The presence of silty mantles in Northcentral Appalachian, USA soils and their relevarpeotmogy
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Numberson uppermappertainto smallermapsbelow.

usedto derive % WBDsignaturesat depth for 949 non-loesspedons(Figure
2).

Figure 5, Step 2 Results The modeled
extent of a silty mantle and deep silt
profile.

correspond strongly to regional
studiesof loess




