Annual Progress Report

For the

Texas Water Development Board

A griculture Water Conservation
D emonstration

Initiative

Harlingen Irrigation District CC 1

Maximization of On-Farm Surface Water Use Efficiency by
Integration of On-Farm Application and District Delivery Systems

Submitted by:
Harlingen Irrigation District
Cameron County #1
Wayne Halbert General Manager
Harlingen, TX

March, 2008

Harlingen Irrigation District




Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative — Annual Progress Report

Table of Contents

L. EXECULIVE SUMMATY ....ceeiiiieiiiieeeiieeeiie e etee e eiee ettt e e etee e et e e et e e e e aaeesenseeeenseeesnneeens
1.1. Advisory Committee MEMDETS ........c.ceeiuiieiieiiieiiieiie ettt et et eseee e neeenes
2. INETOAUCTION. ...ttt ettt et e e et e e et e e e e taeeessaeeessaeeensseesansaeeenssaeennsseeenns
3.SCOPE OF WOTK ..ottt e e e e et e e e eare e e eabaeeensaeeans
3.1. Subcontracting Contract EXECUtION ........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiieeiie ettt eveeeevee e
3.2. District and On-Farm Flow Meter Calibration and Demonstration Facilities.......................
3.3. District Dispatch and Irrigation Delivery Scheduling............coocveeviiieiiiiiiniiiinieeeieeeen
3.4. On-Farm Flow Measurement Data Collection ............ccccveriieriieniieiieeiieeeeee e
3.5. District Facilities and Policies Required to Support On-Farm Water Conservation.............
3.6. Economic Evaluation of Demonstrated Technologies ............ccccveeeviieeiiiiiniieiniieeeieeeen

3.7. Demonstration of Internet Based Information Real-Time Flow, Weather, and Water User

ACCOUNTING SYSTEIM...uuiiieiiiieeiiieeeiieeeiteeeeieeeetteeesteeesbeeeetseeessseeesssseessseeansseeesssseessseeensses
3.8. Drip and Furrow Flood Irrigation in Annual Crops and Multi Year Crops .......c.cccceeveennnnne
3.9. Surge, Automated Surface, and Precision Surface Irrigation..........ccccoeecveeeviieeniieeniieeennnn.
3.10. LESA/LPIC/LEPA Center Pivot Sprinkler Demonstration Sites..........c.ccocceevvienieenenn.
3.11. Automated and Manual On-Farm Measurements SyStems ............cccceeeeveercreenieenveennnenns
3.12.  Variable Speed Pump Control and Optimization of Delivery of On-Farm Demands.....
3.13.  Field Demonstrations of Projects/ Field Days ..........cccoecvieriiiiiiiiieeie e
314, WOTKSNOPS ittt ettt e et e e st e e e taeeessbeeeabeeessseeeensaeeenseeens
3.15. Presentations at Water Conservation MEEtings ...........ccceereeerieeniieeriiesiiienieeneeenieeeeeens
3.16.  Quarterly Progress REPOTt.........uiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieceiee ettt et e e
3.17.  Program Administrative WOTK..........coceeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiice e
3.18. Report Preparation, Reproduction, and Distribution .............cccecceeevviieiniiieeniieeniieeennen.
4.Financial Report BY TasK.......cceeooiiiiiiiiieee ettt

Harlingen Irrigation District
i



Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative — Annual Progress Report

Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

oo O w

Appendices

Delta Lake Irrigation District Annual Report

Texas Cooperative Extension FARM Assist Annual Report
Texas A&M University — Kingsville Annual Report
Demonstration Site Summary Report

Harlingen Irrigation District Meter Calibration Facility Report
Axiom — Blair Engineering Annual Report

Harlingen Irrigation District
il



Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative ~ Annual Progress Report

1. Executive Summary

The Harlingen Irrigation District-Cameron County No. 1, under the auspices of a
grant from the Texas Water Development Board, is sponsoring the Agricultural Water
Conservation Demonstration Initiative (ADI), a multi-year project to conduct a study of
the maximization of on-farm surface water use efficiency by integration of on-farm
application and district delivery systems. The ten-year project includes participation by
Harlingen Irrigation District Cameron County No. 1, Delta Lake Irrigation District, Texas
A & M University-Kingsville, USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service, Rio
Farms, Inc, Texas Cooperative Extension Service and agricultural producers in Cameron,
Hidalgo and Willacy counties. This Project proposes to assist in the implementation of
the agricultural water conservation management strategies, as identified in the Region M
Approved Regional Water Plan and the Texas State Water Plan and will further
agricultural water conservation in Texas. The project supplements on-going conservation
efforts in the Lower Rio Grande Valley

The District has formed an advisory committee consisting of growers,
demonstration co-operators, scientists and representatives of grower organizations. The
primary responsibilities of this committee are to offer guidance and perspective to the
project as a whole. The committee meets on a quarterly basis to discuss the progress and
goals of the project. Our hopes are for this committee to become one of the main conduits
for disseminating information to the growers of the Rio Grande Valley.

1.1. Advisory Committee Members

Chris Allen — Cooperator

Leonard Simmons — Cooperator

Edward Bauer — Grower

Sam Morrow — Cooperator

Harold Siever - Cooperator

Troy Allen — Delta Lake Irrigation District Manager
Ray Prewitt — Texas Citrus Mutual

Dr.. Shad Nelson — Texas A&M Kingsville

Dr. Juan Enciso — Texas A&M Extension Service
Dr. Al Blair — Axiom-Blair Engineering

Dr. Steven Klose — Texas Cooperative Extension
Enrique Perez — Cameron County Extension
Andy Garza - TSSWCB

Harlingen Irrigation District
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2. Introduction

This report contains the annual update and progress made in the Agricultural
Demonstration Initiative Project as indicated in the Scope of Work of the Contract
between Harlingen Irrigation District — Cameron County No. 1 (HIDCCI or the District)
and the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). A description of the overall
progress, problems encountered delays in the timely completion of work, or change in the
deliverables or objectives of the contract are discussed; as well as any corrective actions
necessary.

Late in 2006 the advisory committee agreed that to better maintain anonymity of
the cooperators information the demonstration sites would be assigned alpha numerical
designations rather than be listed by grower name. This was done to help encourage
participation by those growers who are reluctant to report yield, water use, and financial
information about demonstration sites. From this point forward all demonstration sites
will be referred to by site number. The site designation numbers are defined below:

The first digit designates the entity responsible for the site. The second digit designates
the grower. The third digit designates the field within the demonstration site. The entity
designations are: 0 and 1 Texas A&M University Kingsville Dr. Shad Nelson, 2 and 3
Texas A&M Extension Dr Juan Enciso, 4 and 5 Harlingen Irrigation District.

3. Scope of Work

3.1. Subcontracting Contract Execution

The primary responsibilities for this task were contracted to Axiom-Blair
Engineering. The subcontracts with Delta Lake Irrigation District, Texas A&M
University Kingsville, Texas Cooperative Extension, and others to provide support and
services to perform the work tasks listed below were completed for 2007 and work for
the reissue of those contracts for 2008 is underway. This task is scheduled to be complete
in March of 2008.

3.2. District and On-Farm Flow Meter Calibration and
Demonstration Facilities

Appendix “E” contains a detailed account of the construction activity.

3.3. District Dispatch and Irrigation Delivery Scheduling

No work on this task was performed in 2007.

Harlingen Irrigation District
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3.4. On-Farm Flow Measurement Data Collection

Delta Lake Irrigation District has been contracted to perform the task of manual
meter information collection. A detailed account of the collection methods and data is
located in appendix “A”. This information will be compared with the Harlingen
Irrigation District’s automated meter and telemetry system. The telemetry system to
monitor deliveries of irrigation water throughout the District was completed in late 2006.
We will begin the comparison after the District has had ample time to evaluate its system
and is confident in the data it provides. Work on this task will be accelerated in 2008 as
Harlingen Irrigation District continues to correct technical issues with the on- farm
telemetry system and make the tracking of water delivery data more user friendly.

3.5. District Facilities and Policies Required to Support On-Farm
Water Conservation

No work on this task was performed in2007.

3.6. Economic Evaluation of Demonstrated Technologies

A significant component of the demonstration project is the economic evaluation
of each on farm technology. The District contracted Texas Cooperative Extension service
to perform this task through its FARM Assist program. Economic summaries of each site
are included in the Demonstration Site Summary Report for sites that economic analysis
has been completed. A more detailed report of the first year’s evaluation, as submitted by
Dr. Steven Klose, is located in appendix “B”.

3.7. Demonstration of Internet Based Information Real-Time Flow,
Weather, and Water User Accounting System

The bulk of this task is being performed by Axiom-Blair Engineering. The design
and launch of the District’s web page occurred in September of 2005. The web page
allows us to publish information regarding demonstration sites as well as weather and
irrigation water usage. A water order tracking page has been added to the Districts web
site and we are working on tying water tickets to on-farm meters.

This past year we developed web pages for our canal riders to give them the
ability to monitor specific areas of the irrigation delivery system. These pages were
developed to be accessible with the mobile phones issued to the canal rider or through a
traditional web browser. These pages contain river level, main canal level, canal flow at
all of our metering bridges as well as river pump and re-lift pump flow amounts.

Harlingen Irrigation District
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3.8. Drip and Furrow Flood Irrigation in Annual Crops and Multi
Year Crops

The majority of this task has been subcontracted to Texas A&M University -
Kingsville under the direction of Dr. Shad Nelson. Dr. Nelson and his staff have been
working since last spring to establish demonstration sites throughout the Valley. Dr.
Nelson has also been working closely with Texas Cooperative Extension Service and Dr.
Juan Enciso. Dr. Nelson has been sharing resources and gathering data on sites
established by Dr. Enciso. A summary report of all the sites associated with this scope of
work is located in appendix D.

3.9. Surge, Automated Surface, and Precision Surface Irrigation

The District has maintained the following demonstration sites throughout the 2007
growing season; 4 surge, 2 surface flood, and 1 subsurface low pressure drip.
A summary of the HID sites is located in Appendix D.

3.10. LESA/LPIC/LEPA Center Pivot Sprinkler Demonstration Sites

Harlingen Irrigation District contracted with Texas Cooperative Extension
to maintain and collect data on sprinkler systems in the Rio Grande Valley. The contract
allowed for the hiring of one person to maintain and collect data on four demonstration
sites. Xavier Peries has been working in this position for the 2007 growing season and
will continue through the 2008 growing season. A summary of these sites is provided in
Appendix D.

3.11. Automated and Manual On-Farm Measurements Systems

The District has installed a multi-million dollar automated meter and
telemetry system that will allow for the monitoring and reporting of all water deliveries in
the District. Upon completion of this installation in late 2006 the District began
monitoring and reporting flows for evaluation purposes. Real time flow data will be made
available to growers on the District’s web site. The cost and efficacy of the automated
collection of flow data within the District will be compared to the manual collection
taking place in the Delta Lake Irrigation District. This evaluation is expected to take
place over several years and the results of this evaluation are not expected to be available
until the evaluation process is complete.

Harlingen Irrigation District
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3.12. Variable Speed Pump Control and Optimization of Delivery of
On-Farm Demands

Delta Lake Irrigation District has installed
three diesel driven pumps to supply water to a
service canal. As part of their revised 2006
contract, Delta Lake Irrigation District will
provide the hardware and Harlingen Irrigation
District has contracted Axiom-Blair to provide
engineering and design for the variable speed and
control component of this project. The
installation of the variable speed controllers is
complete and in the testing phase of the project.

Variable speed controller
components installed on the
pumps and in the vandal box

3.13. Field Demonstrations of Projects/ Field Days

In May of 2007 the Harlingen Irrigation District hosted representatives of the Rio
Grande Basin Initiative for a tour and progress presentation of the project. The
presentation consisted of project updates and information from every aspect of the project
followed by an introduction and tour of the Flow Meter Calibration Facility.

3.14. Workshops

The Harlingen Irrigation District has conducted two water related workshops
throughout the last year. In February of 2007 the District hosted its second Water
Management Workshop. The workshop introduced producers to water management
requirements for participation in the USDA’s EQIP water management payment

Harlingen Irrigation District
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incentive. Dr. Juan Enciso taught metering methods as well as soil moisture
characteristics and plant water requirements. Water metering equipment and soil
moisture monitoring devices were demonstrated, along with the proper installation of
these devices. ADI personnel participated in the Water Management/Canal Management
workshop hosted by TAMES Dr. Guy Fipps. The Flow Meter Calibration Facility was
used to demonstrate open channel measuring devices and canal automation.

3.15. Presentations at Water Conservation Meetings

The ADI project holds a quarterly progress meeting at the beginning of each
quarter. Reports of progress on the demonstration projects are made by each
subcontractor and questions concerning all aspects of the project are discussed. Local
growers are invited to attend and encouraged to ask questions and offer insight to the
water issues in the Rio Grande Valley.

A Project presentation was made at the Texas Agricultural Industries Association
highlighting the demonstration sites and the progress of the Flow Meter Calibration
Facility.

The District has published two newsletters highlighting the Agricultural Water
Conservation Demonstration Initiative and related topics. This news letter has been
distributed to over seven hundred recipients across the state of Texas. Our goal is to
publish the newsletter on a quarterly basis and use it as one of the conduits for
disseminating information to the growers of the Rio Grande Valley as well as other
interested parties across the state.

3.16. Quarterly Progress Report

Harlingen Irrigation District has completed and filed three quarterly progress reports and
associated reimbursement requests.

3.17. Program Administrative Work

Harlingen Irrigation District has maintained the accounting records and files for
the ADI project. The project’s primary administration is handled by Tom McLemore the
Project Manager. Together, with the Irrigation District’s General Manger Wayne Halbert,
we have issued and maintained subcontracts with Texas A&M University - Kingsville,
Delta Lake Irrigation District, Texas Cooperative Extension and Axiom-Blair
Engineering.

Harlingen Irrigation District
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3.18. Report Preparation, Reproduction, and Distribution

The district has completed and filed three quarterly progress reports and the
respective reimbursement request. The District has also completed their third annual
report, reproduced and filed it with the Texas Water Development Board.

