0 s»udiéy‘ 1.9 7. 3.5 6.9 2.8 23.0
100 2.8 15.1 2.8 5.0 2.2 27.9
=180 0.9 10.4 3.8 k.1 - 19.2
300 ---- 6.6 3.8 3.8 -— 1k.2
0l + 0.3 2.2 L1 5.4 3.5 15.5
ALS FOR |
POTASH 5.9 ho.2 18.0 25.2 8.5 99.8
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY.

FULTON COUNTY - 296 Samples

1962

Phosphate Potash Test OV
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+,:T§HGSP
/
0 - 4o 0.7 1.4 - —--- ---<4§ f2.1
41 - 100 k.7 7.8 2.0 0.7  =men 15,2
101 - 180 3.0 10.1 5.7 1.0 /7\Q§£;> 20.5
181 - 300 2.7 11.1 L. 3.7 /20 24,6
301 + 0.7 10.8 8.1 9.5l L 37.5
- N
TOTALS FOR X
POTASH 11.8 hi.2 5 /;QL?T\§J 11.5 99.9
\\\ ‘ /,\)
7
GIBSON COUNTY - 163 Samples /<\\ 9
))
0 - Lo 4.9 11.0 17215}\\‘-51— ———— 317.1
41 - 100 12.3 1.1 1.2 \§$\ 1.2 -—-- 28,8
101 - 180 1.8 11.7 /‘Jkéi\‘fy---- 0.6  15.3
181 - 300 2.5 11.7 rr«q§5\\;z 0.6 ——— 16.6
301 + 2 .1 < e 12 1.8 22.0
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 21.5 62.6 \\19{; 3.0 2.4 99.8
o
( O
GRANT COUNTY - L52 sagfifgx\g/
0 - ko 0.2 (; 1.1 0.4 —— 9.9
L1 - 100 0.4 <\ 12, 6.9 2.9 ok 22,8
101 - 180 O.h ~.8.8 6.2 2.2 0.7 18.3
181 - 300 0.2 k.6 7.5 5.8 0.2 18.3
301 + Q&§> V) b6 10.L4 7.1 7.5 30.5
VANC
TOTALS FOR 3&35\\ -
POTASH =i 2.1/ 38.4 32.1 18.4 8.8 99.8
/ ,/ TN
(CA)
Y N 4
GREENE/COUNTY < T4l Samples
\\\> 8.9 27.1 8.9 1.9 0.8 L47.6
100 L7 9.4 2.0 0.7 0.3 17.1
180 1.6 4.5 1.3 0.8 0.5 8.7
2.0 5.1 1.8 0.4 0.1 9.4
301 + 1.6 5.8 L.5 3.5 1.6 17.0
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 18.8 51.9 18.5 7.3 3.3 99.8
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

HAMILTON COUNTY - 567 Samples

A
((
Phosphate Potash Test O

Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 3;6i\\\9g
A ( v/ ) \
0 - 40 3.2 9.0 0. 0.7 - 7/%>j
41 - 100 2.5 18.7 3.2 0.7 — P
101 - 180 1.2 1k.3 7.9 2.1\/\§Q§§
181 - 300 0.2 7.1 4.6 1.6 O.
301 + 0.5 9.7 Lok 2§§§§i> .5
TOTALS FOR «\\39
POTASH 7.6 58.8 21.0 7.9, k.8
/ijiiiiiy
HANCOCK COUNTY - 638 Samples Qg}\ 9
0-L4 2.5 7.5 .5 0.2
41 - 100 0.6 19.7 -—
101 - 180 0.3 13.8 -
181 - 300 0.2 6. —
301 + 0.2 7 1.6
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 3.8 55.4 . . 1.8
T
( <\
HARRISON COUNTY - 69% Samples
0 - 40 h(@§<§§§§3.h 15.7 7.6 1.0
41 - 100 9.7 5.8 3.7 0.9
101 - 180  ~=-- 1.3 2.6 3.0 1.2
181 - 300‘4?:>x;‘ 0.6 0.6 1.2 0.7
301 + K-;&) 0.3 0.3 1.2 )+.9
TOTALéSggﬁiFJ\
POPASH h.L 45.3 25.0 16.7 8.7
(CA)
& e P// /
HENDRICKS COUNTY - 391 Samples
\\\f§> 0 3.1 7.9 Jp— ——— -
b1 = 100 L1 28.1 3.1 0.5 ---
01 - 180 0.5 16.9 3.1 1.5 ——

1 - 300 0.3 9.0 3.1 2.3 —
301 + 0.3 7.4 5.1 3.3 0.5
TOTALS FOR

POTASH 8.3 69.3 1.k 7.6 0.5
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

HENRY COUNTY - 347 Samples

7 %
Phsophate Potash Test <\ TOTALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 //376¥\\\£HOSPHATE~
[ N
0 - %o 0.6 3. 1.2 ————- M=o/ 5.5
41 - 100 0.6 1.k 7.8 1.2yj;\\>»2;/ 24 .0
101 - 180 0.3 10.L 11.8 2.0( *§§§%.2 25.7
181 - 300 1.2 8.k 6.9 3¢5iiii> .9 20.9
301 + 1.2 k.9 9.2 <§§§§> 2.9 2k.3
TOTALS FOR <§§§;37 \
POTASH 3.9 41.8 36.9 . 5.0  100.
HOWARD COUNTY - 252 Samples "<\\ N
Lo 2.0 //,\F\\\f/ 2.0
O - - . e dud me———— m———— L 4
L1 - 100 0.8 11.5 (/ﬁzfisJ 0.4 ---- 15.1
101 - 18 0.4 10.3- \\\‘ 6/ 1.6 ———- 15.9"
181 - 300 0.k 11 5. 2.k -—-- 19.9
301 + 0.k 206 113.9 8.3 L.o  b7.2
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 2.0 55.9 25.5 12.7 4.0 100.1
/ // 7
(G
HUNTINGTON COUNTY - 3?§f§§é§les
0 - 4o —Ad 5.8 ———- 0.9 S 6.7
41 - 100 op 16.2 2.3 1.5 ———— 22,3
101 - 180 0 12.8 1 2.1 ---—-  21.3
181 - 300 /71?23\ 7.3 7.6 4.3 ———— 19,2
301 + \if:;z) 7.3 12.5 6.7 3.7  30.2
TOTALS F§;3§§>J§
POT%@#i//\\\/O.6 Lo 4 30.5 15.5 3.7 99.7
O N’ )‘ )
@AC%\SDN C’éDﬁTY - 639 Samples
17.5 28.8 L.k 1.1 0.9  52.7
5.6 13.1 2.5 0.5 0.5 22.2
1.7 7.0 1L 1.1 0.3  11.5
0.5 4.9 1.b 0.5 0.2 7.5
0.5 1.b 1.b 1.7 1.1 6.1
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 25.8 55.2 1.1 4.9 3.0 100.0
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

JASPER COUNTY - 1194 Samples P \\Qii
(/7
Fhosphate Potash Test <i§é§§£§
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ FHATE
' (| N
0 - ko 0.k 1.2 0.3 0.1 -eng%/// 2.0
L1 - 100 2.2 10.0 L.7 0.8 0.1 17.8
101 - 180 2.9 14.6 5.7 1.8 ([ o§§§> 25,4
181 - 300 1.3 17.2 6.8 2.3/ 0.7 28.3
301 + 1.0 13.4 6.7 b 26.8

TOTALS FOR QliiiET"”

POTASH 7.8 56.4

JAY COUNTY - 213 Samples %
)
0 - 40 S~ 8. T———— -—— 9.9
b1 - 100  ---- 12. 2.8 0.5 24,0
101 ~ 180  ~--- 7 b7 1.k 22.0
181 - 300  ~ee- k. 8.9 0.5 22.6
301 + 0.5 0. 9.4 3.8 21.6
TOTALS FOi —
POTASH 0.5 33. 25.8 6.2 100.1
i
( %
JEFFERSON COUITY > 150 Samples
0 - ko 2.5(( 3.8 1.9 --- 23.3
41 - 100 10, 8.8 5.7 2.5 —— 27.7
101 - 180 /275\\\ 5.7 0.6 3.1 - 11.9
181 - 300 /Z.3 1.3 1.9 2.5 1.3 8.3
301 + &\:-;2) 1.9 I 6.3 16.4 29.0
TOTALS ﬁg§§§§;/N
POTASH,  17.0 32.8 16.4 16.3 17.7 100.2
[/ N\
O ~~=""/)
ENNINGS (COUNTY - 136 Samples
~40 16.9 28,7 h.h 0.7 - 50.7
1 -3100 1k.0 7.4 2.9 1.5 0.7 26.5
1 - 180 2.9 5.1 3.7 ———— - 11.7
- 200 1.5 2.9 ———— 0.7 0.7 5.8
301 + 0.7 2.2 ——— 1.5 0.7 5.1
TOTALS ¥OR T " - - -
POTASH 356.0 6.3 11.0 L,y 2.1 99.8




TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

-22-

SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

JOHNSON COUNTY - 429 Samples

gzziii“

S

Phosphate Potash Test f;:§§§>¢0TALs FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250  251-375 376+ PHOSPHATE
0 - k4o 2.1 5.1 0.2 0.7 /fi?éz(\ 8.1
41 - 100 0.9 16.3 4.2 1.6 ‘\\;;;)/ 23.0
101 - 180 0.9 17.0 L4 0.5, =-as 22.8
181 - 300 ———- 11.9 5.k 3.3( *iiig.a 20.8
301 + 0.2 11.0 7.9 M§A§§§i> .6 25.1
TOTALS FOR
POTASH k.1 61.3 22.1 <§33?2 1.8 100.8
W
N ))
XKNOX COUNTY - 328 Samples ’,,7 N
0 - ko 2.1 7.6 /;;é§§»fﬁ) 0.6 - 11.5
41 - 100 2.1 6.2 5.2, 0.6 0.3 2k b
101 - 180 1.2 5.9 . 1.8 0.3 24,7
181 - 300 1.5 .5 0.9 0.3 16.8
301 + 0.6 ' 5.8 5.2 22.6
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 7.5 9.7 6.1 100.0
CSCIUSKO COUNTY - 356 Sa
G - ko 0.8 . ———— ———— 3.3
L1 - 100 2{? 1 0.3 ———— 191
101 - 180 é>§iii> 17. 1.7 0.3 gg.g
151 - 300 2.0 11. 3.1 ———= .
301 + ’ 47”6:3\ . . 5.6 2.8 28.3
| \‘ /‘
Yo Fgﬁliif}; 6 3.1 100.1
POTASH 6.5 52.2 27. 10.7 . .
N
fL//:\j
AGRANGE COUNTY - 182 Samples
- 1.6 2.2 ———- ———- ---- 3.8
2.7 18.1 3.3 1.1 0.5 25.7
1.6 15.4 7.1 3.3 ——— 27.4
1.6 7.7 7.7 5.5 0.5 23.0
0.5 5.5 5.5 L4 3.8 19.7
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 8.0 48.9 23.6 4.3 4.8 99.6
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

