
What’s New in Diagnostic Services?

• New Madison Soil and Plant Analysis Lab 
ready for occupancy by mid-January, 2004

• On-line information sheets for samples
• Access account information on-line



Current Madison Lab Facility



Building site at West Madison ARS
Madison Lab Construction Began in Spring



New Lab at West Madison



On-line submission



Lime Recommendation 
Terminology

John Peters and Keith Kelling
Dept. of Soil Science

UW-Madison
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Variability exists between states

• All Midwestern states use a combination of 
chemical purity and particle size to rate lime



What determines the quality 
of a liming material

• Purity
– measure of CaCO3 equivalency 
– determined in the laboratory

• Fineness – a dry sieving process is used
– exact sieves used vary by state



The purity factor (CaCO3) Equivalent





Sieves used by state

• Iowa – 4, 8, 60 mesh
• Illinois – 8, 30, 60 mesh
• Minnesota  and Wisconsin – 8, 20, 60 mesh
• Michigan – 8, 60 mesh







Lime Quality in Wisconsin

• In Wisconsin lime quality is listed by 
neutralizing index (NI)

– Fineness factor x Purity factor = NI

LR given for NI of 60-69 and 80-89



Calculating the Neutralizing Index 
of a liming material



Reporting terminology

• MN – LR in lbs/a of Effective Neutralizing 
Power (ENP)

• Example  a ton of lime with an ENP of 1000 
lbs/a is equivalent to a NI of 50



Reporting terminology

• IL – LR in tons/a based on Effective 
Calcium Carbonate (ECC) based on “typical 
lime”.

• MI- LR in tons/a based on their Calcium 
Carbonate Equivalency (CCE) or 
Neutralizing Value of 90.

• If the ECC and ECCE is approximately 85, 
this is nearly equivalent to a NI of 80-89



Summary

• The criteria used by states in the upper 
Midwest are quite similar

• ECC or ECCE of 85 = NI of 80-89
• ENP value (per ton)/ 20 = WI NI value



Any questions?



Corn Response to Liming

John Peters and Keith Kelling
UW-Madison

Soil Science Dept.



One year old stand



One year old stand





Mn toxicity at low pH levels



pH Influence on Alfalfa Stand



Soil pH Effect on Soybeans



Soil pH influence on 
root rot of Snapbeans



Date of silking as affected by pH
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Marshfield Grain
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Marshfield Silage
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Spooner Grain
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Spooner Silage
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Arlington Grain
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Hancock Grain
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Hancock Silage
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Hancock Sweet Corn
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Earleaf Mn content at silking
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Summary of corn response to liming

• Central and northern silt loam and sandy 
loam soils show little yield benefit to liming 
above pH 6.5 

• Influence on maturity may be a factor on 
somewhat poorly drained soils

• Little response seen on the sandy soils or 
the southern silt loams– Mn toxicity is less 
of a concern on these soils
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