Harlingen Irrigation District
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4. Financial Report by Task

TASK TWDB TWDB TWDB Matching Funds Source
Feb 1,'05 Feb 15,06 MAR1, 07
Feb 15,06 Feb 28, 07 Feb 29 08 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
A- Project Subcontracting
Subcontracting Contract Execution $6,710.00 $3,525.00 $3,000.00
Total A- Project Subcontracting $6,710.00 $3,525.00 $3,000.00
B-Technical Management Support for Demos $2,799.80 HID
District and On-Farm Flow Meter Cal $143,528.71 $346,379.15 $88,361.42 $20,000.00 $19,742.61 [HID
$123,608.59 $175,842.95 $214,098.25 $108,845.20 HID/BOR
On-Farm Flow Meas. Data Collection S115671.10| $259.496.69 HID/2025
$4,220.00 $271,839.73 $144,616.13 BOR/2025]
$9,990.62 $14,646.69 $15,908.12 $376,981.31 $17,254.62 NADB
Dist Facilities and Policies $116.26
Economic Eval of Demo Tech FARM ASSIST $1,656.21 $55,526.47 $30,594.40
Technical Management Support for Demos -Admin $26,664.82 $31,207.69 $32,257.66
Total B-Technical Management Support for Demos $181,956.62 $447,760.00 $167,121.60 $123,608.59 $557,044.26 $638,863.70 $515,757.82 $19,742.61
C-Demonstration Projects $6,214.70 | $27,349.00 |HID
Demo of Internet Based Information $14,862.15 $84,856.66 $37,074.11 $3,323.00 ABE
$2,267.30 $4,250.00 NETAFIM
$5,283.00 EQIP
On Farm Drip,Flood,and Surge Demo $44,298.78 $54,027.00 $66,864.01 $24,095.00 $119,086.07 | $61,320.55 [TAMUK
|LESAILEPA Center Pivot Demo Sites $13,177.22
VS Pump Control and Optimization $7,640.93 $8,608.12 $131,102.31 $7,900.00 [DLID
Demonstration Projects - Admin $19,822.96 $65,615.71 $65,903.81
Total C-Demonstration Projects $78,983.89 $212,140.30 $191,627.27 $34,968.30 $260,653.08 $96,569.55
D- Public Field Days and Demonstrations HID
Presentations at Water Con. Meetings $3,161.97 $995.76 $3,418.54
Total D- Public Field Days and Demonstrations $3,161.97 $995.76 $3,418.54|
E-Project Administration and Report Prep $121,498.53 $148.49 $149.00 [HID
Program Administrative Work $57,710.25 $21,461.66 $24,856.29
Report Prep. Repro. and Distribution $3,021.58 $1,726.64 $208.63
Project Administration and Report Prep - Admin $16,287.98 $21,258.16 $16,128.83
Total E-Project Administration and Report Prep $77,019.81 $44,446.46 $41,193.75 $121,498.53 $148.49 $149.00
Sub total by Year $347,832.29 $708,867.51 $406,361.15 $123,608.59 $557,044.26 $795,330.53 $776,559.39 [ $116,461.16
Total Matching Funds $1,475,983.38 $776,559.39 $116,461.16
Project Total by Year $1,823,815.67 $1,485,426.90 $522,822.31

Harlingen Irrigation District
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Executive Summary

Delta Lake Irrigation District implemented metering in 1998 due to serious
drought conditions in the Rio Grande Valley. During August of 1998 the District
had less than a day’s worth of water in the Districts Reservoirs, with no allocated
water left to pump. This made the implementation of meters a fairly easy task.

The District initially purchased 300 plus meters, with a majority of the
meters being 10” propeller type meters in aluminum pipe and the others being
saddle propeller and vertical propeller. The District agreed to sell the meters to
the farmers at 50% of original cost.

In the beginning the meters seem to be accurate as long as they were
installed properly. The propeller meter must have a full flowing discharge. The
main problems are on installation of the saddle meters if pipe measurement in
not accurate, other problems with propeller type meters are accuracy in dirty
water, and the ability to easily alter the readings with as little as a string, bag, etc.

At the time Delta Lake implemented metering our loss factor was
averaging 28%; 5 year average. In 2000 the District raised the loss factor to 32%
then in 2002 raised it again to 40%. The loss factor continued at 40% through
2005.

In 2005 the District relaxed the mandatory metering policy in selected
situations. At the start of 2006 we relaxed the metering policy a little more with
the loss factor at the end of 2006 down to 32%.

This led us to believe that without an electronic data collector on meters
we shouldn’t expect to obtain accurate readings. We felt that hiring enough data
technicians to keep up accurate readings (3 to 5) daily could cost the District
$125,000 to $150,000 annually.

Scope of Work

The ADI Project has enabled us to compare the price of manual meter
readings versus automated reading collected by Harlingen.

Appendix A
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Delta Lake meters a variety of crops including, but not limited to carrots,
onions, watermelons, cabbage, sugar cane, cotton, grain, citrus, and pastures.
After collection and tabulation of the data, the numbers can be used to calculate
information vital to the efficiency and well being of the water district.

There are a variety of meters that the field technician must become
accustomed to reading. Some meters use acre-feet, and some use gallons as
their unit of measure. Another challenge faced by the meter reader is to locate
the meter, which can vary from field to field.

Another part of our project was for the District to set up a Variable Speed
Pump Site. The District has install the pumps and motors for Relict Station No.
45 (the Variable Speed Pump Site), as well as the security fencing and trash
rake. This site is equipped with automatic start, shutdown, and remote throttle
control. This site is still in testing stage, pump one is up and running, with two
and three coming on line soon.

The purpose of automating this site was to get better control of 23 miles of
pipeline that delivers water to 5600 plus acres of land. Upon completing the
pumps will be controlled on site or remotely. They will also have level sensors
that will maintain a predetermined elevation in the pipeline system.

The District spent $131,102.26 for the Pumps, Motors, Security Fence and
Trash Rake. For the automation of the site currently we have $7,900.00 invested
and have not installed or purchased the meters.
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Picture #1-4 are of an onion crop.

#1
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Pictures #5-8 are of a grass farm
#5
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Pictures #9-12 are of Pump 45 telemetry
#9
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02/19/2007 9:44 am

02/19/2007 9:41am

#11
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02/19/2007 9:41am

02/19/2007 9:44 am
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AGRICULTURAL DEMONSTRATION INITIATIVE
Texas Cooperative Extension, FARM Assistance Sub-Contract with
Harlingen Irrigation
Account # 422460 - Harlingen Irrigation District

Annual Report for the period ending February 15, 2008

Scope of Work Task B.5
Economic Evaluation of Demonstrated Technologies, FARM Assistance Program

Activities and continual progress regarding the FARM Assistance task of the ADI project of
the Harlingen Irrigation District revolves around two primary objectives. The first is
collaborating with project management team and coordinating the FARM Assistance
program into the project concepts, including participation in management team meetings,
planning sessions, producer meetings, and contributions to project promotional materials.
TCE faculty also supported the overall project effort of recruiting project demonstrators.
The second objective is the completion of the economic analysis for project
demonstrations. Economic analyses for individual demonstrators range from conducting
an evaluation of the site demonstration to providing the complete FARM Assistance
strategic analysis service for the demonstration participant. Analyses of the 2007 site
demonstrations are included. A summary of the contact, status, and analysis conducted
for 2007 demonstrators and potential 2008 demonstrators follows:

2006 Demonstrations

e Sites 41 A&B, 42B & 44A (cotton, surge irrigation)
Completed irrigation cost analysis—Surge Irrigation lllustration for Cotton in the
Lower Rio Grande Valley. Farm Assistance Focus Series 2007-3, Texas Cooperative
Extension, Texas A&M University System. http//:farmassistance.tamu.edu.

e Site 43A-B (cotton, furrow vs. drip irrigation)
Completed volumetric irrigation cost analysis—/mpact of Volumetric Water Pricing
for Cotton Comparing Furrow vs. Drip Irrigation in the Lower Rio Grande Valley.
Farm Assistance Focus Series 2007-4, Texas Cooperative Extension, Texas A&M
University System. http//:farmassistance.tamu.edu.

e Sites 1A, 1C, & 28B2 & 28C (Rio Red Grapefruit, narrow border flood vs. micro-jet
spray)
Completed irrigation cost analysis—Narrow Border Flood and Micro-Jet Spray
Irrigation Illustration for Rio Red Grapefruit in the Lower Rio Grade Valley. Farm
Assistance Focus Series 2007-5, Texas Cooperative Extension, Texas A&M
University System. http//:farmassistance.tamu.edu.

e Sites 1B, 28D1, & 28D2 (Valencia, Navel & Marrs Oranges, narrow border flood vs. 2-
line drip irrigation)



Completed irrigation cost analysis—Narrow Border Flood and 2-Line Drip Irrigation
llustration for Valencia, Navel and Marrs Oranges in the Lower Rio Grade Valley.
Farm Assistance Focus Series 2007-6, Texas Cooperative Extension, Texas A&M
University System. http//:farmassistance.tamu.edu.

e Sites 41A & 41B (Seed Corn, surge vs. furrow irrigation)
Completed volumetric irrigation cost analysis—/mpact of Volumetric Water Pricing
for Seed Corn Comparing Surge vs. Furrow Irrigation in the Lower Rio Grade Valley.
Farm Assistance Focus Series 2007-7, Texas Cooperative Extension, Texas A&M
University System. http//:farmassistance.tamu.edu.

2007 Demonstrations

e Sites 01A-01E (O1A: Rio Red grapefruit, narrow border flood; 01B: Valencia oranges;
narrow border flood; 01C: Rio Red grapefruit, narrow border flood)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Sites 02A-02C (02A: Henderson grapefruit, border flood; 02B: Rio Red Grapefruit;
micro-jet spray; 02C: Ruby Red grapefruit, drip)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Sites 04A-04B (02A: Rio Red grapefruit, 1-line drip; 02B: Rio Red Grapefruit; micro-jet
spray)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Sites 24A (Rio Red grapefruit, every other row border flood)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Sites 28A-28D2 (28A: Valencia oranges, micro-jet spray; 28B1: Marrs oranges, 2-line
drip; 28B2: Rio Red grapefruit, 2-line drip; 28C: Rio Red grapefruit, micro-jet spray;
28D1: Navel oranges, 2-line drip; 28D2: Marrs oranges, 2-line drip)

Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis



Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Site 41A-41B (41A: seed corn, surge irrigation; 41B: seed corn, furrow irrigation)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

o Site 42A-42B (42A: grain sorghum, surge; 42B: cotton, surge irrigation)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Site 43A-43B (43A: cotton, furrow irrigation; 43B: cotton, surge irrigation)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Site 44A (soybeans, surge irrigation)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

e Site 45A (sugar cane, furrow irrigation)
Conducted initial data collection, and developed preliminary analysis
Conducted verification/validation meeting
Completed and delivered FARM Assistance Strategic Analysis
Completed demonstration site evaluation (included)

2007 New ADI Demonstrators

e Jimmie Steidinger
Held introductory meeting with cooperator and provided information requirements
April 18. Conducted and completed site analysis.

e Fernando Vieto, Sharyland Orchards
Held introductory meeting with cooperator and provided information requirements
May 8. Conducted and completed site analysis.



2008 Scheduled Demonstrators

Mark Fryer
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for late February

Jim Hoffmann
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for late February

Jim Pawlik
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for early March

Sam Morrow
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for March

B S Farms
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for March

Leonard Simmons
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for April

Jimmie Steidinger
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for May

Sharyland Orchards
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for June or July

Tom McLemore
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for September

Chris Allen
Initial data collection meeting scheduled for September

2007 Reporting and Other Activities:

2006 ADI Annual Grant Report completed February 15.

April 5 Quarterly ADI Meeting.

2006 Economic Summaries completed April 23.

Attended Rio Grande Basin Initiative tour of HID/ADI flow meter facility May 17.
May 31, 2007 ADI Quarterly Status Report completed May 25.

June 21 Quarterly ADI Meeting.

August 31, 2007 ADI Quarterly Status Report completed September 5.
September 28 Quarterly ADI Meeting.

November 30, 2007 ADI Quarterly Status Report completed December 6.

2007 ADI Annual Grant Report completed February 15.
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\{ Hllustrating the economic viability of the site
demonstrations allows for an evaluation of the viability of
surge irrigation as an efficient water delivery system.

The overall demand for water in

the Lower Rio Grande Valley is being
pressured by a substantial population
growth in recent years. This
increasing demand coupled with the
ongoing needs of irrigated production
agriculture has spurred an interest

in evaluating water conservation
practices. As a result, water use
demonstrations on irrigated crops,
such as surge irrigation, have been
established. lllustrating the economic
viability of the site demonstrations
allows for an evaluation of the viability
of surge irrigation as an efficient water
delivery system.

The Agricultural Water Demonstration
Initiative (ADI) project is a multi-
faceted effort among the Texas

Water Development Board, the
Harlingen Irrigation District, South
Texas agricultural producers,

Texas Cooperative Extension and

other agencies. It is designed to
demonstrate state-of-the-art water
distribution network management

and on-farm, cost-effective irrigation
technologies to maximize surface water
use efficiency. The project includes
maximizing the efficiency of irrigation
water diverted from the Rio Grande
River to water consumption by various

field, vegetable, and citrus crops.
Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE)
conducts the economic analyses of
demonstration results, evaluating the
potential impact of adopting alternative
water conserving technologies. TCE
works individually with agricultural
producers using the Financial And
Risk Management (FARM) Assistance
financial planning model to analyze
the impact and cost-effectiveness of
the alternative irrigation technologies.

Three surge valve technology
demonstrations in 2006, associated
with the ADI project, illustrate potential
water application and irrigation costs
scenarios in cotton production (Table
1). lIrrigation water in the Lower

Rio Grande Valley is currently sold

on a per-watering basis regardless

of amount used. For example, in a
growing season a cotton crop may be
watered 4 different occasions at a price
of $7 per watering. In this example,

a producer would pay approximately
$28 in water costs. Labor, surge valve
and poly-pipe would add to the total
irrigation costs per acre. A surge valve
may cost as much as $1,800-$2,200.
The following analysis evaluates the
potential financial incentives for using
surge technology.

Assumptions

Table 1 provides the basic water use
and irrigation cost assumptions for
cotton surge irrigation. For the purpose
of illustrating surge technology in
cotton, three demonstration sites were
used, including a 38.5-acre site (Site
41A&B), a 94-acre site (Site 42B) and
a 38-acre site (Site 44A). Production
costs were derived from custom rates
and estimates of per acre overhead
charges from the three individual
cooperators. They are assumed to

be typical for the region and were not
changed for analysis purposes. These
assumptions are intended to make the
illustration relevant to a wide range

of producers in the Lower Rio Grande
Valley area.

The analysis consists of three separate
demonstration sites not located
adjacent to one another. Differences
in soil types, rainfall and management
practices likely affected irrigation
water application, production costs
and yields. As a result, the three

are not replicated trials and the

three combined are not a controlled
experiment for comparison purposes.
This comparison is merely a case
study example illustrating results of

Table 1: Cotton Surge Irrigation Application and Cost Information Per Acre
o . et Acre Irrigation | Irrigation Vields Per Yields Per Surge
emo Site Method Acres Inch.es Costs Per | Costs Per Acte (Ibs) Acre Inch Valve
Applied Acre Acre Inch (Ibs)
Site 41A&B Surge 38.50 25.15 $53.00 $2.11 1,047 41.60 $1,800.00
Site 42B Surge 94.00 13.42 $48.44 $3.61 929 69.23 $1,800.00
Site 44A Surge 38.00 13.56 $40.00 $2.95 760 56.00 $2,200.00




Surge Irrigation Illustration for Cotton in the Lower Rio Grande Valley

All three demonstration sites reflect profitable use of surge valve
technology in irrigated cotton production.