Y

LAKE COUNTY - 796 Samples :iiig
Phosphate Potash Test \ngs FOR

Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 37%j/;\¥&k
0 - ko _— 5.8 0.8 0.6 /)i//7 2
41 - 100 0.5 8.3 .6 1.0 4;5\{8\ //15 2
101 - 180 0.5 6.2 6.5 3.0 I 17.3
181 - 300 0.6 8.9 7.3 6.0/7\f§§§; 23.7
301 + 0.9 9.9 10.6 9.M§¥\\Nr .8 36.6
TOTALS FOR

POTASH 2.5 39.1 29.8 <§i§? WV 8.6 100.0

/ \,,

//
LAPORTE COUNTY - 34k Samples . \ii\ j\

0 - k%o 0.3 - ———- 3.8
41 - 100 2.3 ——— 11.6
101 - 180 0.9 _—— 18.1
181 - 300 1.5 1.2 31.0
301 + 0.9 3.5 35.8
TOTALS FOR

PCTCH 5.9 4.7 100.3
LAWRENCE COUNTY 4>223\§5mpiés

0 - Lo 12, \\§§§§7 4.3 5.8 1.8 63.2
41 - 100 2. 6.7 4.9 3.1 -— 17.4
101 - 180 L.5 1.3 3.1 0.9 10.7
181 - 300 /2?-2§\ 1.8 2.2 0.4 0.9 5.3
301 + -)) - 0.4 0.4 2.2 3.0

) '
TOTALS F§;3§§i
POTA hi.7 23.1 12.8 5.8 99.6

{MAD§BGN ceuﬁmy - 840 Samples

0.4 4.3 0.5 0.2 _———— 5.4
0.4 1.6 h,2 1.1 0.2 20.5
0.1 11.1 7.3 2.5 0.5 21.5
0.1 8.1 5.1 2.7 0.2 16.2
0.6 12.7 11.9 8.0 3.2 36.4

TOTALS FOR
POTASH 1.6 50.8 29.0 1.5 4.1 . 100.0
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TABLE L - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY., 1962

MARTON COUNTY - 97 Samples

Phosphate Potash Test S FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 OSPHATE
0 - Lo 3.1 2.1 ———— 1.0 .2
b1 - 100 s 6.2 ———— 1.0 .3
101 - 180 h.1 10.3 L.1 3.1 — .6
181 - 300 ——— 8.2 3.1 1.0 ([ .3
301 + 8.2 15.5 8.2 1.971 3
TOTALS FOR \\\\x
POTASH 19.5 42.3 15.4 <i§%:\ 15.4 99.7
<i§§\ )
)
MARSHALL COUNTY - 238 Samples 7
0 - 4o 1.3 0.k 6.3
41 - 100 0.8 0.k 11.8
101 - 180 0.8 0.4 25.6
181 - 300 1.3 0.8 24.8
301 + 1.3 k.2 31.5
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 5. 6.2 100.0
MARTIN COUNTY - 140 Samples ¢
NN
0 - Lo 4.3 L3 9.3 4.3 1.4k 53.6
41 - 100 0.7/ 9 2.1 1.k 0.7 12.8
101 - 180 0. 7.9 4.3 ——— 1.h 14.3
181 - 300 o 3.6 5.7 2.1 0.7 12.8
301 + ,5i5§§\ 2.1 2.1 0.7 1.b 6.3
( \ /‘
TOTALS FOR éii:/
POTASH 6. .8 23. 8. .6 .8
/”\\\\\jé 55 5 5 5 99
(0
OUNTY ./ 378 Samples
7 1.6 4.8 1.6 0.3 0.3 8.6
2.6 13.2 3.2 0.3 0.3 19.6
1.6 11.9 4.5 2.6 0.3 20.9
0.3 8.7 5.6 3.0 0.3 17.9
0.5 11.4 7.7 9.8 4.0 33.4
TOTALS FOR
POTASH .6 50.4 22.6 16.0 5.2 100.4
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TABLE L4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

MONROE COUNTY -~ L27 Samples §;E§§§J5

: — _/
Phosphate Potash Test C;iigggALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 3§éi SPHATE

0 -4  12.9 45,2 2.4 6.1 /fgg%l« T7.3

41 - 100 1.4 7.3 2.3 1.9 \\I{g/V 14.3

101 - 180 0.2 0.9 0.9 0.5 o 3.7

181 - 300  ---- 0.9 0.2 0.5 <§§§;2* 1.8

301 + —— 0.5 ———— Q:Si§§>> 1 3.1

TOTALS FOR éii; T
Ces s

POTASH 1k.5 54,8 15.8 100.0
)
| N

MONTGOMERY COUNTY - 577 Semples A

0 - 4o 1.k 8.0 ,ﬁ;:\\1;{7‘ 0.2 0.2 11.2

41 - 100 2.4 15.6 /2.9 1.6 --- 22.5
101 - 180 0.3 12,1 (! A?}; 2.3 0.2 19.2
181 - 300 0.5 10. /:;\\iiﬁw37 2.9 0.3 19.3
301 + 0.5 %%22; \5§\ 6.6 4.9 4.0 27.8

)]

TOTALS FOR /7 '"“'

POTASH 5.1 58.4 19.9 11.9 b7 100.0

/ // 7
MORGAN COUNTY - 959 Samples
\\ _

0 - 4o L, 1z:§ 2.6 0.7 0.2 2h.1

L1 - 100 48 19.4 4.5 0.9 0.2 29.8
101 - 180 . 12.1 3.5 1.5 0.1 17.8
181 - 300 —O. T.1 2.2 0.8 0.1 10.3
301 + 4;‘:Q?1 6.8 5.4 2.1 2.5 17.9

/

(
TOTA OEF\;:
POT 0.7 61.9 . 6.0 . 99.9
7 -/
(O~ |
C>QEWTOﬁ<§bUNTY - 361 Samples

=40

|
|
|

| ad
[00]
n
W
I~

0.8 1.7 0.3 ——— —— 2.8

- 100 1.7 12.5 3.6 0.3 - 18.1

1017~ 180 2.5 1k 4 ) 2.2 0.3 23.6

181 - 200 1.7 4.7 6.6 1.9 1.k 26.3

o1 + 1.9 14.1 7.2 o4 1.7 29.3
TOTALS FOR T

POTASH 8.6 57.4 21.9 8 3.k 100.1
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

NOBLE COUNTY - 51k Samples §;E§i>/\
AN

Phosphate Potash Test AQ/:§§§§QTALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 37 HOSPHATE
0 - Lo 1.4 8.2 1.8 0.8 /ﬁ; 0 12.h

41 - 100 2.5 16.5 b.1 3.1 ‘\b:g/// 26.4

101 - 180 0.6 11.1 5.8 2.5 0.2 20.2

181 - 300 0.4 10.1 5.3 3.110( *§§g>h 19.3

301 + ——— 5.k 6.4 7¥6\§§§> .3 21.7

TOTALS FOR

POTASH 4.9 51.3 23.4 <§i§;i\x 3.3 100.0

OHIO COUNTY - 250 Semples /7 (\\4
0 - 4o 2.8 8.8 /Q.\\\;//._-- —e- 12.0
L1 - 100 1.6 12.4 2 2.0 -—-- 18
101 - 180 ———— 10.4 /Qijfs\ 2.4 S 17.2
181 - 300 ---- 2.8 - \\Q:u57’ 2.4 -—-- 9.6
301 + —— 12. \ijg;é/ 5.2 12.8 42.8
)]
TOTALS FOR 7
POTASH L.y 1.2 3.6 12.0 12.8 100.0
e
ORANGE COUNTY - 389 Sahglesj\
~/
0 - 4o 6.95giii§%g.7 17.2 6.2 1.0 66.0
41 - 100 0.5 T 5.7 3.3 0.3 16.5
101 - 180 --i><§i§> 1.8 2.1 2.6 0.8 7.3
181 - 300 == 0.8 1.3 1.5 0.8 bk
301 + /Zi§;§\ 0.5 1.5 0.5 3.3 5.8
TOTALS FO@f?\\iéx‘//
POTASH/KA\\\<?>h L .5 27.8 .1 6.2 100.0
N
U ) 299 Samples
11.0 38.8 8.0 1.3 0.7 59.8
2.7 12.7 2.0 0.3 1.0 18.7
1.3 6.0 3.3 0.3 0.7 11.6
- 1.7 1.3 0.7 1.3 2.0
———— 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.3 4.6
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 15.0 60.2 15.9 3.6 5.0 99.7
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TABLE L4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY.

PARKE COUNTY - 249 Samples

1962

Phosphate Potash Test
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ OSPHATE,
/ ‘/’/7\ @
0 - k4o 7.2 10.8 2.0 0.4 c&hX ) 20.8
b1 - 100 Lk 22.9 3.6 2.0  --=" 32.9
101 - 180 3.2 8.1 5.2 1.6 /?\Qgié 18.%
181 - 300 2.0 by 3.6 1.§fﬁ N 12.0
301 + 0.8 5.6 L.h Lo .8 15.6
TOTALS FOR <§§%§§§>
POTASH 17.6 52.1 18.8 <§§£i.'*/ 1.6 99.7
7 \;,///
PERRY COUNTY - 276 Samples (C
N/
0 - 4o 9.4 L2,k 123 5.8 0.7 70.6
41 - 100 0.4 6.2 Mé)3<§\ 2.9 1.1 3.9
101 - 180  ---- 3.3 \%}A//‘ 0.7 0.k 5.8
181 - 300  ~mm- — /~f\3jqﬁ// 0.4 0.7 1.8
301 + ——- 1. L. 1.8 2.9 7.9
TOTALS FOR a
POTASH 9.8 53.3 19.5 11.6 5.8 100.0
/7 R
PIKE COUNTY - 176 Sa les |
0 -4 1o.z><§§§§§.u 3.4 1.1 --- k3.1
41 - 100 9T 19.3 2.3 0.6 0.6 32.5
101 - 180 ,1Ti§§§>, 8.5 1.7 ——— ——— 11.3
181 - 300 /ééslg\ 5.7 0.6 ——— - 6.3
301 + ‘k\g. )) 0.6 2.3 1.7 1.7 6.9
_/
TOTALSS%%%iEﬁz
POTASH  2V.6 62.5 10.3 3.4 2.3 100.1
e s N\
"))
<§QBQER COUNTY - 311 Samples
- %0 0.3 6.8 2.3 —— - 9.4
41 =100 0.6 9.3 4,5 1.0 -—— 15.4
01 - 180 0.6 8.4 5.8 2.6 0.6 18.0
- 300 1.3 11.6 7.1 4.8 0.3 25.1
301 + 1.0 12.5 8.7 8.7 1.3 32.2
TOTALS FOR )
POTASH 3.8 48.6 28.4 17.1 2.2 100.1
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TABLE L4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

POSEY COUNTY - 220 Samples gjz\
Phosphate Potash Test - TALS FOR
Test 101-180  181-250 251-375 3764 :§§§gHOSPHATE

0 - ko

?
S
(@]

1.8 12.3 1.k -—- = .

41 - 100 3.2 15.0 6.8 2.3 [(==es 0 27.3
101 - 180 1.8 9.5 b1 2.7 \<€f:// 18.1
181 -300 0.9 8.6 0.5 1.8, 0.5~ 12.3
301 + 0.5 13.2 7.3 3.6 \§i§g,3 26.9
TOTALS FOR 3 i§§>

POTASH 8.2 58.6 20.1 <§§§§§§> 2.8 100.1

W
PULASKI COUNTY - 287 Samples //§§§§3{7
(~ ’

0 - 4o 0.3 ———— SN N | o ———- 0.3
41 - 100 2.8 5.2 0.7 0.3 - 9.0
101 - 180 4.9 2.9 2.8 1.0 0.7 22.3
181 - 300 8.4 L.6 ;E\J 2.1 0.7 31.k
301 + k.9 3.2 - 1/ 6.6 3.1 36.9
TOTALS FOR 7]

POTASH 21.3 18.2 10.0 L.s5 99.9
PUTNAM COUNTY - 341 Samples

9

0 - ko 2.9 <§201£V 1.8 0.6 ———- 25.8
41 - 100 1.8 22.0 5.6 1.5 -—— 30.9
101 - 180 1.2/ 1.1 5.6 2.1 S 20.0
181 - 300 o§3§§§$> 3.2 2.6° 0.9 0.6 7.6
301 + 0 5.0 5.9 2.3 2.1 15.9

( v/__.__\\ \ P e

TOTALS FOR ) )

no
[
N
-
.

=

POTASH<§4Z\\\ 8 61.8 ) 2.7 100.2

RANDOI.%:GVQUNTY - 756 Samples

1.6 9.3 1.2 ——— 0.1 12.2
0.4 2h.2 5.6 0.1 0.1 30.k4
0.1 1%.2 7.7 1.5 ——— 23.5
~—— 6.2 7.7 3.3 0.3 17.5
——- 5.2 5.3 4.5 1.6 16.6
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 2.1 59,1 27.5 9.4 2.1 100.2
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TABLE L - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

RIPLEY COUNTY - 433 Samples

Fhosphate Potash Test
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375
0 - %0 9.5 21.7 3.7 1.6
41 - 100 9.7 1.1 4.2 1.b )
101 - 180 1.2 8.5 2.8 1.4 /0.
181 - 300 1.2 5.1 3.0 1.}<¥
301 + ———— 1.8 1.8 gsf\iiig.
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 21.6 51.2 15.5 N 3.9 100.1
7 =/
RUSH COUNTY - 788 Sauples (C o
)

0 - ko 1.8 5.8 /ﬁ@x\/OJ 0.1 8.7
b1 - 100 0.h  19.5 /6.2 1.0 0.1 27.2
101 - 180 1.1 12.k \\Q§§6/// 2.k --- 2h.5
181 - 300 0.k 8.4 .1/ ok 0.k 18.7
301 + 0.1 7, ;sé.o 3.0 1.9 21.0
/)

TOTALS FOR
POTASH 3.8 53.1 31.8 8.9 2.5 100.0
N
[
ST JOSEPH COUNWTY - 29{\§ambles
0-% 3.0 1 0.3 c—— e 8.4
41 - 100 14 8 1.0 0.3 0.3 12.1
101 - 180 1. 8.4 6.4 1.3 - 17.8
181 - 300 /2.0 6.1 3.7 3.0 0.7 15.5
301 + f\\??b, 14.8 10.L4 12.1 6.7 L6.0
/
TOTALS o

P?;ASH 0.4 43.2 21.8 16.7 T.7 99.8
(CA)

(L |
O = //
SCOTT QQﬁﬁTY - 61 Samples

- 40 L9 14.8 6.6 6.6 ——— 32.9

100 k.9 19.7 6.6 k.9 — 36.1

180 1.6 6.6 6.6 1.6 _— 16.4

300 ~-- 3.3 k.9 ——— - 8.2

301 + —— 1.6 1.6 ———— 3.3 6.5
TOTALS FOR

_POTASH 11.4 16.0 26.3 13.1 3.3 100.1
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

SHEIBY COUNTY - 447 Samples SJQ\\\J>
: — -/
Phosphate Potash Test /Qz\iiiiyOTALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376}Q§i§> PHOSPHATE
. ————
0 - Lo 1.6 8.3 1.3 0.2 (g;ZF ) 11.k
41 - 100 1.3 19.0 4.3 1.3 \<5<=5/ 25.9
101 - 18 0.2 1.8 3.4 1.8/ =-== 20.2
181 - 300 1.1 10.1 4.5 0. i\\\ Sm- 16.h
301 + B 13.4 8.3 ;@nx 1.1 26.2
TOTALS FOR \\\x
POTASH L.2 65.6 21.8 \i\ 1.1 100.1
/\ )
N
7
SPENCER COUNTY - 359 Samples (o
0 - ko 6.1 27.1 ,6k¥>i:ﬁ/2.5 1.1 43.2
41 - 100 3.1 10.6 /739 1.h 0.6 19.6
101 - 180 1.1 8.9 ‘\5:23J 1.k 0.6 16.2
181 - 300 0.8 5. //tiifL;/// 0.8 0.6 9.2
301 + 0.6 3é§§ kT 1.7 1.1 12.0
| )
TOTALS FOR 7
POTASH 11.7 55.8 <§ij?éo.9 7.8 4.0 100.2
/7
STARKE COUNTY - 363 Saﬁplgsi)
0 - 40 o.6><i§§i§-l- ———- S ——- 0.6
41 - 100 0.8 1.1 - ——-- - 1.9
101 - 180 5.0 T.T 1.4 0.6 ---- k.7
181 - 300 6.9 17.1 6.6 5.5 0.3 36.4
301 + (5.0 17.4 10.2 2.1 2.0 L6.7
PN
TOTALS Fégfl\\ —
POTASH & 18.3 43.3 18.2 18.2 2.3 100.3
///H N\ N
(o)
< stUBRN’CQEﬁTY - 248 Samples
:;ééi? 0.4 6.5 2.0 ———— - 8.9
- 1.2 17.7 L.h ——— —— 23.3
1 - 180 1.2 16.1 8.9 1.6 0.8 28.6
181~ 300 0.k 10.1 6.0 2.8 1.6 20.9
301+ ——- 8.5 4.8 2.0 2.8 18.1
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 3.2 58.9 26.1 6.4 5.2 99.8
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

SULLIVAN COUNTY - 247 Samples

Phosphate Potash Test /‘\\\gﬁ ALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 OSFHATE
(| N
0 - ko 8.5 . 08 /) 29.5
B - 100 6.1 .8~ e
101 - 180 1.6 - \§§§§- 17.8
181 - 300 1.2 0. 12.5
301 + 3.2 1.6 13.7
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 20.6 2.8 99.8
SWITZERLAND COUNTY - 392 Samples
0 - Lo 7.7 - 27.8
43 - 100 3.3 0.3 18.7
101 - 180 1.3 0.5 11.8
181 - 300 1.0 1.5 10.h
301 + 0.8 9.2 31.5
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 14,1 11.5 100.2
TTPPECANOE COﬁﬁ?{\:§83§{gamples
0 - k4o 0 8.9 1.0 0.5 0.1 12.5
51 - 100 <§l§§§> 19.2 3.0 1.0 --- 26.6
101 - 180/7:: 1 12.8 6.6 2.9 —_— 23.9
181 - 300/ t%;g 8.2 3.0 1.6 0.4 4.4
301 + \it\ggy 9.6 b7 4.8  3.b 22.9
TOTAI§§§;i3}/® T
POTASH —— 8.1 58.7 18.3 10.8 L4 100.3
f L,&"\ )
o~/
%‘T\ON"&)UNTY - 155 Samples
40 ———— —— —— ——— - —
- 100 —--- 6.5 1.3 0.6 —— 8.4
01 - 180  -=-- 7.1 3.2 1.3 —— 1.6
- 300 1.9 3.2 6.5 1.3 0.6 13.5
301 + 1.9 21.9 20.6 17.4 k.5 66.3
TOTALS FOR - —
POTASH 3.8 38.7 31.6 20.6 5.1 99.8
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962
UNION COUNTY - 90 Samples = N\,
[/~
Phosphate Potash Test A :i%SQALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ HOSPHATE
( \‘/r\ @
0 - ko - 7.8 3.3 1.1 -*4w/7 /} 12.2
41 - 100 ———— 25.6 10.0 2.2 11—/ 38,7
101 - 180 —— 7.8 1.1 4.9 hﬁ\23§> 15.5
181 - 300 - 303 lll 708 //,\\ 20 l)"}'nh'
301 + ———— b,k 6.7 6.7\ 1 18.9
TOTALS FOR <§§§§>
POTASH ——-- L8.9 22.2 <§§§f -, 6.6 99.9
7 \:5/
VANDERBURGH COUNTY - 629 Samples ng\ A
0-1Lko 8.4 13.8 — —— 25.2
41 - 100 6.4 14.8 0.5 27.9
101 - 180 1.6 9.9 0.6 17.0
181 - 300 2.2 7.5 0.2 12.6
301 + 0.8 5.9 L.6 17.3
TOTALS FOR |
POTASH 19.h 51.9 .2 100.0
T
( e
VERMILLION COUNTY - 443 Sémpleb
0 - ko 1.k (>§§§§3§ 2.0 0.9  —mm- 18.1
41 - 100 0.5 <.\ 20.3 4.3 0.7 0.2 26.0
101 - 180 0.5- 0.6 2.9 0.7 0.5 15.2
181 - 300 09 8. 5.2 2.3 0.5 17.3
301 + Q§%\i£) 8.1 5.9 L.5 L.l 23.5
TOTALS FOR N
POTASH //ﬁx\\h\é/ 61.2 20.3 9.1 5. 100.1
(7 N
[ L ™)
Q \7 / Vi /
VIGO COUNTY LBkl Samples
0 - 2.5 5.8 0.4 ———— ———— 8.7
100 L,1 12.9 2.5 —— ———— 19.5
1 180 3.7 12.9 3.7 1.2 ———— 21.5
181 =300 1.2 10.8 2.5 1.2 0.8 16.5
301 + 1.2 7.9 L.,1 h.1 15.4 3k.0
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 12.7 50.3 13.2 7.8 16.2 100.2
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TABLE 4 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY. 1962