Table 2: Financial Indicators Per Acre for Cotton, Surge Irrigation
10-Year Averages Per Year
Demo Site Ilr\l/'ligation Total Cash Total Cash Wt Cat Prob Net Cash Avg Am.mal
ethod Receipts Costs ($1,000) Farm Income Income <0 (%) Operating
($1,000) ’ ($1,000) Expense/Receipts
Site 41A&B Surge 0.90 0.57 0.32 1.00 0.65
Site 42B Surge 0.79 0.59 0.20 1.00 0.75
Site 44A Surge 0.60 0.46 0.14 11.50 0.79

different sites. The first two surge sites

assume a surge valve cost of $1800

and the third $2,200. The surge valve

expense is evenly distributed over the
10-year period ($180 or $220) with
the assumption of no financing costs.
For the current analysis, no other
major differences were assumed for
the surge valve sites.

For each 10-year outlook projection,
commodity price trends follow
projections provided by the Food and
Agricultural Policy Research Institute
(FAPRI, at the University of Missouri)
with costs adjusted for inflation over
the planning horizon. Demonstration
findings suggest a range of possible
yields based on varying management

practices and production conditions.

Results

Comprehensive projections, including
price and yield risk for surge irrigation,
are illustrated in Table 2 and Figures
1-3. Table 2 presents the average

Figure 1. Projected Variability in Net Cash Farm
Income for Demonstration Site 41A&B.

Surge Irrigation (38.5 Acres)

Figure 2. Projected Variability in Net Cash Farm

Income for Demonstration Site 42B.
Surge Irrigation (94.7 Acres)
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Note: Percentages indicate the probability that Net Cash Farm Income is below the indicated level.
‘The shaded area contains 50% of the projected outcomes.

Note: Percentages indicate the probability that Net Cash Farm Income is below the indicated level.
‘The shaded area contains 50% of the projected outcomes.




EAIM Jj
Asslsban o

\( The economic incentives for producers to switch to

surge irrigation systems will likely be determined by
the future availability and cost of water.

outcomes for selected financial
projections, while the graphical
presentations illustrate the full range of
possibilities for net cash farm income.
Cash receipts average $600-$900/
acre over the 10-year period for the
three sites. Average cash costs range
from $460/acre for Site 44A to $590/
acre for Site 42B.

Average Net Cash Farm Income (NCFI)
is the highest for Site 41A&B at $320/
acre followed by Site 42B at $200/
acre and Site 44A $140/acre (Table

2; Figures 1-3). NCFI rises slightly
for all sites from 2006 to 2012 before
flattening in the later years due to cost
inflation outpacing increases in prices
and yield. All three surge scenarios
reflect significant levels of risk (Figures
1-3). Risk projections also indicate a
1% or less chance of a negative NCFI
for Sites 41A&B and 42B, compared
to 11.5% for Site 44A (Table 2).

Summary

The case study results of surge
irrigation for cotton illustrate a

wide range of possible water
application rates and irrigation costs.
Demonstration results vary due to
differences in yields and management
practices. All three demonstration

sites reflect profitable use of surge
valve technology in irrigated cotton
production. However, where previous
studies have shown potential water
use and cost savings, the economic
incentives for producers to switch to
surge irrigation systems will likely be
determined by the future availability
and cost of water.

Figure 3. Projected Variability in Net Cash Farm

Income for Demonstration Site 44A.
Surge Irrigation (38.0 Acres)
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Note: Percentages indicate the probability that Net Cash Farm Income is below the indicated level.
‘The shaded area contains 50% of the projected outcomes.
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With renewed optimism [from the rains in late 2006 and
early 2007], cattlemen are responding by implementing

management strategies to rebuild herds.

Rains in late 2006 and early 2007 over
many parts of South Texas somewhat abated
drought conditions that had persisted for
over a year. With renewed optimism,
cattlemen are responding by implementing
management strategies to rebuild herds in
an attempt to recover from the financial
effects of drought. These effects include
heavier-than-normal culling of cow herds,
supplemental feeding and/or selling calves
at lighter weights due to drought reduced
forage conditions. Conversely, isolated parts
of South Texas have received only minimal
levels of precipitation. These producers
are likely to have poor forage conditions
again in 2007 and, at best, may only be
able to maintain the already culled herds.
A continued drought situation and a dry
spring reducing forage conditions will further
increase cash flow and financial concerns
of affected producers. For those producers
blessed with improving forage conditions,

overall recovery from the recent drought
will be slowed by previous losses incurred
and high-priced herd replacements. Herd
rebuilding will likely be over a 2-3 year
period as forage conditions improve.

Assumptions

The Financial And Risk Management (FARM)
Assistance financial planning model was
used to evaluate and illustrate the individual
financial impacts of continued drought
and drought recovery. Two scenarios, 1)
continued drought in 2007 and 2) drought
recovery in 2007, were assumed. This
study estimates the impact of one more year
of drought vs. drought recovery in 2007 on
a hypothetical commercial cow-calf ranch
in South Texas. The representative ranch is
assumed to be 2,000 acres and the basic
assumptions and characteristics are given
in Table 1. Production costs and estimates
for overhead charges were based on typical

rates for the region under continued drought
and recovery scenarios. Cattle prices were
obtained from the Live Oak Livestock
Commission  Company report
in Three Rivers, Texas, for February 19,
2007.

auction

The representative ranch was analyzed
over a 10 year period. In the continued
drought scenario, there is no further herd
culling in 2007 and herd rebuilding occurs
in 2008-2010. Conversely, in the drought
recovery scenario, herd rebuilding occurs
in 2007-2009. The base year for the
10-year analysis is 2007 and projections
are carried through 2016. The assets,
debts, machinery inventory and scheduled
equipment replacements for the projection
period were the same in both the drought
and recovery scenarios. It is assumed
the ranch has a $60,000 carryover debt
from 2006 in both scenarios. Commodity

Table 1: Representative South Texas Ranch Assumptions

Selected Parameter Continued Drought Drought Recovery
Operator Off-Farm Income $24,000/year Same
Spouse Off-Farm Income $35,000/year Same
Family Living Expense $30,000 Same
Ownership Tenure 100% Same
Carryover Debt $60,000 Same
Herd Size 145 cows, 6 bulls in 2007; 200 cows, 8 bulls by 2010 Same; 200 cows, 8 bulls by 2009
Calf Weaning Rate 85% Same
Cow Herd Replacement Bred Cows Same

Hay Fed/Cow/Year

5.0 tons in 2007, 2.5 tons in 2008 1.5 tons in 2009, 0.9 tons
in 2010-2016

2.5 tons in 2007, 1.5 tons in 2008, 0.9 tons in 2009-2016

Protein Cubes Fed/Cow/Year

400 Ibs in 2007, 200 Ibs in 2008, 100 Ibs in 2009-2016

200 Ibs in 2007, 100 Ibs in 2008-2016

Cow Culling Rate/Year

0.0% in 2007, 2.5% in 2008, 5.0% in 2009, 7.5% 2010-2016

2.5% in 2007, 5.0% in 2008, 7.5% in 2009-2016

Steer Weaning Weights

475 lbs in 2007-2008, 500 Ibs in 2009, 525 Ibs in 2010-2016

475 Ibs in 2007, 500 Ibs in 2008, 525 Ibs in 2009-2016

Heifer Weaning Weights

425 Ibs in 2007-2008, 450 Ibs in 2009, 475 Ibs in 2010-2016

425 Ibs in 2007, 450 Ibs in 2008, 475 Ibs in 2009-2016

Steer Prices

$1.20/1b in 2007, $1.10/1b in 2008, $1.00/1b in 2009

$1.20/1b in 2007, $1.07/1b in 2008, $0.97/1b in 2009

Heifer Prices

$1.12/1b in 2007, $1.02/1b in 2008, $0.92/Ib in 2009

$1.12/Ib in 2007, 0.99/1b in 2008, $0.89/1b in 2009

Cull Cow Prices $0.513/1b Same
Cull Bull Prices $0.605/1b Same
Bred Cow Prices $1,100/head Same
Replacement Bull Prices $2,000/head Same
Hay Prices $140/ton in 2007, $120/ton in 2008, $100 ton in 2009-16 Same
Range Cube Prices $0.135/1b Same

1



Drought Recovery in South Texas Ranches

A continued drought period would severely affect the long-term
profitability and financial condition of a ranch in South Texas.

Table 2: Financial Projections - Selected Indicators

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Average
Total Cash Receipts ($1,000)
Continued Drought in 2007 78.90 76.97 83.77 89.91 92.13 89.12 91.32 95.08 98.54 97.81 89.35
Drought Recovery in 2007 81.72 89.46 95.46 95.34 92.13 89.12 91.32 95.08 98.54 97.81 92.60
Total Cash Costs ($1,000)
Continued Drought in 2007 150.75 131.13 113.41 102.21 92.20 89.47 87.89 86.34 85.34 85.04 102.38
Drought Recovery in 2007 128.37 115.96 100.60 86.75 84.30 81.97 82.45 83.39 84.46 84.91 93.32
Net Cash Farm Income ($1,000)
Continued Drought in 2007 -71.85 -54.16 -29.65 -12.29 -0.06 -0.35 3.43 8.74 13.19 12.78 -13.02
Drought Recovery in 2007 -46.65 -26.50 5.14 8.59 7.84 7.15 8.87 11.69 14.07 12.90 -0.72
Ending Cash Reserves ($1,000)
Continued Drought in 2007 -46.62 -83.06 -93.34 -86.18 -76.93 -53.94 -27.63 2.39 35.03 75.54
Drought Recovery in 2007 2271 -34.77 -25.08 -1.92 12.18 40.95 71.17 103.43 137.50  176.42
Real Net Worth ($1,000)
Continued Drought in 2007 1,867.53  1,862.69  1,859.15  1,852.03  1,858.63  1,867.67 1916.61  1,967.11  2,020.36  2,059.79
Drought Recovery in 2007 1,910.09  1,922.85  1,931.97 1,930.15  1,939.54  1,961.19  2,003.25  2,054.36  2,107.33  2,146.21
price trends follow projections provided by projections, while Figure 1 illustrates the increased feeding costs, reduction in

the Food and Agricultural Policy Research
Institute (FAPRI, University of Missouri)
with costs adjusted for inflation over the
planning horizon.

Financial measures are used to quantify and
analyze the financial well-being of a farm
or ranch. The projected financial position
and performance was evaluated across
four major categories including liquidity,
solvency, profitability, and repayment
capacity. Representative measures were
chosen for each of these five categories and
are presented in tabular and/or graphical
format for each scenario. Each measure
chosen provides information with respect
to the projected variability in the ranches
financial position and performance. When
taken as a whole, these measures provide
insight into the risk bearing ability of the
ranch throughout the planning horizon.

Results

A comprehensive projection including price
and weaning weight risk for the normal
and drought scenarios are illustrated in
Table 2 and Figure 1. Table 2 presents
the average outcomes for selected financial

the range of possibilities for ending cash
reserves and the probability of having to
refinance the operating note. Cash receipts
averaged $89,350 over the 10-year period
for the continued drought scenario, 3.5%
less than the drought recovery scenario.
The lower cash receipts in the continued
drought scenario reflects smaller herd size
and delayed herd rebuilding. Average cash
costs were $102,380 for the continued
drought conditions, 9.7% higher than with
the drought recovery scenario reflecting the
higher feeding costs incurred.

Profitability measures the extent to which
a farm or ranch generates income from
the use of resources. In the continued
drought scenario, profitability of the ranch
is more severely impacted over the ten year
planning horizon. Net cash farm income
(NCFI) is projected to be -$71,850 in
2007, compared to -$46,650 in recovery
conditions (Table 2). For 2007-2016, it is
expected to average -$13,020 under the
continued drought conditions and -$720
in recovery conditions. The negative NCFI
under both scenarios during the early years
of the projection period is primarily due to

herd size and number of calves sold, and
servicing carryover debt.

Liquidity measures the ability of a farm
or ranch to meet its short-term financial
obligations without disrupting the normal
operations of the business. The liquidity
of the operation is measured by the ending
cash balance (Table 2 and Figure 1). In
the continued drought scenario, cash flow
problems are projected to persist during the
first seven years and cash reserves grow to
only $75,540 during the planning horizon.
This comparesto a growth in cash reservesin
the drought recovery scenario to $176,420,
a $100,880 difference. Figure 1 illustrates
average ending cash balances and risk of
cash shortfalls. Between 2007 and 2014,
there is significant risk of negative reserves
in the continued drought conditions, but, in
the recovery scenario, negative reserves are
less likely after 2010.

Repayment capacity measures the ability of
a borrower to repay debt. Figure 1 further
depicts the risk associated with the ending
cash balance by showing the probability of
refinancing or carryover operating debt. Due

2
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The FARM Assistance program is designed to help

individuals to evaluate their business strategies and options.

Figure 2: Ending Cash Reserves and Probability of Having
to Refinance Operating Note for Continued Drought (Base)
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to the $60,000 carryover debt from 2006,
both scenarios have a high probability in
the early years of the projection period.
The probability of carryover debt is 99% or
more during 2007-2012 and then declines
to 2% by 2016 assuming continued
drought conditions. In the drought recovery
conditions, the probability of carryover
debt is 99% or more in 2007-2008 before
declining in subsequent years. A continued
drought would clearly impact the ranch’s
debt servicing ability.
assume a return to normal conditions in
2008 and beyond.

Both scenarios

Solvency is a comparison of the value
of owned assets to the amount of debts
owed and real net worth is a measure of
the owner’s interest or equity adjusted
for inflation.  Growth in cash reserves
and real estate assets translates into a
projected increase in real net worth in both
scenarios. In continued drought conditions,
the operation begins 2007 with a real net
worth of $1.95 million which generally
increases to $2.06 million by 2016 (Table
2). However, in the drought recovery
scenario, real net worth reaches $2.15
million by 2016, about 4.2% higher than
the continued drought scenario.

Implications

The projected results clearly show that a
continued drought period would severely
affect the long-term profitability and financial
condition of a ranch in South Texas. In both
continued drought and recovery conditions,
there are many strategies that a ranch
business can implement and each individual
rancher should evaluate their options in
light of their own individual situation. The
FARM Assistance program is designed to
help individuals to evaluate their business
strategies and options. A prudent manager
implement management strategies,
including stocking, culling and/or feeding,
to optimize the use of available forage and
minimize the long-term financial impact of
drought. Management should also consider
strategies to implement during good years
including maintaining forage, nutritional
and financial reserves.

will

FARM Assistance Focus Series 2007-1,
conducted by Kaase, Young, Klose, Paschal,
Hanselka and Jupe (February 2007)
compares the long term financial impacts
of two different drought management
strategies (maintain cow herd size vs.
reducing herd size). The results of this
study indicate different short term impacts,
but both strategies have similar long term
financial outcomes.. You can read this
study in full at http://farmassistance.tamu.
edu/publications/focus.
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Livestock ranches and cattlemen in [South Texas] have responded by

implementing different management strategies to reduce the effects of low

rainfall totals and loss in forage production.

Many South Texas counties have been
adversely affected by drought situations
since November 2005.
and cattlemen in this area have responded
by implementing different management
strategies to reduce the effects of low rainfall
totals and loss in forage production. To
offset the loss in forage during a drought,
supplemental feeding is generally increased
as well as the culling of cow herds at heavier
than normal rates. Since hay shortages have
been felt across all of Texas during the 2005-
2006 growing season, cattlemen have seen a
substantial increase in supplemental feeding
Coupled with culling and herd

Livestock ranches

expenses.
replacement costs after a drought, livestock
ranches are seeing how these management
strategies impact their financial well-being.