WABASH COUNTY - L4h3 Samples Sigiiid”

4?i§§§>‘/,
Fhosphate Potash Test £ TOTALS  FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+;:>PH\ HATE -
/ ‘/ - \ B
0 - ko 0.5 9. 1.8 0.5 --<§<2‘)i11.8 ,
41 - 100 0.7 12.4 7.7 1.4 //0,2 o2k
101 - 180 0.5 6.3 5.9 1.6 {/znz§§> 1k.5
181 - 300 0.2 5.4 7.0 2.3 /0.9 15.8
301 + ———— 7.9 13.5 8.1\ 35.6
TOTALS FOR i <1:§§§*’
POTASH 1.9 41.0 35. 9 T 100.1
- §4
ve
WARREN COUNTY - 398 Samples \\ ‘A‘
0 - Lo 0.8 - —— 5.7
41 - 100 1.0 0.3 20.7
101 - 180 0.5 1.3 21.1
181 - 300 0.3 1.5 22,0
301 + 1.0 2.8 30.9
TOTALS FOR -
POTASH 3.6 5.9 100.4
WARRICK COUNTY - ohl
0 - ko L.6 (| . . --- 33.7
41 - 100 3.3<§§§§§g.0 . . ——- 32.3
101 - 180 0.8 it -— — O.4 11.6
181 - 300 7§2i5§§\ 2.9 -——- ——-- --- 2.9
301 + A<:Ej§) 7.1 8.3 2.1 2.1 19.6
TOTALS EEE;E§Q§JM '"“
IDTA?@;\ e 72.3 11.6 5.0 2.5 100.1
/ N
)
O ="/
w%SH}NGTON~66UNTY - 308 Samples
0 4,2 27.9 11.0 7.8 1.0 51.9
- 100 ---- 12.7 8.1 3.6 0.7 25.1
- 180 ~--- k.5 2.6 2.9 1.3 11.3
1 300  ---- 1.0 1.6 3.6 1.3 7.5
301 + 0.3 0.7 ——— 1.3 1.9 k.2
TOTALS FOR -
POTASH 4,5 46.8 23.3 19.2 6.2 100.0



TABLE L - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY COUNTY.

WAYNE COUNTY - 193 Samples

1962
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—'<6?;> 17 l

Phosphate Potash Test
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+
0 - ko 1.6 5.7 1.0 ———
41 - 100 1.6 10.k4 3.1 1.0
101 - 180 1.6 7.3 10.4 6.2
181 - 300 -——— 3.6 8.3 8.8 [ ===
301 + ———— .7 9.8 7.3(:Q§§i§.
TOTALS FOR <1:i§>
POTASH 4.8 31.7 32.6 égisi\\ T.T
WELLS COUNTY - 400 Samples :
0 - Lo 1.0 b,
41 - 100 0.3 1k,
101 - 180 ——— T.
181 - 300 ———— L,
301 + ———— 6.
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 1.3 37.

WHITE COUNTY - 620 samplg§ 4

5><i§§§§?5/

0 - Lo 9.6
L1 - 100 1.8
101l - 180 3.2 11.6
l8l - 300 9\ 5 2
301 + /?i8i§§\ 22.3
)
TOTALS FOR :l<:,// —
POTASH 50.1
(-
EITLEY \JUNW 1009 Samples
0 1.7 7.h
L" 1 T 0. T 13. 9
- 180 0.5 10.1
3.8. 00 0. ‘?’ 5 . 9
301 + 0.6 3.2
TOTALS FOR E—
POTASH h.2 40.5

~Nww OO
» . ” L L
w1~ oWVl

|

]
(o))
o

own BB
¢ o s a e
[GSANOIN\VEN RV |

|
|
|

w
N
o

AP O
. . . . .
\O T\ T O

=
o

HORK OO
O\ O~

=
.
—~

'ALS FOR
PHOSPHATE

25.5
20.7
28.5

100.1

W = o
T oeeEY
O\ & oW

|

99.8

'_l

£
DwW O w
OV W

100.2

N [\ JR)V]
BHRNE
OO W W \O

100.0
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TABLE 5 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS FOR INDIANA. 1962 ’ :

TOTAL FOR INDIANA - 39,290 Samples §;E§§5J@

/’” -/

Phosphate Potash Test (o FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ PHOSPHATE
0 - Lo 3.7 13.0 3.1 1.2 6?%?;>“21-3

41 - 100 2.7 13.6 h.1 1.4 o\\fJ/ 22.1

101 - 180 1.1 9.8 4.6 1.9 /0.4 17.8

181 - 300 0.8 6.9 L.k 2.4 i§§§> 15.1

301 + 0.8 7.5 6.5 525:§§§7 23.7

\S]
-

|
)

TOTALS FOR "
POTASH 9.1  50.8 22, 1§;i§5> 5.3 100.0
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TABLE 6 - RECOMMENDED NITROGEN APPLICATIONS - BASED ON MEAN WEIGHTED
AVERAGE INFORMATION* FOR SOIL SAMPLES. 1962

) No. No. No.

County Samples Corn Szmples  Wheat Samples Oats
Adams 211 79.1 79 38.4 Sf%x\\ 40,4
Allen 240 75.6 58 39.5 ig\\\ Lo.0
Bartholomew 16k 79.5 8 4s5.3 ‘ 31.h4
Benton 1034 86.7 108 Lho.6 /* 10 39.1
Blackford 139 82.0 18 38.6 \\iisg 38.6
Boone 21k 90.4 31 4o.5 39.5
Brown 33 91.7 1 Lo0.0 U 13 40.0
Carroll 275 k.3 17 ho.2 k/ 38.1
Cass 312 82.3 142 45,1/ <§§§> 40.7
Clark 72 86.7 2 hzfs' 3 40.0
Clay 136 75.2 34 2 40.0
Clinton 2Lk 96.0 20 3%;ii§> 30 L43.4
Crawford 17 100.7 1 .0 - ———
Daviess 150 85.6 26 <§$§;> 6 40.0
Dearborn 89 81.1 36 9.5 25 L0.6
Decatur 635 88.2 213 n 82 39.9
DeKalb 252 8.2 88 (k0.5 60 0.7
Delaware 155 81.9 1i§§\vg/38.o 8 40.0
Dubois 178 82.3 Sk 45.0 10 37.0
Elkhart 35k 82.9 (w51 10 33.0
Fayette 152 8l.6 /ﬁ\\\is\z}f L6.4 12 35.8
Floyd 1k 86.3 ~ 7 50.0 L 40.0
Fountain 154 82.8 )39 L3.7 29 35.9
Franklin 185 85.1 )12 b7.5 T 35.0
Falton 169 76.4 18 52.6 10 43.1
Gibson 86 90.1 19 Lo.h 2 40.0
Grant 116 5 54 38.4 52 39.8
Greene 283 ;%ii? O 23 45.8 16 40.0
Hamilton 175 7 9\\&19) 28 41.8 16 39.3
Hancock 337 Ehia 61 40.0 Ls 38.7
Harrison oLk 1 5 k2.5 8 40.0
Hendricks 2h3<§i§§$§5.2 17 hz.z 16 32.2
Henry 202 9.9 17 39. 22 38.

Howard Aé%#ii\ 9k.9 16 39.5 2 30.0
Huntington 78 ) 82.8 12 70.0 49 39.0
Jackson , \ﬁig:;Q/ 86.2 bl h6.1 29 40.0
Jasper §j§§351 82.4 99 LL.6 k1 Li.7
Jay — 0 83.7 6 38.3 21 k0.5
Jefferson /E>/<§\ 31 88.1 3 46.7 2 40.0
Jennings’ \\//i/w 56 78.0 - ——- 1 40.0
Johnso ol 81.5 38 41.0 17 39.4
Knox 188 86.6 24 47,5 -—- S
Koscuisk 173 80.7 25 46.6 20 43.5
La T2 65.3 15 4L .0 22 48.2
Lake 20k 86.4 89 Lo.2 108 38.8
LaPorte 237 78.5 L7 21.0 2 5.0

* Information consisted of soil type, soil color, and texture as determined in
laboratory, and recent crop history as shown on farmer information blanks.
This information, rather than the average should be used to determine nitrogen
recommendations. (Recommendations in 1962 were made for an average of 100
bushels of corn, 40 bushels of wheat, and 60 bushels of oats per acre.)
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TABLE 6 - RECOMMENDED NITROGEN APPLICATIONS - BASED ON MEAN WEIGHTED
AVERAGE INFORMATION* FOR SOIL SAMPLES. 1962

No. No. No.
County Samples Corn : Samples  Wheat Samples Oats
Lawrence 71 84.0 2 51.3 Aii%%/\ Lh .6
Madison 268 83.h4 15k 29.7 e "/ 39.2
Marion 27 75.6 7 40.0 '//i§§§il 40.0
Marshall 121 81.3 30 49.5 0 40.0
Martin 53 96.2 3 uo.o//::\ - ——
Miami 254 86.2 13 u1.2,<4?>(\ 23 43.3
Monroe 33 90.3 3 hS.O\\\f//U 2k 38.8
Montgomery 213 81.k4 ol 39: = 23 39.3
Morgan Lol 80.8 53 39. 82 41.3
Newton 158 89.6 T k3.6 17 40.6
Noble 238 79.3 56 45, Lo 43,1
Ohio 35 92.8 3 <:§§}>7 12 39.6
Orange b1 101.0 --- <§§§§;_ - 8 40.0
Owen 101 84.6 5.9 12 L0.0
Parke .2 {731 .1 5 40.0
Perry .8 45.0 1 40.0
Pike .2 L7.9 - ———-
Porter .9 42.0 7 L.k
Posey .6 L3.4 1 40.0
Pulaski A 48.9 3 43.3
Putnam L 4s5.2 12 40.8
Randolph . 4o.7 8l 40.0
Ripley . 4i.5 10 40.0
Rush . 40.8 L1 40.3
St. Joseph . hi.2 5 Lh .0
Scott .6 —— - ————
Shelby 3.6 ho.6 22 Lo.7
Spencer ,§> 41.8 5 36.0
Starke 51,5/ 47.5 6 33.3
Steuben 1.9 L6.5 16 43.1
Sullivan 1 h6.1 L 40.0
Switzerland T 39.4 11 32.7
Tippecanoe 35 .1 41.9 52 hi.2
Tipton /4; 3;} 1 39.6 9 40.0
Union 8/) .6 hg.2 7 1.k
Vanderbur gggiiy A 39.8 11 38.2
Vermillion .5 39.2 31 39.0
Vigo 66 4.0 25 k1.9 1 40.0
Wabashwx///‘ 262 91.9 37 38.9 23 40.0
Warren ,;/ 196 86.7 48 46.8 32 38.9
éi%iiglz 117 105.9 17 35.1 2 40.0
ing 126 87.1 16 43.6 8 40.0
87 92.8 6 48.3 13 L.k
177 87.5 51 37.9 25 39.6
351 8h.9 17 L1.5 27 b1.1
273 81.9 93 Lho.2 70 hh.7

* Information consisted of soil type, soil color, and texture as determined
in laboratory and recent crop history as shown on farmer information
blanks. This information, rather than the average should be used to
determine nitrogen recommendations. (Recommendations in 1962 were made
for an average of 100 bushels of corn, 40 bushels of wheat, and 60 bushels
of oats per acre.)
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TABLE 7 - PERCE§2i2>\ﬁIéTR ION OF pH (ACIDITY) SOIL TESTS BY REGION WITH ESTIMATED AVERAGE
LIME REQUgggMEN 1962
(¢ /;2’§\ *Average
N ) ) ' Lime Appli-
Number \§;// O cation

Region Samples 0.0-5.0 5.1-5. 5.445.6  5.7-5.9  6.0-6.2  6.3-6.5 6.6=T.1 T.2+ Required, Tons/A.
A. 2490 5.8 7.0 <ﬁ%{;?//<§\17.0 19.2 17.0 17.6 3.9 2.3

12 ——- 2.1 L. L 32.4 20.k4 25.4 2.8 1.5
B 1/ 308 2.3 3.2 9.3\:§> 17.9 22,4 22.k 5.8 1.8
cﬁg/ 3976 1.2 4.0 10.6 | 26.0 23.1 14.8 2.5 2.0
D. 2910 2.1 k.o 9.1 6 0.1 20.4 26.8 3.9 1.7
E. 6480 0.6 2.2 7.1 . - 230 21.9 30.9 5.8 1.k
F. 3927 0.7 2.9 g.g 11.8 [ g;%ﬁ/ - e2.5 29.8 5.3 1.k
G. 4189 1.4 3.2 . 11.3 \18.67 22,2 31.7 5.0 1.4 o
H. 3214 1.4 3.k 4.8 8.6 \is;é//é;:\ig. 33.k4 16.1 1.2 ‘F
I. 1693 3.2 6.8 9.1 9.2 13.3 \5»3>17 30.7 10.6 1.6
J. 1296 4.5 5.5 5.6 8.4 12.0 1449 6.9 12.3 1.k
K. 1124 6.4 10.2 12.0 11.7 11.8 1.6 5.9 T.b 2.1
L. 2280 L.b 12.2 12.9 10.k4 13.1 15.0. 27,0~ 4.9 2.1
M. 1522 3.6 : Z.% 12.2 8.8 k.0 14.8 <§g/g )) 9.0 1.7
N, 3 1.1 . . 7.9 10.7 19.7 . 9.6 1.2
0. k90 2.0 7.1 8.4 10.k 1.1 20.0 32 /711235 1.6
P. 1096 4.8 9.0 9.k 11.9 | Nfggé

[ "
| 1.1 17.0 27.6 |\ éé?,\\lg
* This is a weighted average, obtained by multiplying each percentage figure by the estimate tizégé ‘
lime needed to raise the pH to 6.5.
&

;/ Includes only the portion of region B in Allen County.

g/ Includes portions of region B which lie in Newton, Jasper, Pulaski, Morgan, .and Hendricks Counties.
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TABLE 8 - PER DISTRIBUTION OF pH (ACIDITY SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP WITH
ES A?ﬁ%AGE LIME REQUIREMENT. 1962 iverage
i&ji\ Lime Appli-
~ - cation
. o - |

?;;i gﬁﬁﬁlﬁs 0.0-5.0\" 5{22553“ 5.4-5.6 5.7-5.9  6.0-6.2  6.3-6.5 6.6-7.1 T.2+ Required, Tons/A.

1 930 0.6 \Eﬁﬁiy/ 3 <> 6.1 9.8 1.1 35.1 28.k 0.8

2 486 11.1 10.1 9 24,5 15.h4 8.0 7.2 5.8 3.0

3 190 b2 6.3 ,,l;/“fﬁ‘lE.l 13.7 20.0 30.0 2.6 1.8

N 1814 4,5 6.3 1.1 ~15.5 20.7 19.1 19.1 3.6 2.1

5 142 ———- 2.1 L9 12.0 32.4 20.4 25.4 2.8 1.5

6 308 2.3 3.2 9.7 16 CAT.9 22.4 22.4 5.8 1.8

T 226k 1.0 L.6 11.5 1 ) 26.1 22.7 13.2 1.k 2.1

8 1712 1.k 3.2 9.4 1 \;/{§¢251%\‘ 23.6 17.0 4.0 1.8

9 122 10.7 5.7 12'2 :lLZQ\ /‘ltg.o/; li.é ;21 l;; i;

6 1. 4.3 . .0 [ (19.9 / —21. . . .

ig igzg 1.2 3.1 9.2 12.5 \Exﬁéy/é;\;.9 29.7 4.6 1.6 &
12 3633 0.7 2.0 7.8 13.4 19.5 [ [ 1 29.1 5.6 1.5 {
13 2372 0.5 3.0 T.2 11.3 19.0 2 33.6 4.6 1.h4

14 475 ——— -——— 1.9 6.5 19.6 é\ih 30,3 4.3 0.9

15 1619 0.5 1.8 5.k 10.6 20.2 22, 3i;§;\\ 7.2 1.3

16 2027 0.6 3.7 8.3 '13.0 19.8 21. V)3T 1.6

17 281 2.1 3.2 6.8 10.7 21.7 25.3 .9// ’tiié 1.6

18 19k 1.5 3.0 5.k 11.6 17 23.0 2, //2;2> 1.4

19 1878 1.5 3.9 8.7 10.5 18.6 21.2 31. gf\\gik b L5
20 367 - 0.5 k.6 13.6 2kh.3 22.6 27.8 6. 1.3

* This is a weighted average, obtained by multiplying edch percentage figure by the estimated téggiggaig
of lime needed to raise the pH to 6.5. S
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TABLE 8 - PERC D:srg:BUTION OF pH (ACIDITY) SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP WITH
ESTIMA REQUIREMENT. 1962

*Average
Lime Appli-

Soil Number / cation

Type Samples 0-5.0 1~5 3/ 5.4-5.6 5.7-5.9 6.0-6.2  6.3-6.5 6.6-7.1 T.2+ Required, Tons/A.

21 253 0.4 L. 3 7 ~15.8 16.6 19.0 29.6 7.1 1.5

22 2031 1.8 3.7 C;/\§\8,9 4.8 21.0 33.1 11.6 1.3

23 551 3.6 4.5 .3/ T . 16.7 36.5 15.1 1.3

2l 11k2 3.1 7.9 10.9\ . 17.2 27.9 8.5 1.8

25 623 L.8 h.2 4.2 . 15.1 38.7 k.1 1.3

26 673 4.2 6.7 6.8 . .7 35.2 10.7 1.5

27 233 3.4 L.3 9.9 : 15.9 34.3 9.0 1.6

28 891 7.2 11.8 12.6 8’ : 08 ) 4.3 es.g 2.0 2.3

29 493 4.9 7.9 11.2 e 1.8 // _17.2 30. .5 1.8

30 1787 4.3 13.k 13.k 10.8 i%szf;//;;iﬁkh 26.0 4.5 2.2

31 303 2.0 5.9 9.2 9.2 13.5 ([ 102 34.3 15.5 1.k

32 1260 4.0 T.h 11.1 8.7 h.1 16,0/ 31.3 7.4 1.8

33 170 0.6 2.9 3.5 10.6 11.8 2k, .5 9.4 1.1

3k 196 1.5 6.1 9.2 5.6 9.7 15>é;1 9 9.7 1.3

35 Loo 2.0 T.1 8.k 10.4 .1 20.0 32,9 5.3 1.6

36 433 3.2 7.6 9.9 12.2 1%.5 16.6 2 ') T.6 1.8

37 663 5.9 10.0 9.0 11.6 13.9 17.2 .%5?7)//25\ 2.0

* This is a weighted average, obtained by multiplying each percentage figure by the estimaﬁeﬁ %
of lime needed to raise the pH to 6.5. ﬁ/f

_O‘W—



SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP.