Assumptions
The Financial And Risk Management (FARM)
Assistance financial planning model was

used to evaluate and illustrate the individual
financial impacts of a prolonged drought on
a representative (hypothetical) commercial

ranching business in  South
This study looked at two scenarios

cow-calf
Texas.

commonly utilized during drought situations;
purchase feed to keep herd size numbers
the same (Scenario 1) and sell cows to
reduce herd size by 20% (Scenario 2). The
representative ranch chosen was a 2,000
acre ranch located in DeWitt County with the
basic assumptions and characteristics given
in Table 1. Production costs and estimates
for overhead charges were based on typical
rates for the region. Cattle prices were
obtained from a representative south-central
Texas livestock commission report for March
10, 2006. A similar study was conducted
by Young, Paschal, Hanselka, Klose, & Jupe
(2006) which compared a representative
ranch in South Texas during normal rainfall
and extended drought situations. In that

study, the authors found that in the two-
year drought scenario, the profitability of the
ranch was severely impacted over the ten
year planning horizon. In our study, both
scenarios are exposed to the same drought
conditions, only management strategies are
different.

The representative ranch was analyzed over a
10-year period. In scenario 1 where the cow
herd size remained constant and additional
feed (hay & supplement) was purchased, a
10% replacement rate was used in each of
the 10 years. The base year for the analysis
is 2006 and projections are carried through
2015. The assets, debts,
complement, and scheduled equipment

machinery

replacements for the projection period were
the same in both of the scenarios. Long-
term livestock price trends follow projections
provided by the Food and Agricultural Policy
Research Institute (FAPRI, University of

Table 1: Representative South Texas Ranch Assumptions

Selected Parameter

Purchase Feed-Maintain Cow Herd Size (Scenario 1)

Sell Cows to Reduce Herd Size (Scenario 2)

Operator Off-Farm Income $24,000/year Same
Spouse Off-Farm Income $35,000/year Same
Family Living Expense $30,000 Same
Ownership Tenure 100% Same
Debt Situation Low Same
Initial Herd Size 200 cows, 8 bulls Same
Calf Weaning Rate 85% Same
Herd Replacement Bred Heifers Same
Supplemental Feeding Salt/Mineral Blocks Same

Hay Fed/Cow/yrs 2006-2015

2006 -4.0 tons; 2007 - 2.5 tons; 2008-2015 - 1.2 tons

2006 - 3.5 tons; 2007 - 2.25 tons; 2008-2015 - 1.2 tons

Protein Cubes Fed/Cow/Year

2006 - 400 lbs; 2007 - 300 Ibs; 2008 - 200 lbs

2006 - 360 Ibs; 2007 - 300 Ibs; 2008 - 200 lbs

Cow Culling Rate/Year

10%

20% in 2006; 1-% 2007-2015

Steer Weaning Rates 525 Ibs Same
Heifer Weaning Rates 475 lbs Same
Steer Prices $1.25/1b Same
Heifer Prices $1.18/1b Same
Cull Cow Prices $0.48/1b Same
Cull Bull Prices $0.48/1b Same
Bred Heifer Prices $855/head Same
Replacement Bull Prices $2,500/head Same
Hay Prices $135/ton - 2006, $110/ton - 2007, $85/ton - 2008-2016 Same
Range Cube Prices $0.08/Ib Same

1



Long Term Financial Impacts on Drought Management Strategies

In the years required to rebuild the herd (2007-2010), the profitability
advantage is in [maintaining the herd] where average NCFI is
$14,497.50 compared to only $3,282.50 for [herd culling].

Table 2: Financial Projections - Selected Indicators

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average
Total Cash Receipts ($1,000)
Maintain Herd (Scenario 1) 129.02 122.09 114.56 108.94 104.45 101.17 99.32 100.44 103.15 105.43 108.86
Herd Culling (Scenario 2) 139.62 99.55 95.97 96.07 97.97 101.17 99.32 100.44 103.15 105.43 103.87
Total Cash Costs ($1,000)
Maintain Herd (Scenario 1) 165.53 129.85 89.90 86.53 85.78 86.62 86.13 86.30 86.97 87.60 99.12
Herd Culling (Scenario 2) 134.45 109.20 86.99 87.91 92.33 86.62 86.13 86.30 86.97 87.60 94.45
Net Cash Farm Income ($1,000)
Maintain Herd (Scenario 1) -36.51 -7.76 24.67 22.41 18.67 14.56 13.19 14.14 16.18 17.83 9.74
Herd Culling (Scenario 2) 5.18 -9.64 8.98 8.16 5.63 14.56 13.19 14.14 16.18 17.83 9.42
Ending Cash Reserves ($1,000)
Maintain Herd (Scenario 1) -2.89 11.40 47.20 85.53 129.53 163.20 196.94 232.03 269.14 307.90
Herd Culling (Scenario 2) 35.78 43.33 67.10 94.26 126.47 161.05 195.72 231.62 269.37 308.38
Real Net Worth ($1,000)
Maintain Herd (Scenario 1) 1,831.37 1848.78 1872.52 1889.87 1896.15 1909.82 1934.20 1974.20 2023.03  2070.90
Herd Culling (Scenario 2) 1834.42 1851.59 1873.01 1889.26 1895.02 1909.15 1933.90 1974.22  2023.32  2071.30

Missouri) with costs adjusted for inflation
over the planning horizon.

insight into the risk bearing ability of the
ranch throughout the planning horizon.

size and buying supplemental feeds, 4.8%
more than the scenario which reduces the
herd size in 2006. However, if we take

The projected financial position and Results a look at the initial year of the projection
performance was evaluated across five major A comprehensive  financial — projection  (2006), we see that total cash receipts for
categories including liquidity, —solvency, including price and weaning weight risk of scenario 2 averages $139,620 or 8.2%
profitability, repayment capacity and financial ~ the two different scenarios are illustrated more in receipts than scenario 1. This
efficiency. Representative measures were in Table 2 and Figures 1 and 2. Table 2  reflects the 20% culling of cows in scenario

chosen for each of these five categories and
are presented in tabular and/or graphical
format for each scenario. Each measure
chosen provides information with respect
to the projected variability in the ranches
When

taken as a whole, these measures provide

financial position and performance.

represents the average outcomes for selected
financial projections, while the graphical
presentations (Figures 1 & 2) illustrate the
range of possibilities for the selected variables.
Total cash receipts average $108,860 over
the 10-year period for the scenario which
looks at maintaining the current cow herd

Figure 1. Projected Variability in Net Cash Farm Income for the South
Texas Representative Ranch

2 in 2006. From 2007-2010, the total
cash receipts are much lower in scenario 2
due to smaller herd size. The lower cash
receipts in scenario 2 reflect herd culling in
2006 and then rebuilding the herd in 2007
—2010. Average cash costs were $165,530
in 2006 for scenario 1 which maintained the
current herd size, while average cash cost for

scenario 2 in 2006 was $134,446. This is

$1,000 Maintain Herd $1,000 Herd Culling a difference of 23.1% in cash costs in 2006.
60 60 Looking at the 10 year average, the study
0 0 found only a 4.9% difference in cash costs,

with scenario 1 averaging $99,120 in cash
20 20 costs and scenario 2 averaging $94,449 in
0 0 M total cash costs.
2 20 M Although profitability over the ten-year pe-
-40 -40 riod between the two scenarios is not greatly
60 0 different, in 2006 there is approximately a

$42.000 difference in Net Cash Farm In-
80 -80 come between herd culling (scenario 2) and

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

—*—5% —A—25% —=— Mean ——75% —*—95%

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

—%—5% —A—25% —#— Mean ——75% —x—95%

maintaining the herd (scenario 1). Net cash
2
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There is still no clear cut answer on which strategy is the

most beneficial to livestock producers long-term.

Figure 2: Ending Cash Reserves and Probability
of Having to Refinance Operating Note for the

$44,300 for the scenario
which maintains the cur-

South T R h rent herd size (scenario
ou exas Ranc

$1,000 Percent 1) and -$28,500 and
350 100 $44,300 under scenario

300

250

200

150

100

50

0

-50

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

2 (culling the herd size).
80 These ranges suggest that

there is significant risk of
60 operating losses over the

projected period. The
20 shaded area of the graph
suggest that the opera-
tion is expected to have a
50% chance of realizing
a -$49,100 to $27,100
profit level in scenario 1
and -$19,100to $27,100

20

=8 Maintain Herd =¢—=Herd Culling

farm income (NCFI) for 2006 is projected to
be -$36,510 for the scenario which main-
tains the current herd size and $5,180 for
the herd culling scenario (Table 2, Figure
1). For 2006-2015, NCFI is projected to
average $9,740 for scenario 1 and $9,420
for Scenario 2. The negative NCFI in 2006
for scenario 1 is largely due to the increased
feeding costs associated with feeding 200
cows, while the NCFI for scenario 2 portrays
receipts from culled cows as well as a re-
duction in feed costs. In the years required
to rebuild the herd (2007-2010), the prof-
itability advantage is in scenario 1 where
average NCFI is $14,498 compared to only
$3,283 for scenario 2, where the herd size is
smaller and the ranch is purchasing replace-
ments to rebuild capacity. Over most of the
10 year projection, cash receipts are project-
ed to generally decline along with the pro-
jected cattle prices. Figure 1 also illustrates
the risk in NCFI, with the range indicating
profit levels from approximately -$63,800 to

in scenario 2.

The liquidity of the ranch is measured by the
ending cash balance (Table 2, Figure2). This
figure shows the impacts of each of the two
scenarios on the risk associated with end-
ing cash balances by pointing out the prob-
ability that ending cash will fall below zero,
requiring a carryover debt.
average ending cash values are projected to
grow from -$2,890 to $307,900 during the
ten-year period. This compares to the aver-
age ending cash values in scenario 2 which
are projected to reach $308,380 by 2015.
Figure 2 illustrates average ending cash bal-
ances and risk of cash shortfalls. During the
first two years of the study, scenario 1 has a
62% and 26% probability of carryover debt,
while scenario 2's probability of carryover
debt is minimal.

In scenario 1,

Overall equity and solvency measures are
similar between the two scenarios. The Real
Net Worth values for both scenarios grow to

just over $2 million on average by 2015.

Implications

Some observations that may affect
management decisions in future droughts

include:

* Current high cattle prices may be masking
the effects of drought and high feeding costs
e With the high cattle prices and the hay
today, the best
options may not be the same as during cyclic
periods of low cattle prices and low or high
hay costs

e A producer must weigh the future cost of
herd replacement when making decisions to

shortage management

cull and how much to cull
* Ability to “manage” a drought is directly
affected by the operation’s debt situation.

The projected results of this study further
depict why these two strategies of herd
managementare continually discussed during
drought situations. Unfortunately, there is
still no clear cut answer on which strategy
is the most beneficial to livestock producers
long-term. Each individual operation must
assess their short and long term goals and
decide for themselves on which management
strategy would be the most valuable.
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[The] increasing non-farm consumption [of water], coupled

with the demands of irrigated agriculture, has led to an interest

in evaluating the potential water savings practices in irrigated
farming [in the Lower Rio Grande Valley].

Water conservation is developing
into an area-wide issue in the Lower
Rio Grande Valley. Population growth
in recent years has led to a significant
increase in the region’s overall demand
for water. This increasing non-farm
consumption, coupled with the demands
of irrigated agriculture, has led to an
interest in evaluating the potential

of water saving practices in irrigated
farming. Water use demonstrations on
irrigated crops, such as cotton, have
been initiated to address this issue.
Historically, agricultural irrigation water
has been sold on a “per event” basis
rather than volume as is the case for
most residential and commercial users.
A volumetric pricing structure or water
shortages could be in the future for
irrigated agriculture in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley region. Evaluating the
economic viability of furrow vs. drip
irrigation in cotton at various potential
water rates allows for a more realistic
look at the viability of drip irrigation.

The Agricultural Water Demonstration
Initiative (ADI) project is a multi-

faceted effort between the Texas Water
Development Board, the Harlingen
Irrigation District, South Texas
agricultural producers, Texas Cooperative
Extension and other agencies. It is
designed to demonstrate state-of-the-art
water distribution network management

and on-farm, cost-effective irrigation
technologies to maximize surface water
use efficiency. The project includes
maximizing the efficiency of irrigation
water diverted from the Rio Grande River
to water consumption by various field,
vegetable and citrus crops.

Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE) is
responsible for the economic analyses
of demonstration results to evaluate the
potential impact of adopting alternative
water conserving technologies. TCE
works individually with agricultural
producers using the Financial And

Risk Management (FARM) Assistance
financial planning model to analyze the
impact and cost-effectiveness of the
alternative irrigation technologies.

In 2006, a drip technology
demonstration associated with the

ADI project suggests potential water
savings in cotton production (Table

1). Irrigation water in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley is currently sold on a
per-watering basis regardless of amount
used. For example, in a growing
season a cotton crop may be watered 3
different occasions at a price of $7 per
watering. In this example, a producer
would pay approximately $21 in total
water costs. Under current water pricing
structures, an initial financial analysis of
the drip irrigation technology indicates

no financial advantages compared to
the furrow irrigation. In fact, the drip
scenario is worse off compared to the
furrow irrigation due to the $142.60/
acre/year average cost for the drip
system. The following analysis evaluates
the potential financial incentives for drip
technology and water savings under
hypothetical volumetric water pricing,
which is a distinct possibility in the near
future or in any time of water shortages.

Assumptions

Table 1 provides the basic water use and
irrigation cost assumptions for cotton
comparing furrow (38-acre site) and drip
(17-acre site) irrigation methods. The
drip system was designed with 80" line
spacing. For the purpose of presenting
comparative costs, two water price

levels ($1 and $5) were assumed for
the two sites. Non-irrigation production
costs were derived from custom rates
and estimates of per acre overhead
charges typical for the region and were
not changed for analysis purposes. The
assumptions are intended to make the
illustration relevant to a wide range

of producers in the Lower Rio Grande
Valley area.

The analysis consists of four scenarios—
furrow and drip irrigation at $1 and $5
per acre inch costs for irrigation water.

Table 1: Irrigation Application and Cost Information for Cotton, Volumetric Pricing
Scenari Irrigation | Acre Inches | Costper | Water Cost | Polypipe | Irrigation Labor | Irrigation Costs D(r:1p fy;t erm

cenatio Method Applied Acre Inch | Per Acre Per Acre Per Acre Per Acre % E
Acre/Yr

1 Furrow 20.24 $1.00 $20.24 $7.00 $12.00 $39.24
2 Drip 9.66 $1.00 $9.66 $0.00 $24.00 $33.66 $142.60

3 Furrow 20.24 $5.00 $101.20 $7.00 $12.00 $120.20
4 Drip 9.66 $5.00 $48.30 $0.00 $24.00 $72.30 $142.60




Impact of Volumetric Water Pricing for Cotton in the Lower Rio Grande Valley

In 20006, a drip technology demonstration associated with the ADI
project suggests potential water savings in cotton production.