1 Eel, Genesee, Sharkey, and Shoals.

Fhosphate

4
TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FHOSFHATE AND POTASH

1962

Potash Test

- 932 Samples.

D

\5§§LS7FQR

Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376f/ SEHATE
0 - 40 3.8 6.0 0.5 0.2 /91£\§§§> 10.6
L1 - 100 2.3 11.6 1.9 0.9 Jfg;z - 16.9
101 - 180 1.1 9.5 3.8 1.6 103 )/ 16.3
181 - 300 1.4 9.1 3.9 1.6/ﬁ\\\m§;;/ 16.0
301 + 1.5  15.8 12.3 7'9b/\<§§§ 40.2
TOTALS FOR ‘u x
POTASH  10.1 52.0 2.1 £§§3§§> .2 100.0
\
2 Carlisl d H ton. - 498 Samples. /)
| arlisle and Houghton QG Samp iﬁ fiii\{Q
0 - 4o 0.4 0.2 RS e ——- 0.6
41 - 100 1.0 3.8 1. \\\,f/ 0.8 ——- 6.6
101 - 180 3.0 5.8 K;EQG\\Z” 3.4 1.2 17.4
181 - 300 3.8 8.2  [[8.Mk) 7.8 1.6 29.8
301 + 1.4 15.5//n\\Q;91§9/ 12.0 6.0 45.3
,\;L\\?/
TOTALS FOR )
POTASH 9.6 33. /23.8 2h.0 8.8 99.7
3 Granby, Maumee, Mbroéco, Newton, Runnymede, and Willvale. - 190 Samples.
0 - ko -l \\\1{y] 2.1 0.5 -—- 3.7
41 - 100 3. 5.3 3.2 -—— - 1.7
101 - 180 3.2 1.1 5.8 0.5 -—- 20.6
181 - 300 13.7 k.7 1.6 0.5 ah.2
301 + r~zg\\ ik,2 1ik.2 7.9 1.1 L0.0
TOTALS FO
Riil 45.4 30.0 10.5 1.6 100.2

L Briéé /\)
> Warsa 54/

Lo
- 100
1017/~ 180
181 - 300
01 +

TOTALS FOR
POTASH

P

,/

Door, Fox, Nekoosa,

1783 Samples.

0.k 1.1
2.0 6.1
2.6 10.8
2.7 15.3
L7 13.1
12.4 Lé. 4

Oshtemo, Plainfield, Tracy, Tyner, and

SoFOo0
o OO ONW

|

|

N
w
=

——— - 1.8
0.1 0.1 8.9
1.0 0.1 19.4
2.9 0.9 28.6
9.0 3.7 h1.3

13.0 4.8 100.0
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FPHOSFHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP. 1962

5 Blount, Colwood, Fulton, Hoytv1lle, Napanee, and Toledo %QLQ Samples.
N
. Phosphate Potash Test , /- TOTALS’ FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376% \%i)smm
0 - 4o ——— 1.k 0.7 0.7 - 2.8
41 - 100  ===- 0.7 ———— 0.7 '@/a 1.4
101 - 180 === 5.6 4.9 2.8 \-?y 13.3
181 - 300 0.7 2.8 6.3 lég 0T éhz
301 + 0.7 7.0 28.2 26.8 || 7.
/- \\u\?
TOTALS FOR f \N
POTASH 1.4 17.5 4o.1 ég\\ 5.6 99.8
6 Ade Darroch, Foresman, Jasper, Maume/e,xna\ﬂ/gnsselaer. - 308 Samples.
(A
- Lo 1.0 2.3 0.3 ) e —— 3.6
hl - 100 ---- 13.0 2,53\\&’ 1.6 --- 20.1
101 - 180 3.6 17.2 ,, /&;9\\ 1.9 0.3 27.9
181 - 300 2.6 5.9 “Q5 )) 0.3 1.0 25.3
301 + 1.0 1k4.3 /fj\slk‘g%// 2.9 0.6 23.0
TOTALS FOR Qﬂ ]
POTASH 8.2 62. Vou 6.7 1.9 99.9
T Corwin, Dana, Mellot/ Oc%‘gagon, Parr, and Sidell. - 2257 Samples.
0 - 40 6/ 1.4 0.7 0.1 11.1
41 - 100 N\D’;{ 8 6.2 1.5 0.3 7.3
101 - 180 0 k.9 2.2 2.7 23.1
181 - 300 é\s\/ 13. 2 5.0 2.7 0.k 21.8
301 + // Q ) L.y 3.1 1.1 16.8
TOTALS )
POTASH \54{ 8.4 21.9  10.2 k.6 100.1
/ N /
8 Cha ’/s,;Odell, Otterbein, Raub, Romney, and Toronto. - 1712 Samples.
0.5 3.1 0.8 0.1 0.1 4.6
1.0 8.8 3.4 0.6 0.1 13.9
180 0.9 11.3 5.7 2.0 0.3 20.2
81 - 300 1.1 13.6 5.6 2.9 0.5 23.7
01 + 3.1 i7.2 8.5 6.1 2.9 37.8
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 6.6 54,0 2k.0 11.7 3.9 100.2
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP., 1962

9 Carlisle and Houghton. - 121 Samples. g;ziis
Phosphate Potash Test K;” LSV%DR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ '\ FH TE
0-4 1.7 2.5 - N I
41 - 100 1.7 b1 _— 0.8 39/7 f; 6.6
101 - 180 3.3 9.9 5.0 2.5 P 20.7
181 - 300 1.7 h.1 3.3 3.3 «f\i§§§ k.1
301 + ——— 14.9 11.6 16. 5 11 54.6
TOTALS FOR '"‘%2§§§1
POTASH 8.4 35.5 19.9 g§§%?\ 100.2
‘ J
10 Allendale, Coloma, Fox, Hillsdale, Nb?ea, nd/Splnks - 1763 Samples.
( A
0 - Lo 1.2 2.9 0.5 \§§\~/ 1 0.1 4.8
k1 - 100 3.2 12.5 5 0.5 0.2 18.9
101 - 180 3.1 1kh.5 5.2 1.9 0.2 2.9
181 - 300 2.3 6 ) 2.6 0.7 22.7
301 + 1.1 9 6.1 3.2 28.9
TOTALS FOR

POTASH 10.9 11.2 by 100.2

11 Bremen, Brookston, CréébyxAGalena, Kokomo, Miami, and Otis. - 1025

Samples. \\\ //
0 - Lo 1. 7 1.5 0.6 - 11.2
b1 - 100 2. .2 5.2 2.0 0.2 27.7
101 - 180 Q,T 3 1 8.3 2.1 0.2 24 L
181 - 300 /0.8 ' T.9 5.7 3.4 0.9 18.7
301 + ‘0.5/) 8.4 3.7 3.7 1.9 18.2
TOTALS §5§§§5 N
POTﬁSH 5(5 55.3 24 L 11.8 3.2 100.2
\\?\
Y
12 Be ﬁgsiigfd7brosby - 3631 Samples.
Iy 2.2 5.7 0.6 0.2 0.1 8.8
1 =100 2.1 16.5 3.2 1.0 0.2 23.0
01 - 180 0.7 12.6 6.1 2.0 0.1 21.5
- 300 1.0 8.5 6.1 2.2 0.3 18.1
301 + 0.7 8.5 9.3 6.6 3.4 28.5
TOTALS FOR
POTASH i 51.8 25.3 12.0 L,1 99.9
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP. 1962.

13 Fox and Miami. - 2372 Samples.

Fhosphate Potash Test gzg%gggLs FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ PHATE

(/
0 - Lo 2.5  10.8 1.6 0.5 1 :§i§>15.5
41 - 100 1.k 23.1 6.9 1.2 //;Q;~ 32.7
101 - 180 0.5 13.2 8.3 2.3 'i;g;% \ 2h.6
181 - 300 0.1 5.6 5.9 3.5 \\\§:;U“ 15.4
301 + 0.1 2.6 3.9 3,;;§§§i>:fi 11.9

TOTALS FOR Z/iii

POTASH 4.6 55.3 26. <38i§>> 2.8 100.1

14 Brookston and Kokomo. = 475 Samples.<§;§i§§§>

0 - ko 0.6 --- 0.8
41 - 100 0.2 —— 2.5
101 - 180 0.8 - 7.3
181 - 300 0.4 0.2 11.0
301 + 2.1 T.6 78.4
TOTALS FOR -

POTASH b1 7.8 100.0

15 Blount and Nepanee. - 1621 Samples.

0 - ko 0.h (! ,0 0.4 0.2 0.1 .1
b1 - 100 <0 \i}\léiz .1 1.0 - 13.6
101 - 180 0. TO.LT 7.4 2.2 0.1 19.6
1181 - 300 £Z§%§§§3> 6.4  10.1 3.8 0.6 20.9
301 + <§§§§> 6.0 12.5 12.3 4.8 35.8
TOTALS Féﬁ“\\s
POTAS§Q§> 5%;1 39.3 34.5 19.5 5.6 100.0
16 M9r<?§§§§éﬁét. Clair. - 2026 Samples.
O 0.4 9.8 - 2.4 0.4 0.1 13.1
L7100 0.2 16.4 10.2 2.5 0.4 29.7
<§§§§7 180 0.1 9.7 9.9 3.5 0.6 23.8
- 300 0.1 4.3 7.3 4.6 1.5 17.8
301 + 0.1 1.9 5.0 6.2 2.5 15.7
TOTALS FOR - -
POTASH 0.9 h2.,1 34.8 17.2 5.1 100.1



TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH

17

18

19

20

-L45.