Table 2: 10-year Average Per Acre Financial Indicators for Cotton, Volumetric Pricing
S . Irrigation Total Cash Total Cash Costs Net Cash Farm Prob Net Cash Asg An:ual
CEnatio Method Receipts ($1,000) ($1,000) Income ($1,000) Income <0 (%) perating
Expense/Receipts

1 Furrow 0.79 0.50 0.29 1.00 0.66

2 Drip 0.79 0.61 0.18 22.50 0.84

3 Furrow 0.79 0.58 0.21 3.90 0.76

4 Drip 0.79 0.68 0.11 28.30 0.89

Scenarios 1 and 3 represent basic furrow  costs. For the current analysis, no other  findings suggest no variance in yields

flood irrigation at a price of $1/acre inch  differences were assumed for the drip (950 Ibs. per acre) between furrow and
and $5/acre inch, respectively, projected  scenario. Due to first-time operator drip irrigation methods.

for a 10-year period. Scenarios 2 and 4  issues resulting in moisture stress to the

represent the purchase and use of drip drip site, one flood watering (5.46 acre Results

technology irrigation with the price of inches) was applied to the drip site in

water at $1/acre inch and $5/acre inch,  June 2006. A comprehensive projection including
respectively. The two drip scenarios price and yield risk for furrow and drip
assume an average cost of $142.60/ For each 10-year outlook projection, irrigation methods at the $1 and $5 per
acre/year for the system. The drip pump  commodity price trends follow acre inch water prices are illustrated in
and filter system expense is evenly projections provided by the Food and Table 2 and Figure 1. Table 2 presents
distributed over the 10-year period at Agricultural Policy Research Institute the average outcomes per acre for
$22.60/acre/year and the drip tape is (FAPRI, at the University of Missouri) selected financial projections, while the
replaced every two years at $240/acre with costs adjusted for inflation over graphical presentation illustrates the full
with the assumption of no financing the planning horizon. Demonstration range of possibilities for net cash farm

Figure 1. Projected Variability in Net Cash Farm Income Per Acre for Cotton ($1/acre inch).
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\( There is no economic incentive to switch to the new
drip technology as the cost of the drip system more
than offsets the potential water cost savings.

income for each demonstration site.
Cash receipts average $790/acre over
the 10-year period for all four scenarios
as the case study yields were the same
under both irrigation methods. Average
cash costs range from $500/acre for
Scenario 1 to $680/acre for Scenario
4. Drip irrigation saves approximately
10.58 inches of water, resulting in a
$5.58/acre variable cost savings at a
price of $1/acre inch or a $47.90/acre
savings assuming a $5/acre inch price
of water (Table 1). Per acre irrigation
cost savings for the drip demonstration
sites were partially offset by higher than
expected labor cost per acre due to
operator issues. Normally, labor costs
for a drip system should be less.

Average Net Cash Farm Income (NCFI)
is the highest for Scenario 1 (furrow)
at $290/acre followed by Scenario 3
(furrow) at $210/acre (Table 2). The
lowest per acre NCFI was in the two
drip scenarios. The additional average
$142.60/acre/year cost for the drip
offsets the savings from lower water
usage. Atthe $5 per acre inch water

price, the average NCFI for drip was
$110/acre or 52% lower than furrow

at $210/acre. NCFI rises slightly in

all scenarios from 2006 to 2016 but

is significantly more erratic in the drip
scenarios due to the cost of replacing
the drip tape every 2 years (Figure 1).
Risk projections indicate a significantly
higher chance of a negative NCFI for the
two drip scenarios due to the high per
acre system costs (Table 2). At the high
water price rates in Scenarios 3 and 4,
the chance of negative NCFI averages
3.9% for furrow and 28.3% for drip.

Ending cash reserves for a farm site
are presented to indicate the potential
accumulated (positive or negative) site
contribution to a farm’s overall cash flow
and liquidity picture. Higher NCFI in
the furrow scenarios perpetuates more
growth in ending cash reserves (Table
3). With $1/acre inch water price,
ending cash reserves are expected to
grow to $2,850/acre in Scenario 1
and $1,420/acre in Scenario 2 during
the projection period. Assuming a $5
per acre inch water price, projections

reflected a slower growth in accumulated
cash for both furrow and drip irrigation
(Table 3).

Summary

The case study results of furrow vs. drip
irrigation methods for cotton comparing
water application rates and irrigation
costs show significant economic
implications. At both low and high water
prices, there is no economic incentive

to switch to the new drip technology as
the cost of the drip system more than
offsets the potential water cost savings.
This one example provides evidence to
the idea that a drip irrigation system will
have to generate additional revenues
through higher yields in addition to any
water savings, to be a viable technology
investment for cotton production in the
region. Additional analysis is needed

to further evaluate various drip system
designs, potential yields, water savings,
and, particularly, labor requirements and
costs per acre in row crops.

Table 3: Ending Cash Reserves Per Acre in Year 2015 for Cotton, Volumetric Pricing
Scenario Irrigation Method Cost per Acre Inch Ending Cash Reserves ($1,000)
1 Furrow $1.00 2.85
2 Drip $1.00 1.42
3 Furrow $5.00 2.07
4 Drip $5.00 1.05
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\r’h Hllustrating the economic viability of the site demonstrations

allows for an evaluation of the viability of [narrow border
flood and micro-jet spray] irrigation methods as efficient
water delivery systems.

The overall demand for river water

in the Lower Rio Grande Valley is
increasing due to population growth

in recent years. This increasing
demand along with the ongoing needs
of irrigated production agriculture has
resulted in an interest in evaluating
water conservation practices. As a
result, water use demonstrations on
irrigated crops, such as narrow border
flood and micro-jet irrigation, have been
established. [llustrating the economic
viability of the site demonstrations allows
for an evaluation of the viability of these
irrigation methods as efficient water
delivery systems.

The Agricultural Demonstration Initiative
(ADI) project is a coordinated effort
between the Texas Water Development
Board, Harlingen Irrigation District,
South Texas agricultural producers,
Texas Cooperative Extension, Texas A&M
University Kingsville and other agencies.
It is designed to demonstrate state-
of-the-art water distribution network
management and on-farm, cost-effective
irrigation technologies to maximize
surface water use efficiency. The project
includes maximizing the efficiency of
irrigation water diverted from the Rio
Grande River to water consumption by
various field, vegetable and citrus crops.

The Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE)
conducts the economic analyses of
demonstration results, evaluating the
potential impact of adopting alternative
water conserving technologies. TCE
works individually with agricultural
producers using the Financial And
Risk Management (FARM) Assistance
financial planning model to analyze the
impact and cost-effectiveness of the
alternative irrigation technologies.

Three technology demonstrations
associated with the ADI project, two
with narrow border flood and one with
micro-jet spray, illustrate potential water
application and irrigation costs scenarios
in Rio Red grapefruit production (Table
1). Irrigation water in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley is currently sold on a
per-watering basis regardless of amount
used. For example, in a growing season
a Rio Red grapefruit crop may be
watered 12 different occasions at a price
of $7 per watering. In this example,

a producer would pay approximately
$84 in water costs. Labor and system
cost, if applicable, would add to the
total irrigation costs per acre. A micro-
jet spray system, for example, could
cost as much as $1,000/acre or more.
The following analysis evaluates the
potential financial incentives for using

narrow border flood and micro-jet spray
technologies.

Assumptions

Table 1 provides the basic water use and
irrigation cost assumptions for Rio Red
grapefruit irrigation in 2006. For the
purpose of illustrating the narrow border
flood and micro-jet technologies, three
demonstration sites were used, including
a 73-acre site (Site 1A), an 85-acre site
(Site 1C) and an 11-acre site (Site 28B2
and 28C). 2006 crop prices and yields
used reflect actual levels received by

the producers. Projected 2007-2015
prices and yields were held constant at
historical levels. Production costs were
derived from custom rates and estimates
of per acre overhead charges from the
individual cooperators, and are assumed
to be typical for the region and were not
changed for analysis purposes. These
assumptions are intended to make the
illustration relevant to a wide range of
citrus producers in the Lower Rio Grande
Valley area.

The analysis consists of three separate
demonstration sites not located adjacent
to one another. Differences in soil types,
rainfall and management practices likely
affected irrigation water application,

Table 1: Rio Red Grapefruit Narrow Border Flood and Micro-Jet Spray
Irrigation Application and Cost Information Per Acre, 2006
Acre Irrigation | Irrigation Yields Yields Per | Micro-Jet Spray
Demo Site Irrigation Method Acres Inches Costs Per | Costs Per | Per Acre | AcreInch | System Cost
Applied Acre Acre Inch (Tons) (Tons) Per Acre
1A Narrow Border Flood 73.00 39.02 $100.00 $2.56 20.67 0.53 -
1C Narrow Border Flood 85.00 23,51 $100.00 $4.25 25.54 1.09 -
28B2 & 28C Micro-Jet Spray 11.00 32.21 $210.00 $6.50 31.23 0.97 $1,000.00

1




Narrow Border Flood and Micro-Jet Spray Irrigation Illustration
for Rio Red Grapefruit in the Lower Rio Grande Valley

The demonstration sites reflect profitable use of narrow border
flood or micro-jet spray technology in irrigated Rio Red grapefruit

production.
Table 2: 10-Year Average Financial Indicators Per Acre for Rio Red Grapefruit, Narrow Border Flood and Micro-Jet Spray Irrigation
Total Cash Total Cash Net Cash Avg Annual
. .. ) Prob Net Cash .
Demo Site Irrigation Method Receipts Costs Farm Income I 0 (%) Operating
($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,0000 | OV Expense/Receipts
1A Narrow Border Flood 2.76 1.33 1.42 4.70 0.54
1C Narrow Border Flood 3.51 1.28 2.23 1.00 0.41
28B2 & 28C Micro-Jet Spray 3.43 1.22 2.22 1.00 0.39

production costs and yields. As a result,
the three are not replicated trials and
the three combined are not a controlled
experiment for comparison purposes.

This comparison is intended to highlight
case study examples illustrating results
of different sites. The first two sites are
irrigated by narrow border flood and

the third site by micro-jet spray. The
micro-jet spray system expense is evenly
distributed over the 10-year period

($100/year/acre) with the assumption

of no financing costs. For the current
analysis, no other major differences were
assumed for the three sites.

estimates and expectations.
Demonstration findings suggest a range
of possible yields based on varying
management practices and production
conditions.

For each 10-year outlook projection,
input prices and overhead cost trends
over the planning horizon follow
projections provided by the Food and
Agricultural Policy Research Institute
(FAPRI, at the University of Missouri).
Citrus prices used are demonstrator

Results

Comprehensive projections, including
price and yield risk for narrow border
flood and micro-jet spray irrigation, are
illustrated in Table 2 and Figures 1-3.

Figure 1. Projected Variability in Net Cash
Farm Income for Rio Red Grapefruit, Irrigation
Demonstration Site 1A.
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Figure 2. Projected Variability in Net Cash
Farm Income for Rio Red Grapefruit, Irrigation
Demonstration Site 1C.

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

—*%—5% —A—25% —8—Mean ——75% —%—95%




t'."LI_v':.‘d Jj
Asslsban o
N

Table 2 presents the average outcomes
for selected financial projections, while
the graphical presentations illustrate the
full range of possibilities for net cash
farm income. Cash receipts average
$2,760-$3,510/acre over the 10-year
period for the three sites. Average cash
costs range from $1,220/acre for Site
28B2 & 28C to $1,330/acre for Site 1A.

Average Net Cash Farm Income (NCFI)
is the highest for Site 1C at $2,230/
acre, closely followed by Site 28B2 &
28C at $2,220/acre and then Site 1A

at $1,420/acre (Table 2; Figures 1-3).
NCFI declines for all three sites from
2006 to 2007. This largely reflects
lower and stable projected prices and
yields after 2006. All three scenarios
reflect significant levels of risk (Figures
1-3). Risk projections also indicate a
1% or less chance of a negative NCFI for
Site 1C and Site 28B2 & 28C, compared
to 4.7% for Site 1A (Table 2).

Summary

The case study results of narrow border
flood and micro-jet spray irrigation for
Rio Red grapefruit illustrate a wide
range of possible water application rates
and irrigation costs. Demonstration

results vary due to differences in yields,
locations and management practices.
The demonstration sites reflect profitable
use of narrow border flood or micro-
jet spray technology in irrigated Rio
Red grapefruit production. However,
where previous studies have shown
potential water use and cost savings,
the economic incentives for producers
to switch to either irrigation system

will likely be determined by the future
availability and cost of water.
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Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 1A

The Demonstration Site 1A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016) for
the 50 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under narrow border flood irrigation. The orchard was
assumed to have mature trees. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at $150/ton.

2007 producer costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average $2,706/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,389/acre, including $100/acre irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI) averages
$1,317/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $150/ton. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal

production year, NCFI could range as much as $720/acre to $3,800/acre.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 1B

The Demonstration Site 1B analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016) for
the 15 acres of Valencia oranges under narrow border flood irrigation. The orchard was
assumed to be six years old. The Valencia orange price is held constant at $150/ton.

2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average $2,522/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,280/acre, including $100/acre irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI) averages
$1,242/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $150/ton and increasing
yields through 2009 as trees mature. The risk associated with prices and yields suggests a
12.9% chance of negative NCFI. In a normal production year, NCFI could range as much
as -$633/acre to $3,467/acre. Reflecting the potential of negative NCFI, the probability of

carryover debt is 14% in 2007 and then declines to 2% or less by



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 1C

The Demonstration Site 1C analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016) for
the 85 acres of Rio Red grapefruit production under narrow border flood irrigation. The
orchard was assumed to be 6 years old. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at

$150/ton. 2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average $2,676/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,442/acre, including $100/acre irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI) averages
$1,233/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $150/ton and increasing
yields from maturing trees. The risks associated with prices and yields suggest a 14.3%
chance of negative NCFI. In a normal production year, NCFI could range as much as -
$766/acre to $3,729/acre. Reflecting the potential of negative NCFI, the probability of

carryover debt is 16% in 2007 and then declines to 3% or less by 20



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 02A

The Demonstration Site 02A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 14 acres of Henderson grapefruit under border flood irrigation. The orchard trees
were assumed to have mostly mature trees with some replanted trees reaching maturity
over the next three years. The Henderson grapefruit price is held constant at $150/ton.

2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average $2,609/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,366/acre, including $136/acre variable irrigation costs in 2007. Net cash farm income
(NCFI) averages $1,243/acre due largely to the price being held constant at $150/ton.

The risk associated with prices and yields suggests some chance of negative NCFI. In a

normal production year, NCFI could range as much as -$408/a



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 02B

The Demonstration Site 02B analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 8 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under micro-jet spray irrigation. The orchard trees
were assumed to have mostly mature trees with some replanted trees reaching maturity
over the next three years. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at $200/ton.

2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a micro-jet spray system at a cost of
$1,800 per acre. The micro-jet spray system expense is evenly distributed

($180/acre/year) over the 10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $3,291/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,544/acre, including $136/acre irrigation costs in 2007. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $1,747/acre due largely to the price being held constant at $200/ton. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal

production year, NCFI could range as much as -$931/acre to $3,831/acre. The risk largely

reflects the conservative $200/ton price.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 02C

The Demonstration Site 02C analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 4 acres of Ruby Red grapefruit under drip irrigation. The orchard trees were

assumed to have mostly mature trees with some replanted trees reaching maturity over
the next three years. The Ruby Red grapefruit price is held constant at $150/ton. 2007

production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a drip system at a cost of $1,200 per
acre. The drip system expense is evenly distributed ($120/acre/year) over the 10-year

period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $2,185/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,495/acre, including $136/acre irrigation costs in 2007. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $690/acre due largely to the price being held constant at $150/ton. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal
production year, NCFI could range as much as -$930/acre to $2,938/acre. The risk largely

reflects the conservative $150/ton price.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 04A

The Demonstration Site 04A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 16 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under 1-line drip irrigation. The orchard trees were
assumed to have mature trees. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at $100/ton.

2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a 1-line drip system at a cost of $1,500
per acre. The 1-line drip system expense is evenly distributed ($150/acre/year) over the

10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $2,000/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,720/acre, including $107/acre irrigation costs in 2007. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $280/acre due largely to the price being held constant at $100/ton.. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal
production year, NCFI could range as much as -$938/acre to $2,375/acre. The risk largely

reflects the conservative $100/ton price.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 04B

The Demonstration Site 04B analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 9 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under micro-jet spray irrigation. The orchard trees
were assumed to have mature trees. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at

$100/ton. 2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a micro-jet spray system at a cost of
$2,500 per acre. The micro-jet spray system expense is evenly distributed

($250/acre/year) over the 10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $2,000/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,800/acre, including $107/acre irrigation costs in 2007. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $200/acre due largely to the pricing being held constant at $100/ton. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal
production year and mature trees (2011-2015), NCFI could range as much as -$1,000/acre

to $2,333/acre. This risk reflects the conservative $100/ton price.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 24A

The Demonstration Site 24A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 7 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under border flood (every other row) irrigation. The
orchard was assumed to have mature trees. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant

at $140/ton. 2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimates.

Total cash receipts average $3,097/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,163/acre, including $168/acre variable irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $1,934/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $140/ton. The
risks associated with prices and yields suggest little chance of negative NCFI. In a normal

production year, NCFI could range as much as $286/acre to $3,857/acre.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 28A

The Demonstration Site 28A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 8 acres of Valencia oranges under micro-jet spray irrigation. The orchard trees
were assumed to be 4 years old. The Valencia orange price is held constant at $140/ton.

2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a micro-jet spray system at a cost of
$1,000 per acre. The micro-jet spray system expense is evenly distributed

($100/acre/year) over the 10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $2,014/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$984/acre, including $55/acre irrigation costs in 2007. Net cash farm income (NCFI) is
negative in 2007 reflecting lower levels of production from immature trees. It then
increases from $145/acre in 2008 to about $1,440/acre in 2016. The risk associated with
prices and yields suggests a minimal chance of negative NCFI after 2009 when the trees
reach maturity. In a normal production year and mature trees (2010-2016), NCFI could
range as much as $250/acre to $3,750/acre. Due to negative NCFI, the probability of
carryover debt is 99% or greater during 2007 and then declines to 1% or less in 2012 as

the trees reach maturity and annual production increases.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 28B1

The Demonstration Site 28B1 analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 5 acres of Marrs under 2-line drip irrigation. The orchard trees were assumed to
have mature trees. The Marrs orange price is held constant at $120/ton. 2007 production

costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a 2-line drip system at a cost of $1,000
per acre. The 2-line drip system expense is evenly distributed ($100/acre/year) over the

10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $2,036/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,056/acre, including $110/acre irrigation costs in 2007. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $980/acre due largely to the price being held constant at $120/ton. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests a small chance of negative NCFI after 2011
when the trees reach maturity. In a normal production year, NCFI could range as much
as -$200/acre to $3,000/acre. Due to negative NCFI, the probability of carryover debt is

12% or less in 2007 and then declines to 1% or less in 2010.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 28B2

The Demonstration Site 28B2 analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 3 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under 2-line drip irrigation. The orchard was
assumed to have mature trees. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at $150/ton.

2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a 2-line drip system at a cost of $1,000
per acre. The 2-line drip system expense is evenly distributed ($100/acre/year) over the

10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $3,300/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,190/acre, including $110/acre variable irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $2,113/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $150/ton. The

risks associated with prices and yields suggest a minimal chance of negative NCFI. In a

normal production year, NCFI could range as much as $633/acre to $5,033/acre.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 28C

The Demonstration Site 28C analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 8 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under micro-jet spray irrigation. The orchard was
assumed to have mature trees. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at $150/ton.

2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a micro-jet spray system at a cost of
$1,000 per acre. The micro-jet spray system expense is evenly distributed

($100/acre/year) over the 10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $3,301/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,189/acre, including $110/acre variable irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $2,112/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $150/ton. The

risks associated with prices and yields suggest a minimal chance of negative NCFI. In a

normal production year, NCFI could range as much as $625/acre to $5,000/acre.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 28D1

The Demonstration Site 28D1 analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 3.5 acres of Navel oranges under 2-line drip irrigation. The orchard was assumed
to have mature trees. The early orange price is held constant at $140/ton. 2007

production costs and overhead charges are producer estimates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a 2-line drip system at a cost of $1,000
per acre. The 2-line drip system expense is evenly distributed ($100/acre/year) over the

10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $1,891/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,054/acre, including $110/acre variable irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $837/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $140/ton. The risks
associated with prices and yields suggest some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal
production year, NCFI could range as much as -$171/acre to $3,167/acre. Due to
negative NCFI, the probability of carryover debt is 10% or less in 2007 and then declines

to 1% or less in 2010.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 28D2

The Demonstration Site 28D2 analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 3.5 acres of Marrs oranges under 2-line drip irrigation. The orchard was assumed
to have mature trees. The early orange price is held constant at $120/ton. 2007

production costs and overhead charges are producer estimates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a 2-line drip system at a cost of $1,000
per acre. The 2-line drip system expense is evenly distributed ($100/acre/year) over the

10-year period with the assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $2,037/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,054/acre, including $110/acre variable irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI)
averages $980/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $120/ton. The risks
associated with prices and yields suggest some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal
production year, NCFI could range as much as -$171/acre to $3,114/acre. Due to
negative NCFI, the probability of carryover debt is 12% or less in 2007 and then declines

to 2% or less in 2009.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 41A

The Demonstration Site 41 analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016) for
the 19.5 acres of seed corn production under surge irrigation. It is not assumed the seed
corn acreage is rotated annually with another crop. The initial corn price, based on total
compensation received by the producer, is $11.53/bu., including marketing loan deficiency
payments, if applicable. 2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer

estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a surge valve at a cost of $1,800. The
surge valve expense is evenly distributed ($180/year) over the 10-year period with the

assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $667/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$241/acre, including $31/acre variable irrigation costs. In addition to market receipts,
total receipts include direct and counter-cyclical payments paid to base acres. Net cash
farm income (NCFI) averages $426/acre over the 10-year period. The risk associated with
prices and yields suggests a minimal chance of negative NCFI. In a normal production
year, NCFI could range as much as $103/acre plus or minus the average expected NCFI

for the site.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 41B

The Demonstration Site 41B analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 19.5 acres of seed corn production under furrow irrigation. It is not assumed the
seed corn acreage is rotated annually with another crop. The initial corn price, based on
the total compensation received by the producer, is $11.53/bu., including marketing loan
deficiency payments. 2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer

estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average $667/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$232/acre, including $31/acre variable irrigation costs. In addition to market receipts,
total receipts include direct and counter-cyclical payments paid to base acres. Net cash
farm income (NCFI) averages $435/acre over the 10-year period. The risk associated with
prices and yields suggests a minimal chance of negative NCFI. In a normal production
year, NCFI could range as much as $103/acre plus or minus the average expected NCFI

for the site.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Sites 42A

The Demonstration Site 42A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 84 acres of grain sorghum production under surge irrigation with poly-pipe. Itis
assumed the grain sorghum acreage is not rotated annually. The initial grain sorghum
price is $6.50/cwt., including marketing loan deficiency payments, if applicable. 2007

production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis assumes a $1,800 cost for a surge valve. The surge valve expense is evenly

distributed ($180/year) over the 10-year period with the assumption of no financing cost.

Total crop receipts average $403/acre initially. In addition to market receipts, total
receipts include direct and counter-cyclical payments paid to base acres. Cash costs,
including $49/acre variable irrigation costs, average $344/acre. Net cash farm income
(NCFI) averages $59/acre over the 10-year period. The risk associated with prices and
yields suggests that, in a normal production year, NCFI could range as much as $119/acre

to $179/acre plus or minus the average expected NCFI.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Sites 42B

The Demonstration Site 42B analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 66 acres of cotton production under surge irrigation with poly-pipe. It is assumed
the cotton acreage is not rotated annually. The initial cotton price is $.53/Ib., including
marketing loan deficiency payments, if applicable. 2007 production costs and overhead

charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis assumes a $1,800 cost for a surge valve. The surge valve expense is evenly

distributed (180/year) over the 10-year period with the assumption of no financing cost.

Total crop receipts average $822/acre initially. In addition to market receipts, total
receipts include direct and counter-cyclical payments paid to base acres. Cash costs,
including $45/acre variable irrigation costs, averages $692/acre. Net cash farm income
(NCFI) averages $130/acre over the 10-year period. The risk associated with prices and
yields suggests that, in a normal production year, NCFI could range as much as $152/acre

to $182/acre plus or minus the average expected NCFI.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Sites 43A

The Demonstration Site 43A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 38 acres of furrow with poly-pipe cotton production. It is not assumed the cotton
acreage is rotated annually with another crop. The initial cotton price is $.55/Ib., including
marketing loan deficiency payments. 2007 production costs and overhead charges are

producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average about $560/acre acre. In addition to market receipts, total
receipts include direct and counter-cyclical payments paid to base acres. Cash costs,
including $43/acre variable irrigation costs, average $340/acre acre for the furrow
irrigation. Net cash farm income (NCFI) for the furrow plot averages $220/acre. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests that, in a normal production year, NCFI could

range as much as $211/acre plus or minus the average expected NCFI.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Sites 43B

The Demonstration Site 43B analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 17 acres of drip cotton production. It is not assumed the cotton acreage is rotated
annually with another crop. The initial cotton price is $.55/Ib., including marketing loan
deficiency payments. 2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer

estimated rates. The drip system costs on average $143/acre/year.

Total cash receipts average about $560/acre acre. In addition to market receipts, total
receipts include direct and counter-cyclical payments paid to base acres. Due primarily to
the required replacement of drip tape every two years, cash costs, including $43/acre
variable irrigation costs, average $460/acre acre for the drip. Peak cash cost years occur
in years where drip tape is replaced. Net cash farm income (NCFI) for the drip plot
averages $100/acre. The risk associated with prices and yields suggests that, in a normal
production year, NCFI is projected to be highly volatile with a high probability of being

negative.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 44A

The Demonstration Site 44A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 38 acres of soybeans production under surge irrigation with poly-pipe. It is not
assumed the soybeans acreage is rotated annually with another crop. The initial soybean
price is $8.75/bu., including marketing loan deficiency payments, if applicable. 2007

production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

The analysis also includes the purchase and use of a surge valve at a cost of $2,200. The
surge valve expense is evenly distributed ($220/year) over the 10-year period with the

assumption of no financing costs.

Total cash receipts average $391/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average just
under $291/acre, including $40/acre variable irrigation costs. In addition to market
receipts, total receipts include direct and counter-cyclical payments paid to base acres.

Net cash farm income (NCFI) decreases throughout the 10-year period from $181/acre in
2007 to $77/acre in 2016. The risks associated with prices and yields suggest some
chances of negative NCFI. In a normal production year, NCFI could range as much as

$132/acre plus or minus the average expected NCFI for the site.



Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 45

The Demonstration Site 45 analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016) for
the 37.5 acres of sugarcane production under furrow irrigation with poly-pipe. The actual
demonstration was conducted on a second year (first ratoon) field of sugarcane. The
initial outright purchase of sugarcane grinding rights ($800/acre) with no financing is
included. For the 10-year outlook projection, the sugarcane price is based on the
producer’s estimate of future prices and these are $20/ton in 2007, $18.50/ton in 2008,
and $17 per ton throughout the remaining analysis period. 2007 production costs and

overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average just over $933/acre initially and decline as the productive
capacity of the sugarcane diminishes until the fifth year when the land is idle. Cash costs,
including $56/acre in variable irrigation costs, also reflect the sugarcane production cycle,
requiring roughly $317/acre in the initial year and approximately $129/acre in the idle
year. Average net cash farm income (NCFI) generally follows the sugarcane production
cycle producing $616/acre profit in the initial year. It averages approximately $366/acre
per year for the ten-year period. The risk associated with prices and yields suggests that,
in a normal production year, NCFI could range as much as $560/acre plus or minus the

average expected NCFI.
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Drip, Microjet and Furrow Flood Irrigation in Annual and Multi Year Crops:

Texas A&M University-Kingsville and Texas A&M Extension Service have teamed
together to establish various water conservation demonstration sites throughout the Lower
Rio Grande Valley (LRGV). The project managers (Dr. Shad Nelson, TAMU-Kingsville
and Dr. Juan Enciso, TAES, Weslaco) have made contact with 20 growers/collaborators in
the Valley to monitor on farm irrigation at different demonstration sites. These sites
encompass a variety of crops including, but not limited to young and mature citrus
(grapefruit, orange and tangerine), onions, sugarcane, and cotton. lrrigation practices to
grow these crops are flood, polypipe furrow/flood, bordered flood, drip, and microjet spray.

Current aim this past year has been to establish contact with collaborators/growers in
the LRGV willing to work with us to monitor water use and crop production over a long
period of time. This work was initiated in late spring to early summer 2005 where initial
cooperation was challenging among growers in the Valley. After several months of
developing relationships of trust with Valley growers that informal discussion resulted in
more firm collaborative commitments. By the end of 2006 we had 14 committed growers as
willing participants to collaborate with us in on farm water conservation demonstration
sites. Many of these sites have more than one cropping system for monitoring.

Our initial goals for demonstration sites is not to redirect the water management
practices of the growers, so that we can establish a “baseline” data base that represent water
use in the Valley. The baseline data will be used to evaluate water consumption per
cropping system and irrigation method. It is projected that this collection of baseline data
will continue through Project Year 4 (2008). To assist in monitoring water use and crop
water consumption each site has been (or is in process of being) equipped with soil moisture
sensors with real-time automatic data logging units. On-site rain gauges are also (or will be)
supplied and attached to data logging equipment for determination of annual rainfall and for
verification of when irrigation events occurred versus rain events.

These 3 years of data will be compiled and compared with all irrigation methods
currently used in the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Publications and future comparisons will
include bordered flood vs. traditional and traditional vs new alternative irrigation methods,
I.e., microjet, drip irrigation, dual drip irrigation and stress irrigation methods. Comparing
yields with each type of irrigation may also be compared utilizing On-farm projections
supplied by ADI.