S80IL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP., 1962

Pewamo. - 281 Samples.

i§§§§53€?OR

Phosphate Potash Test s S
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 ~ 376+ (/" PHATE
0 -4  --m- ——- 0.7 ———- - /ﬁ\§§§>>o.7
41 - 100 —--- 2.1 0.4 -—-- ézi A 245
101 - 180  ---- 1.8 k.6 0.7 lih?’// 8.9
181 - 300 2.8 7.1 2.1 2.5 — 0.7 1.9
301 + 1.k 19.9 22,4 20.64£/\<8§§> 72.8
TOTALS FOR ‘\iiii>
POTASH h.2 30.9 30.2 3§§§§§§>10.7 99.8
Y%
Delmar, Fincastle, Reesville, and W%fﬁii:igggﬁ Samples.
0-k4 2.k 0.70  To o1 10,k
41 - 100 2.8 .6 0.7 --- 29.5
101 - 180 0.9 1.8 0.2 23.5
181 - 300 O.k4 .5 0.4 16.4
301 + 0.2 .0 2.2 20.4
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 6.7 1 2.9 100.2
Birkbeck, Fox, Manqué;7a?§ Russell. - 1879 Samples.
| )

0 - ko 3. \17.0// 3.1 1.0 0.2 oh. 7
41 - 100 2.1 2k 640 1.3 0.3 33.8
101 - 180 0.4/ .6 7.7 2.1 0.k 21.2
181 - 300 O§é§§§>> 5.3 3.4 o.h 0.k 11.7
301 + 0.1 2.2 2.9 2.5 1.0 8.7
N |

TOTALS FOR\QEE ) )
POTAS?ZSiET;:27/ 59.2 23.1 9.3 2.3 100.1
— :7
Brooﬁ%@a/;\Cope, Kokomo, and Ragsdale. - 367 Samples.
O \_ v
< u@fé/ 0.5 2.7 S 0.3 . 3.5
0 0.8 5.4 0.8 0.5 0.3 7.8
180 0.3 5.7 1.9 0.8 1.1 9.8
81 -/300 1.1 4.2 L1 1.9 0.3 21.6
01 + 0.3 25.6 14,2 10.6 6.5 57.2
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 3.0 53.6 21.0 4.1 8.2 99.9
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP., 1962

21 Elkinsville, Fox, Martinsville, and Warsaw. - 254 Sam

Phosphate Potash Test TALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 \\\EHOSPHATE
0 - ko 0.k 3.9 -—= ———— - 4.3
41 - 100 2.4 6.3 0.4 —— /?1{Z:A 9.1
101 - 180 3.1 10.2 3.5 19.2
181 - 300 k.7 13.8 3.9 2 2k.0
301 + 5.5 19.3 8.2 /5.g§i> .1 43.2
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 16.1 53.5 16.0 <§§§\\ 99.8
22 Abington, Ackley, Bartle, Elklnsv:Llle, n, Fox, Homer, Lyle,
McGary, Montgomery, Peoga, Sluth, and W sﬁland - 2031 Samples.
0 - Lo 2.3 10.3 4,f§§\ 0.8 0.1 14.8
b1 - 100 2.9 15.6 31@ 1.3 0.2 23.4
101 - 180 1.0 13.8 f L he 1.3 0.3 20.6
181 - 300 0.6 TeT \\\ ,h 2.1 0.4 15.2
301 + 0.7 0 . T.6 5.0 3.8 26.1
P R —
TOTALS FOR ’
POTASH 7.5 20.9 10.5 4.8 100.1
o v
R [ Nrs _
23 Cory, Cﬂ.'bsonO Lo}k&%@ igo. 551 Samples.
0 - ko C17.L 2.4 0.2 -— 29.6
41 - 100 20.4 2.4 0.4 o 32.3
131 - 180 . 8.2 2.2 0.5 0.4 4.1
181 - 3000, 7. 1.6 0.7 0.5 11.3
301 + /%i\:ibns 4.0 2.7 2.2 2.9 12.3
TOT EBR\‘T9L" - -
) 22.8 57.7 11.3 L,0 3.8 99.6
/ .
2l C\ncugéatl and Parke - 1142 Samples.
<iii§§> Lo 9.4 36.9 8.2 1.5 0.7 56.7
- 100 3.5 13.4 4.3 1.1 0.7 23.0
101 - 180 1.1 5.2 1.6 1.2 0.7 9.8
181 - 300 0.3 2.8 1.3 0.5 0.5 5.4
301 + 0.1 0.8 1.1 1.1 2.2 5.3
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 1h.4 59.1 16.5 5.4 4.8 100.2
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF FHOSFHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP. 1962.

25 Avornberg, Cana, Clermont, Rossmoyne, and Whitcomb. - 62k gﬁﬁgles
A

Phosphate Potash Test gjggg\iS/FOR

Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 376+ ATE
0 - ko 9.3 10.3 1.1 0.6 3 1.6
41 - 100 13.8 4.6 3.8 2.1 82%;7>« 35.1
101 - 180 3.2 10.7 3.8 2.2 0\3\757 20.5
181 - 300 1.k 5.9 2.4 1.0 /0.5 1l.2
301 + ———— 2.2 S 2.2 3.§;Af \§§§§ 11.2
TOTALS FOR

POTASH  27.7 L3.7 13.3 <8i§>\ 5.2 99.6
J

26 Cincinnati, Grayford, and Jennings.

0 - 4o 9.4 1.3 41.9

41 - 100 5.1 0.9 28.0
101 - 180 0.3 0.3 11.9
181 - 300 0.3 0.4 9.5
301 + ——— 3.1 8.7
TOTALS FOR

POTASH 15.1

o
o
=
Q
o
o

27 Lawrence. - 233 Samplgs (\

0 - k4o \EifiV 2.6 0.4 0.k 22.7
41 - 100 7> ~15.0 3.9 2.1 -—- 25.7
101 - 180 143 .6 0.9 2.1 0.4 13.3
181 - 300 --§>§§§>> 5.6 1.7 2.6 0.4 10.3
301 + /;Ingi\ 2.1 5.6 4.3 15.0 27.9

|
|

-
=
..q

TOTALS \Q;;/’
POTAé§2§§§}~.5// 45,0 . 11.5  16.2 99.9

28 Falr@pgﬁ% and Switzerland. - 891 Samples.

15.6 5.1 2.4 0.7 27.6
10.0 4.8 2.2 1.0 19.8
7.1 3.3 2.7 0.4 k4.2
3.7 3.1 1.9 0.7 9.6
9.3 7.7 5.4 6.1 28.8
TOTALS FOR
POTASH 6.8 bs,7 24.0

1&.6. 8.9 100.0
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSFHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP. 1962

29 Bartle, Johnsburg, Pekin, Peoga, and Tilsit. - 488 Samg%éi\\

Phosphate Potash Test \\UTAZS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 181-250 251-375 3764 OSPHATE
0 - 4o 13.1 28.1 6.4 2.3 50.5
41 - 100 3.7 16.8 3.5 1.2 25.6
101 - 180 0.6 5.7 "100 1.2 ). 8.7
181 - 300 0.2 3.1 1.2 0.8 - - 5.7
301 + - 0.8 0.8 },§2§§> .9 9.3
TOTALS FOR - — .
POTASH  17.6 54.5 12.9 <§%i3§> 7.5 99.8
N |
30 Elkinsville, Wellston, and Zanesv1ll<i§§j%796 Samples.
-4 9.8  L5.2 130 ¢ k2 0.8 73.0
hl - 100 1.5 6.0 - \%i‘;jQ 1.8 0.7 13.8
101 - 180 0.6 2.3 1;2\ 0.8 0.6 5.6
181 - 300 0.2 1.7 f‘ 1.2 0.5 h;i
301 + ——- 0. 0.9 1.2 3.
V= \\ _
TOTALS FOR )] .
POTASH 12.1 56. //19.2 8.9 3.8 100.0
31 Bedford, thhrle,/éﬁd %awrence - 303 Samples.
0 - 4o \\\2//u 10.2 k.0 0.3 48.5
b1 - 100 ;g 11.9 6.9 3.3 1.3 23.7
101 - 180  A4-- 4.0 4.3 4.3 1.0 13.6
181 - 300 <§l§§§> 0.3 1.0 1.0 L0 3.3
01 + s 0. 0. 1. . 10.8
3 | X 3 3 3 9 ;
TOTALS FQ§> ) S i
7.9 2.9 22,7 13.9  12.5 99.9
— \jf f
32 Bé%iéﬁ#ille, Crider, Frederick, and Pembroke. - 1260 Samples.
o~/ .
-0 6.0 37.2 17.h 8.5 1.3 70.4
100 0.2 7.1 5.3 3.5 0.6 16.7
- 180  --a- 0.7 1.5 2.9 1.0 6.1
181 - 300  ---- 0.4 0.6 1.2 0.9 3.1
301 + ——— 0.2 0.3 0.7 2.4 3.6
TOTALS FOR T »
POTASH 6.2 45,6 25.1 16.8 6.2 99.9
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP. 1962

33 . Dubois, Haubstadt, McGary, Montgomery, Robinson, and Z:Lp@(

170 Samples.
/
Phosphate - Potash Test LS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180 1B81-250 251-375 *\\\ﬁgo PHATE
0-4 4.7 3.5 — ——— &4?2
41 - 100 2.4 6.5 1.2 0.6 /) .7
101 - 180 2.9 k.1 1.8 0.6 / — 0.0
181 - 300 2.+ 12.9 3.5 0.6l <§bg€ 20.0
301 + 2.k 18.2 11.2 5(§\§§i§§. 41.2

5.3 100.1

" POTALS 'FOR ) <§i§£i\x

POTASH 14.8 55.2 17.7

34  Beirbridge, Markland, and Otwell. -/ 196 Samp

([ ( O
0 - ko 9.7 18.4 aL§<§:;ﬁ/2.o -— 32.1
b1 - 100 3.1 20.9 /73:1§> -—-- --- 27.1
101 - 180 1.5 10.2 3.1 1.5 1.0 17.3
181 - 300 1.5 ’ 0.5 —— 9.7
301 + ——— 3.1 2.0 13.8
TOTALS FOR

POTASH 15.8

'35 Blonmfield and Prlnceg?n<\- 491 Samples.