Current Collaborators:

The following is a list of current collaborators, the types of crops monitored during
the fall 2007 and spring 2008 period. The list also covers the type of soil moisture sensing
equipment and rain gauge systems in place. Depths of 67, 12°, and 24”, soil moisture
sensors will be placed within the soil profile or bed. Current collaborators under the
direction of Dr. S. Nelson and Eddie Esquivel- Project Coordinator) and Dr. J. Enciso (and
science technician Xavier Peries) are listed below.

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Field Sites under direction of Dr. Nelson & Eddie Esquivel:

ID ref #01 4 cropping sites

-01a for block ref. Rio Red (narrow borders), 73 acres

-01b for block ref. Valencia (flood); 15 acres

-01c for block ref. Rio Red (narrow borders), 85 acres

-01f for block ref. Onion 2007 Yellow var. (Drip), 32 acres

Installed: 2 ECHO probe locations; one rain gauge, 3- WatchDog Data loggers with 3

Sensors per site

ID ref #02 3 cropping sites
- 02a for block ref. Rio Red (microjet), Henderson grapefruit (narrow borders), 14
acres

- 02b for block ref. Rio Red (narrow borders), 5 acres

- 02c for block ref. Ruby Red (drip), 4 acres Installed: 2 ECHO probe locations; one

rain gauge, need to install one location with

Installed WatchDog data logger and Watermark sensors, also installed new 10 water

meter with one 3” meter on drip location.

ID ref #03 1 cropping sites

- 03a for block ref. Rio Red grapefruit, (traditional flood), 41.3 acres

Installed: ECHO probe in Rio Reds; rain gauge and new Irrometer Watermark

monitor with digital readout along with watermark sensors.

ID ref #04 2 cropping sites

- 04a for block ref. Rio Red grapefruit (Drip), Marrs orange, Pineapple orange,

Tangerine, 86 acres

- 04b for block ref. Rio Red (Micro-jet), Marrs orange, 30 acres

Installed: 2 ECHO probe locations; 2 WatchDog datalogger w/ Watermark sensor;
one rain gauge

ID ref #05 1 cropping sites

- 05a for block ref. White Onions-74 acres, yellow onions (Subsurface drip irrigation)

Installed: 1 ECHO probe locations; one WatchDog Rain Logger; one rain gauge

ID ref #06 2 cropping sites

- 06a for block ref. Rio Red Grapefruit (Drip/Microjet Irrigation), 1.1 acres

- 06b for block ref. Rio Red Grapefruit (Traditional Flood), 1.0 acre

Installed: 1 ECHO probe locations; one WatchDog Rain Logger; one rain gauge

ID ref #07 1 cropping sites

- 07a for block ref. Rio Red Grapefruit (Traditional Flood), 7.3 acres

Installed: Irrometer Watermark monitor with temperature probe; one WatchDog Rain

Logger; Multiple Irrometer Suction Lysimeter tubes (127, 24”, and 36™)

Field Sites under direction of Dr. Juan Enciso and Xavier Peires:
ID ref #021 2 cropping sites
-021a for block ref. (2006 Cotton), 3.5 acres
-021b for block ref. Grain Tank (2006 Cotton), 100 acres
-021d for block ref. Rio Red grapefruit, 18 acres, border flood
ID ref #022 1 cropping sites

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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-022a for block ref. Honeydews Spring 2006, 3 acres

ID ref #023 1 cropping sites
-023a for block ref. Oranges MJ (2005-2008), 13.4 acres

ID ref #024

-024a for block ref. Rio Red grapefruit (2005-2008), 7 acres 1 cropping sites
ID ref #025

-025a for block ref. (Onion 2005-2006), 56 acres 1 cropping sites
ID ref #026

-026a for block ref. (onion 2005-2006), 15.7 acres 1 cropping sites
ID ref #027 1 cropping sites
-027a for block ref. Irrigation Scheduling SDI Onions 2005-2006, 0.65 acres
ID ref #028 4 cropping sites

-028a for block ref. 68 (MJ, Valencia orange), 8 acres

-028Db for block ref. 73 (Dual drip, Rio Red Grapefruit), 8 acres
-028c for block ref. 74 (MJ, Rio Red Grapefruits), 8 acres
-028d for block ref. 76 (Drip Oranges), 7 acres

ID ref #029 1 cropping sites
-029a for block ref. Low Pressure irrigation SDI - Cotton 2005-2006, 2.6 acres
ID ref #031 3 cropping sites

-031a for block Rio Red grapefruit, 9.4 acre, dual drip line
-031b for block Rio Red grapefruit, 5 acre, border flood
-031c for block Rio Red grapefruit, 10 acre, border flood

ID ref #032 1 cropping sites
-032a for block Sugarcane 12-10, 64 acre, furrow flood

ID ref #034 1 cropping sites
-034a for block Rio Red grapefruit, 9.4 acre, traditional flood

ID ref #035 1 cropping sites

-035a for block St. Augustine Turf , Floratan, 86 acre, side-roll sprinklers

Texas A&M University Kingsville
-3-



Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative —Annual Report Appendix C

Project Plans for the Demonstration Sites for Mar 2007-Feb 2008:

1.

All sites require metering devices. This project year will focus on accurate metering
of water. Improvement in how metering data is collected will be discussed with the
collaborators listed below. Many growers have this equipment, but improvement in
data collection and accuracy is needed.

All sites require rain gauge metering devices. Continue focusing on installing
automatic rain collection at each site.

Soil moisture sensing devices will collect data for the purpose of evaluating to what
depth irrigation water is moving within different cropping systems and soil types.
These soil moisture sensors will also serve as a means of determining when irrigation
events occurred and will be used to validate or check against rainfall and water
metering data.

Total irrigation and rainfall distribution will be used at the end of the growing season
and compiled with harvest data to determine water use efficiency (WUE) and
irrigation use efficiency (IUE) for citrus and annual crops in the Valley.

Concentrate on publications concerning outcomes of alternative irrigation methods vs
traditional flood irrigation.

Reporting: A total of two quarterly formal reports were turned into the Harlingen

Irrigation District (HID) in May and September 2007 detailing work accomplishments. One
informal quarterly report summary was provided to HID.

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Map of Demonstration Sites for ADI:

Demonstration Sites Across LRGV
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DeltaLake |
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Texas A&M University System Miles
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Irrigation Districts of the Lower Rio Grande Basin

Above: Red dots indicate current collaborators throughout the Lower Rio Grande Valley.
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Soil Moisture Determination:

Decagon ECH,0® probesEC-10 and EM-50 Data logger and Irrometer Watermark
sensor and data logger are installed two weeks after initial planting on ADI
collaborator #05 from Willacy County.

WATERMARIC
MONITOR

¥

< s ! e ‘:I‘ R '!::' : =\ 7 /
Above: Decagon data loggers support 5 sensor placement locations (right) and 7
sensors 5 watermark, one temperature, and one irrigation sensor installed in drip

irrigated onion bed at ADI collaborator # 5’s farm (left).

Below: Sub-surface irrigation- Diagram of fall onions planted in September 24,
2007 by ADI collaborator #05; raised beds with 7/8”diameter, single drip tape
located bed center 2” below surface. Soil moisture sensors placed bed center (67,
127, and 24", plus temperature probe and irrigation monitor.

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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ADI Collaborator #01, Hidalgo County:

Block 217/217A Stress Demonstration 2007

Objectives: To study deficit irrigation using Rio Red grapefruit mature trees, same soil
type. Using the 12” sensor readings for irrigation times of 50-60 kPa and 70-80 kPa on the
display of the WatchDog data loggers will be trigger points for irrigation.

Irrigation amounts should remain same as previous crop for each block.

Yields will be compared in reference to water usage. Block 217A will receive the 50-60
kPa and Block 217 will receive the 70-80 kPa for the 2007/2008 crop season.

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Collaborator #02, Hidalgo County:

Installation of new meters; 3” inline turbine meter and 10” Siemens Real Time meter
installed April 23, 2007.

\3 =l .!'-l. : -.';'l: Sy o ! ¥
Above: Dr. Shad Nelson, Texas A&M University-Kingsville poses with 3”

installation. Below: Harlingen Irrigation District technician, Richard Keating, and
Eddie Esquivel of TAMUK install Siemens transit time meter.

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Equipment installation on ADI Collaborator Sites:

Below: Irrometer data logger and watermark sensors were installed on June 5, 2007 next to
Decagon ECH,0 soil water monitoring equipment on Collaborator #03’s farm to help
facilitate soil moisture readings for farmer.

[
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ASA-CSSA-SSSA 2007 International Annual Meeting, New Orleans,
Louisiana:

As members of the American Society of Agronomy/ Crop Science Society of America/ and
Soil Science Society of America, Dr. Shad Nelson and Rammohon Uckoo presented a
poster on Assessment of Compost Application in South Texas Grapefruit Production
representing activities involving ADI project.

Above: Authors, Dr. Shad Nelson and Ram Uckoo pose proudly in New Orleans.

2007 615t Annual Rio Grande Valley Horticultural Society Meeting,
Edinburg, TX:

Below: H. Esquivel presents his poster, Water Conservation Initiative Project for the
Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas and Rammohon Uckoo stands by his 1% place poster
titled- Effect of Compost Application in South Texas Grapefruit Production, utilizing drip
and microjet irrigation as water conservation techniques. Research was completed on ADI
collaborator site #06 and funded by Rio Grande Basin Initiative. Ram is currently attending
Texas A&M University working on his Ph.D.

]
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Annual Joint Rio Grande Basin Initiative Meeting, South Padre Island, TX
May 14-17,2007

e
) Improwing Irrigation Use Efficiency in the Lower
T e T Rio Grande Valley: Result Demonstration Reports

¥ Pwides, Ov. J s, J Momalas [Teeas ALW Reseacch and Exiossion Cantar, 2401 E Hay 23
‘Waslkoo TKTOE:G:.T el arane Harksgen leigation Disirict, PO Box 143, Harliagen, TH THSE)

Texas AZM Research and Extension Cenber and the Agriculiural Water Conservation Demonsiration inibiathe (ADI) work with cooperators walley wide o study and analyze
theeir Irrigation water o system and m The main goal ks to demonsirate on-famm cost-efective Imigation technology that maximize surface waber use
e*iciency from the dversion of water at the rier $o consumption of water by the crop. i Includes aptimizing the eflcency of a1 major Imigation fechnoiogles such as fiood and
surge irigation, or dep and micro-jets migation on dirus, row Crops and vegetatie crops. The water use and soll molsture resulls, onoe colleche, anaed, and set on the
Intermet, showid Reip to Fansier the cats from fhe Seid demonstration sies to irigation districts and fanmers and, In e end, presarve our W sourCe 1o yEars o come.

Border Fieod Irigation of Grapsefrulte (maturs Ric Red)
Cooperator: J. Sfscinger {Dorna, Hidaigo County)

Block characrenstics: 7-

lxzer-izesied, crain tles; 200 baoel Hidalgs Sandy Clay Loar

Water input: otal raintal 20,2 Inchies & total Irkgation 31.5 inchas
¥ield: 353 tors/acre
imigation Use Effficiency (AWE) 2035 s of fruls perinch of water applisd

This demaonsirabion site revea’s the Intarast of leveled land with border flood: the fammer divides his orchard in
basins (border every ofer row). Each one has s own alia-aifa vale. This layout alows a great flow advancement on
the soil pesface (100 %, in 20 mirutes), an average ITipation ceptn of 3.5 Inches/acrs {against S 10 § Inches In most
groves, repressntng a fotal water saving of ower 5,000 ac-% valley wide) and therstone ar sxcelent rgation undormity.

Eoll maolstere monlioring was made with capackance probes (Echo-20) Installed at €. 20 and 34 inches deep. all
ornected fo a data lopger (okchure on el Irrigation was tripgered when soll molsture was reaching about S0%
depletion (avalable water) at the 24-3€ Inch soll orofile, svodding stress for the ress and Iimiting keacking through the
soll proflle.

Drip & Micro-Jet Irrigation of Grapermlta [Ric Red) and Oranges (Mavel, Valencia)
Cooperator: J. Sotfmann (Ecinburg, Hidaigo County)
Biock charsctorstios: B-acre M cranges (0% Canopy
%) grapefruts (matune rees), leveled with drain tles; Bo
Sandy Loam

acre Drip oramges (maturs trees) E-acre
Hidalgn, Srenran & Defna Sre

Water lnpuf, ¥ield & iAE: total raintsl 31.4 Inches
Ml SEirches | 05 mnsiacs | 1150oen | made to keep soll moisiure 2% feid canacty
arangez igaticn) i) UE atalltme on orip whie ITigation was
Do ET I R r—r—— e Iriggersd arcurd S3ck on the 12<nch prodle
) . . N ) [E0% AW for the MJ groves.
oanges | g+ by teedy {yteint} UE)
i Eince: | nmane [ TEE e TS aficn ske reveals e inbeneet
arapetuts | ee g fends i . In nignly stMolent Irrigation cycieme (M.
[2E by focd) ey LE and drip} & 2ot Imiled amcurts of water
Zoil molstere monlloring was mace whn Watemmark  ap g Hme 0.2 80 1.2 Inches) where E3
serzors Installed 2% 5. 12 and 24 Inches ceen, al needec (next 1o oot systent | o MM crop

cormected fo a dala logger. irrigation scheculing was  water requirements wEnout masts of wassr
througn keaching of run-oft.

Drip & Furrow Irrigation of Onkons and Melons
Cooperators: Onlon- BUDA (Sdinburg & Los Ebanas, Hidalge Sounty)

Meion- B. LaGrange (Ruc Grande Ciy, EtaT County)
Block characteristics, Water inpur, Yield & MIE:

Crop & Imig. Type S0l Type & Acrsage Salrral (| Imigaticn Depth [~ ni=ka (heiac)] I0E |
Tnion Cougar 501 | REynosa Sty C. 0w, 1680 | 5.6 ] 7.5 FE]
Snion Cougar Funos| Regnosa Sty CLm. |1 &-8c) EE 387 35500 B
| Foreycew o1 | La Glons St Leam (3-ac) 13 EE] 35,000 Ear]
‘nien Cougar 501 | Erenvan F. So Lm.(le-a | 1.8 154 48,335 3948

These demonsirafion skes revesies e Intsrect In 2ubcurface Drip Irrigation (800 sysisme on
wegetables and cther high walue crops. An average of 12 Inches was saved on 301 onlen vs. fumow
Irigation, which has a poteniial valey wide water saving of 105,000 ac-it. The efliclency of s
Imigaticn unFormby (over S08 | enkarces yelds {=45%) and onlon qualky (brix content). O meions,
ro more an 10 inches weres applied with he use of Walermark sensors for irripation scheduling: soll
malsture mankoring may corserse befween 7,500 and 12,000 ac-ft of waler In the REV on cucurbils,
Dierent Imigation anc waler siress leveis ane being studied for e effect on yeld & qualsy.