0 - ko A§> 9.8 1.0 0.2 - 15.7
41 - 100 6. .1 L. 1.0 0.k 27.9
181 - 180 i\4§§i> 12.8 3.5 2.k 0.2 20.3
181 - 300 2. 8.1 2.9 2.0 0.8 16.7
301 + /7;3;3\ 5.9 6.5 2.6 3.5 19.3
romars(ein o
POTAS] 16.5 51.7 18.6 8.2 L.9. 99.9
///H N\ - ‘
‘ o)
36 -{Iva T&ﬁﬁégy and Stoy. - 433 Samples. .
Xii:igo 5.1  11.8 1.4 0.9  --- 19.2
100  T.k 14,1 3.7 2.1 0.2 27.5
0L .~ 180 3.0 10.9 iy 1.6 0.7 20.6
81 - 300 3.2 8.5 3.2 0.7 0G5 16.1
1+ 1.6 6.2 bk 1.8 2.5 16.5
TOTALS FOR

POTASH 20.3 51.5 17.1 T.1 3.9 99.9
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TABLE 9 - PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PHOSPHATE AND POTASH
SOIL TESTS BY SOIL GROUP, 1962

"////:7 7
Phosphate Potash Test /wi\iiibEALS FOR
Test 0-100 101-180  181-250 251-375 375t\\§;HOSPHATE

37 Alford and Hosmer. - 663 Samples. Szgiitgj :

g
0 - ko 8.7 25.2 4.5 1.8 l\g?ng 41,0
41 - 100 5.7 13.9 b2 1.8 0.6/  26.2
101 - 180 1.1 9.5 3.8 1.8?\<§§g;2 16.4
181 - 300 0.6 h,7 1.1 g@f ~0.3 7.6
301 + 0.6 2.7 2.0 ;i§§i§>,2.1 8.9
TOTALS FOR Ei>> -
POTASH  16.7 <i§§}8 .0 100.1

f;”f’ o
NG
QO
@
3&\\ )
& ((%2 =/
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TABLE 10 - RECOMMENDED NITROGEN APPLICATIONS - BASED ON MEAN WEIGHTED
AVERAGE INFORMATION* FOR SOIL SAMPLES. 1962

. O
Soil Group #Samples Corn** #Samples Wheat¥¥ #Samples/’O;;;**/

A\

1 563  9k.9 25 39.1 10 \Q§§§£o
2 252 60.6 1k 27.5 o 0
3 70 80.9 55.0 § //)(hh.o
L 846  85.4 46,6 i —/hk.5
5 45 69.1 39.1 /17  Lo.o
6 173 8s5.1 45.8 //U \§§£> 42.8
T 1138 87.0 ko5 \{\ii§§g 39.6
8 950  90.0 43,1 ‘\\\\} ho.T
9 %  5T7.9 35. 1 20.0
10 755  T6.8 5o.§§§§§\ 98 45,k
11 510  88.3 ¢§§§§\ 70 41.8
12 1680 88.6 ho.5 "/ 188 38.3
12 1129 85.3 [ h1. 164 26 i

1 223 90. \35.3) 25 2
15 593  83.0 /,\}jSié% 145 39.6
16 781 8.9 s 212 39.7
17 149 79.8 ) 36.4 8 38.8
18 1044 L8.7 122 40.5
19 926 k3.2 92 39.5
20 196 L1k 23 39.1
21 123 48.3 7 48.2
22 965 k2.9 81 ko.o
23 215 Lh.8 19 k3.0
2k 323 41.8 L 40.8
25 2l Ly, 6 15 36.0
26 20 5 41.3 28 41.6
27 e 5 45.0 2 40.0
28 1250 8 Lh.0 46 38.5
29 21 95.5 13 §9 1 i8 he.ﬁ

30 , 2.2 30 3.0 T 39
31 /72$§§\ 86.2 L 1.9 6 38.3
32 \E%ae/’ 83.4 19 hhy,1 32 40.3
33 gfi\\\‘17// 96.9 1k 39.6 1 ko.o
3k 126 78.3 9 131 L 0.0
3% /7 168  87.0 67 k2.2 6  36.7
36 ) ez 889 37 bbb 25 36.2
./ 228  85.h 7 bi.2 1h 32.2

ormation consisted of soil type, soil color, and texture as
determined in laboratory, and recent crop history as shown on
farmer information blank. This information rather than the
average should be used to determine nitrogen recommendations.

¥% Pounds nitrogen per acre
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TABIE 11 - AVERAGE RECOMMENDED PHOSPHATE AND POTASH APPLICATIONS
FOR CORN - BASED ON WEIGHTED AVERAGE INFORMATION FOR
ALL SOIL SAMPLES RECEIVED. 1962

Average Recommended Applications*
Phosphate Pote

-

Harrison /7?4i§\ Ob
)

Hendricks L ) 2h3
\ii\ /) 202

Henry —
Howard Szgiis N 175
Huntington =/ T8

Jackson‘/éEl N\ 149

Jasper \i;/iﬁy 557

Ja Z , Q0
s 31
. 56

3

Total Corn

Count Samolos Ibs. P,0/A. Lbs. K.0/A.
Adams 211 40.1 A \ﬁ§>3
Allen 240 39.3 f<§§i%8.8
Bartholomew 164 56.3 /?;* 6.9
Benton 1034 50.7 U\/? I 66.2
Blackford ' 139 43.0 h\\\\Qi;/ h7.1
Boone 21k 52.1 /;\§§§> 70.2
Brown 33 89.1 70.3
Carroll 275 0.0 [ 66.1
Cass 312 b1 <1§§§> 63.9
Clark T2 71.1 67.9
Clay 136 60,7 N Th.6
Clinton ol u3§§§§\/g 62.9
Crawford 17 82,9 69.4
Daviess 150 (1.1 70.7
Dearborn 89 69.7/) 72.9
Decatur 635 //ii\ ﬂj/ 65.5
DeKalb 252 [ \§3 49.8
Delaware 155 ] \\\ . L48.2
Dubois 178 ——67. 67.0
Elkhart 354 . sh.7
Fayette 152 . 63.6
Floyd 14 63.6
Fountain 15h4 62.6
Franklin | 1855 62.6
Fulton 1gz\ O 46.3
Gibson \ )) 80.3
Grant v EE\Q// 55.1
Greene % 65.4
Hamilton R 58.0
Hancock - 37 61.0
59.4
72.6
56.8
62.7
56.7
78.1
56.8
49.1
52.9
87.3
4.3
8.7
9.0
2.6
1.5
2.2

‘_—I
N W U B B B W U1 00 £ U1 R UT 0 1 D T O\

m\ofnuu o w 900\\0-—4(» ?\90"1 RO oWV BN R OO0
FONOANFOUFRFWVIVIWFWFONODNODFOFEHEONDOVMTIONNNN

188

173 5
LaGrange T2 5
Lake 294 5
LaPorte 237 k2,

¥ Figures are calculated for comparative purposes. To determine the
need on a particular farm, it is recommended that the soil be tested.
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TABLE 11 - AVERAGE RECOMMENDED PHOSPHATE AND POTASH APPLICATIONS
FOR CORN - BASED ON WEIGHTED AVERAGE INFORMATION FOR
ALL SOIL SAMPLES RECEIVED. 1962

Average Recommended Applications¥

Total Corﬁ Fhosphate Pozash
Count Samples Lbs. P205/A. L s.\ga(/)N/A.
Lawrence T1 79.7 A?;iiig%'3
Madison 268 k2.2 . .6
Marion a7 k5.6 /\ 75.9
Marshall 121 32.1 | y/ .7 50.3
Martin 53 ék.5 \\\\/)/ 59.2
Miami 25k O 55-0
Monroe 33 90.0 ([ T0.7
Montgomery 213 50.7 ﬂii \<i§> 61.0
Morgan Lo1 57,3 69.2
Newton 158 Lo 63\ ' 62.8
Noble 238 hé%\\ 56.0
Ohio 35 1 68.3
Orange L1 69 ) L8.5
Owen 101 722\ — 67.5
Parke ' 119 [ .0 T2.2
Perry 35 ﬁ\\§§}7€13 70.9
Pike 91 S 7.8 85.1
P 1a \i\ L
orter 191 \ ) bk1.2 50.
Posey ' 111 ,/f\\\ii\;éy” 53.8 67.7
Pulaski 154 *\\ — 11.3 50.3
Putnam 1 ) ) 62.6 - 65.9
Randolph 22 ) ) 52.0 60.3
Ripley 155 , 67.8 76.2
Rush 527 50.L4 61.0
gt.tioseph 51?%& Sg S gé.g
co ([ o . .
Shelby & \\215/ 49.8 65.6
Spencer 12 : 55.1 68.0
Starke QXH 26.1 bh.9
3teuben 112 45.8 57.9
Sullivan 68 52.8 75.3
Switzerland /?;\ii\ T2 65.1 68.3
i ‘ ) )
net L, N 5 5.5
Union \} : 58 50.5 5h.T
Vanderburgh =/ 216 55.9 75.5
R 2 51 o
=~ 262 ug.g 49.7
19 46.8 58.8
117 65.6 79.0
126 76.2 55.0
87 L9.3 50.9
117 40.5 49.5
351 36.8 68.2
273 50.1 55.1

¥ Figures are calculated for comparative purposes. To determine the
need on a particular farm, it is recommended that the soil be tested.
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TABLE 12 - AVERAGE RECOMMENDED FPHOSPHATE AND POTASH APPLICATIONS FOR
CORN BY SOIL GROUP BASED ON SOIL TEST RESULTS FCR ALL SOIL

SAMPLES. 1962

Soil Group Average Recommended Appli%at; ns
Phosphate otash
Ibs.P2057A. //%ps. Q/A,
(V74

_ \g\ijéﬁ'T

SO B

(N

O O—I O\ W D
w w w =
VN0 N0 O O\ U0

SIB OB AELOSGBEEDS
S5

) = LW W\ W

o
O

=
. 2 » . m L] . L . ° . . .
FLON®OFENOMAIW oUW OV

-
PN E NS
O OO M

5 57.5 | 75.6
5k.6 T2.
37 70.3 » 76.0
* Figures are calculated for comparative purpeses. To determine the

need on a particular farm, it is recomneuded that the soil be tested.
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