Drip & Furrow Irrlgation of Cotton and Corn: Water Stress impact on Yisld 8 Quality

Cooperatars: Cofor- B. Shisids (Manis Ao, Hidaige County| & Hiles farm (Weslaco, Hicaige Counly)
Corn- C. Loop {Brownssile, Camenon County) & Hiler farm {Weslaco, Hicalgo County)

Block charactenistics, Wafer lnpuf, Yield & IUE:

A spring oo following a tal com study was made o compare S01 ans fumew Frigation (10-acne

aﬂ.l cend Diccks of Matamorcs/Oimits 2Ry C. & RE 2R Lm.). IVE was §0% nigher under 201 (5438 &

b<n under fumoa) whene 50% |2ss water was appiizd (1003 Infac vs. 13,5 RS uncer furmow].

H:we'.zr. yelds were 10% Righer under furrcw irrigation (5,053 ac ve. 5433 In'sc wnder 300, These
results reveal at this 8me, that furow Imigation on com seems preferable (yleld diference cost cutweighs waier
dHference cost) ursl water costs became a greater lzzue. Sowever, by usieg oll moksiure samsors %or krigasion
schedulng, an average of € Inches of waler s saved for 8aCH 0o seazon {potendal of J6,S00 ac-t. walley wice ]

A water siress sbucy on cotion was conducted fo compare yield when 2 or 2 Imigaficns were apphied {2-acre adjacent
bincks of Hargll F_ Sandy Loam). The first 2 krigabions {total of 18 Infac) were applied ot pre-plant and 1% bloom while
the lastone at 9% open bodl 4 Infac on one biock oniyl. fesuils didn't show any beredils on yield when ane krigabon was
orithed (ST Intac vs. 820 Iniac, tus 30% ylead cecrsage wih 153 less water appiled for @ net return loss of $928/acre).
Ko signiticant differances were neticed on int quallty been Improved by applying a lighier
Irigation at pre-paant (10 Inches) Since the Cofon plant dossn T requine much water In B sarky development stages.

Above: X. Peries, J. Enciso, J. Morales and S. Nelson. 2007. Improving Irrigation
Use Efficiency in the LRGV: Result Demonstration Reports. Presented at the Annual
Joint Rio Grande Basin Initiative meeting. South Padre Island, TX. May 14-17, 2007.
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Using Flexible Pipe (Poly-Pipe) with Surface Irrigation. Annual Joint Rio
Grande Basin Initiative Meeting, South Padre Island, TX May 14-17, 2007

Using Flexible Plpe (Poly-pipe) with Surface Irrigation
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Above: X. Peries, J. Enciso, J. Morales and S. Nelson. 2007. Using Flexible Pipe (poly-
pipe) with Surface Irrigation. Presented at the Annual Joint Rio Grande Basin Initiative
meeting. South Padre Island, TX. May 14-17.
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Effects of Soil-Applied Imidacloprid on the Control of Two Foliage Feeding
Citrus Pests
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Above: Delfino Rodriguez, S.D. Nelson, M. Setamou, and D. Saldana. 2008. Effects
of Soil-Applied Imidacloprid on the Control of Two Foliage Feeding Citrus Pests. Southern
Section of American Society of Agronomy. Dallas, TX. Feb. 3-5, 2008. (2nd place poster
winner)

Texas A&M University Kingsville
-13-



Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative —Annual Report Appendix C
Rainfall Totals for East/West Ends of Lower Rio Grande Valley 2005-2007:

Average annual rainfall within the LRGV is approximately 25 inches. This past 2005-2007 year the
Valley experience below average rainfall. Below is an example of rainfall for two ends of the
LRGV.

Monthly Rain Totals for Harlingen

Totals Totals Totals
2005 2006 2007
inch cumulative inch  cumulative inch  cumulative
Jan 0.34 0.34 Jan 0.24 0.24 Jan 2.00 2.00
Feb 1.07 1.41 Feb 0.06 0.3 Feb 1.15 3.15
Mar 0.21 1.62 Mar 2.03 2.33 Mar  1.97 5.12
April  0.18 1.8 April  0.04 2.37 April 041 5.53
May 1.75 3.55 May 3.16 5.53 May 11.06 16.59
June 0.14 3.69 June 0.46 5.99 June 4.00 20.59
July  4.08 7.77 July 241 8.4 July 5.98 26.57
Aug 0.32 8.09 Aug 2.04 10.44 Aug 2.73 29.3
Sept 2.77 10.86 Sept 4.88 15.32 Sept 4.40 33.7
Oct 2.37 13.23 Oct 3.88 19.2 Oct 1.19 34.89
Nov  1.47 14.7 Nov 0.34 19.54 Nov 0.26 35.15
Dec 0.92 15.62 Dec 3.22 22.76 Dec 0.08 35.23
15.62 Total 22.76 Total 35.23 Total

McAllen TX Monthly Rainfall

Rainfall Totals 2005 Rainfall Totals 2006 Rainfall Totals 2007

inch cumulative inch cumulative inch cumulative
Jan 1.02 1.02 Jan 0.08 0.08 Jan 2.42 2.42
Feb 0.96 1.98 Feb 0.13 0.21 Feb 0.26 2.68
Mar 0.4 2.38 Mar 0.55 0.76 Mar 0.58 3.26
April  0.02 2.4 April 0.01 0.77 April 0.58 3.84
May 1.78 4.18 May 0.73 1.5 May 1.23 5.07
June 0.5 4.68 June 0.35 1.85 June 2.02 7.09
July  7.37 12.05 July 3.4 5.25 July 8.96 16.05
Aug 1.85 13.9 Aug 0.76 6.01 Aug 3.04 19.09
Sept 1.08 14.98 Sept 11.22 17.23 Sept 1.77 20.86
Oct 1.34 16.32 Oct 1.73 18.96 Oct 1.18 22.04
Nov 0.4 16.72 Nov 0.1 19.06 Nov 0.28 22.32
Dec 0.48 17.2 Dec 2.73 21.79 Dec 0.00 22.32

17.2 Total 21.79 Total 22.32 Total

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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2006-2007 Irrigation Totals:

This year we used on-site information of 2006-2007 harvest years (chart below), with
4 drip sites, 4 microjet sites and 3 traditional flood sites averaged to give irrigation usage of
gallons per acre for the Lower Rio Grande Valley.

2007 Average Irrigation (gal/ac)

1,400,000

1,316,981
1,200,000 -

1,000,000 1 1,056,310

969,732

800,000

600,000 -

Gallons/ac

400,000 +

200,000

[0}
2007 Average 2007 Average 2007 Average 2007 Average

Trad. Flood Border Flood Microjet Irr. Drip Irr.

Type Irrigation

Water Savings with Alternative Irrigation Methods:

With drip irrigation saving the most water at 584,100 gallons/acre for the *06-07
season, border flood at 22% savings, microjet at 29% savings and drip irrigation at 49%
savings over traditional flood.

700,000 1 Gallons/Acre Saved
600,000 1 584,082
500,000 1
g 400,000 4 347,249
T
O 300,000 A 260,671
200,000 -
100,000 -
0
0 L) L) L) L]
Traditional  Border Flood Microjet Drip Irrigation
Flood Irrigation

Texas A&M University Kingsville
-15-



Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative —Annual Report Appendix C
ADI exposure to media and other external groups (not using ADI funds):

Dr. Shad Nelson was interviewed on Channel 6- Morning Show, of Corpus
Christi, TX on the goals and importance of water saving techniques used in
irrigation of the Rio Grande Valley.

D. Rodriguez, S.D. Nelson, M. Setamou, and D. Saldana. 2008. Evaluation of
irrigation and chemical efficacy on 2 citrus pests. Southern Section of
American Society of Agronomy. Dallas, TX. Feb. 3-5, 2008. (2nd place poster
winner).

S.D. Nelson. Presented “Current and Future Research Plans” at Citrus
Advisory Committee Meeting. Weslaco, TX. Aug. 14, 2007.

S.D. Nelson. Research update on Citrus Related Water Conservation Projects.
Texas Citrus Mutual Mid-Year Meeting. TAMUK Citrus Center, Weslaco,
TX. Mar. 29, 2007.

S.D. Nelson. Water Conservation in Citrus & Gardening. Kingsville Rotary
Club. Feb. 27, 2007.

Uckoo, R.M., S.D. Nelson, G.K. Jayaprakasha, and B.S. Patil. 2007. Impact
of Low Water Use Systems on Bioactive Flavonoids of Grapefruit. 2nd
International Symposium on Human Health Effects of Fruits and Vegetables.
Houston, TX. Oct. 9-13.

Esquivel, H., and S.D. Nelson. 2007. Water conservation initiative project for
the Lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas. The 61st Annual Rio Grande
Horticultural Society meeting. UT-PanAm, Edinburg, TX. Jan. 30.

Published Abstracts (Chronological Order)

Enciso, J., J. Morales, B. Wiedenfeld, S.D. Nelson and X. Peries. 2007.
Irrigating Onions with Subsurface Drip Irrigation Under Different Stress
Levels. 28th Annual Irrigation Association Show. San Diego, CA. Dec. 9-11.

Nelson, S.D., R.M. Uckoo, H. Esquivel and J.M. Enciso. 2007. Promoting
Water Conservation Practices Throughout the Lower Rio Grande Valley of
Texas. ASA-CSSA-SSSA Annual Conference. New Orleans, LA. Nov. 4-8.

Uckoo, R.M., S.D. Nelson, J.M. Enciso, I. Wesselman and K. Jones. 2007.
Assessment of Compost Application in South Texas Grapefruit Production.
ASA-CSSA-SSSA Annual Conference. New Orleans, LA. Nov. 4-8.

Uckoo, R.M., S.D. Nelson, and J.M. Enciso. 2007. Effect of compost
application in South Texas grapefruit production. The 61st Annual Rio

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Grande Horticultural Society meeting. UT-PanAm, Edinburg, TX. Jan. 30.
(1st place poster contest winner).

Professional Addresses (Chronological Order)
Vitae: Shad D. Nelson

e J. Enciso, S.D. Nelson, X. Peries, H. Esquivel. 2008. Promoting On-Farm
Water Conservation Projects Throughout the Lower Rio Grande Valley. 62nd
Annual Meeting of the Rio Grande Valley Horticultural Society. Weslaco,
TX. Jan. 30.

e Enciso, J., J. Morales, B. Wiedenfeld, S.D. Nelson and X. Peries. 2007.
Irrigating Onions with Subsurface Drip Irrigation Under Different Stress
Levels. 28th Annual Irrigation Association Show. San Diego, CA. Dec. 9-11.

e Nelson, S.D., R.M. Uckoo, H. Esquivel and J.M. Enciso. 2007. Promoting
Water Conservation Practices Throughout the Lower Rio Grande Valley of
Texas. ASA-CSSA-SSSA Annual Conference. New Orleans, LA. Nov. 4-8.

e Uckoo, R.M., S.D. Nelson, J.M. Enciso, I. Wesselman and K. Jones. 2007.
Assessment of Compost Application in South Texas Grapefruit Production.
ASA-CSSA-SSSA Annual Conference. New Orleans, LA. Nov. 4-8.

e Esquivel, H. and S.D. Nelson. 2007. Agricultural demonstration water
conservation initiative (ADI) for the lower Rio Grande Valley of Texas. Rio
Grande Basin Initiative meeting. South Padre Island, TX. May 14-17.

e X. Peries, J. Enciso, J. Morales and S. Nelson. 2007. Using Flexible Pipe
(poly-pipe) with Surface Irrigation. Presented at the Annual Joint Rio Grande
Basin Initiative meeting. South Padre Island, TX. May 14-17.

e X. Peries, J. Enciso, J. Morales and S. Nelson. 2007. Improving Irrigation Use
Efficiency in the LRGV: Result Demonstration Reports. Presented at the
Annual Joint Rio Grande Basin Initiative meeting. South Padre Island, TX.
May 14-17.

Agricultural Extension Publications

0 Young, M., S.L. Klose, G. Kasse, S. Nelson, J. Enciso, and M. Jupe. October
2007. Narrow border flood and 2-line drip irrigation illustration for Valencia,
Navel and Marrs oranges in the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Texas Cooperative
Extension. FARM Assistance Focus 2007-6. pp. 1-3.
http://coastalbend.tamu.edu/Extension/Risk%20Management/Focus2007-

6.pdf

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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o0 Young, M., S.L. Klose, G. Kasse, S. Nelson, J. Enciso, and M. Jupe. August

2007. Narrow border flood and micro-jet spray irrigation illustration for Rio
Red grapefruit in the Lower Rio Grande Valley. Texas Cooperative
Extension. FARM Assistance Focus 2007-5. pp. 1-3.
http://coastalbend.tamu.edu/Extension/Risk%20Management/Focus2007-

5.pdf

Enciso J. Morales, J., B. Wiedenfeld., S. Nelson, and X. Peries. 2007.
Irrigating Onions under Subsurface Drip Irrigation under Different Stress
Levels. In Proceedings of the Annual International Irrigation Show
December 9-11, 2007. San Diego, CA. Irrigation Association Meeting. Pp.
338-352.

Grant Proposals Funded -- Titles

On-Farm Demonstration Projects for Conserving Water with Drip Irrigation in the
Lower Rio Grande Valley. Subcontract for: Maximization of On-farm Surface Water Use
Efficiency by Integration of On-farm Application and District Delivery Systems. Texas
Water Development Board grant. Pl: W. Halbert (Harlingen Irrigation District), CoPl: S.D.
Nelson (TAMUK), J. Enciso (TAES). Status: Funded. $203,071.00

Additional Funds for 2007:

USDA/CSREES HIS grant. Title: Effects of Water Stress on the Efficacy of
Selected Pesticides in Citrus Pest Management. PI-M. Sétamou. Co-Pl: Shad
Nelson. Status: Funded. Amount $30,000.

Rio Grande Basin Initiative Grant. Title: Task 4: On Farm Irrigation System
Management: Efficient Irrigation for Water Conservation in the Rio Grande
Valley. PI-Shad Nelson. Status: Funded. Amount: $15,000.

Unfunded Proposals for 2007:

$388,000  Alternative Irrigation Technologies for Sustainable Texas Citrus
Production. TAES Cropping Systems Program FY 2008-09 grants. (Proposal
written by Shad D. Nelson, but submitted as Co-Pl)

$ 77,000 Alternative Drip and Flood Regulated Deficit Irrigation
Practices Aimed at Conserving Water and Sustaining Citrus Yield and Product
Quality. Citrus Research Board grants. (not funded 2007, resubmit 20087?)

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Proposed Research for 2008:

e $ 25,000 Soil Moisture and Irrigation Timing Impacts on the Efficacy of
Temik in Citrus Pest Management and Economic Productivity. Citrus
Producers Board grants. (Re-pitching Feb 15, 2008)

e $500,000 USDA/CSREES HSI Education Grants. Funds for undergraduate
and graduate research for TAMUK, UT-PanAm and STSC students for Ag-
related research experience. (Submitted Feb. 8, 2008.)

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Total Funds Spent on ADI Project from Feb. '05 to May ‘07:

Total funds spent on ADI project ADI Funds TAMUK Funds
(Feb 2005-May 2007)
Wages | $92,406.46 $74,254.36
Supplies/Equipment | $21,718.38 $25,060.94
Travel Expenses| $6,002.18 $19,770.77
Total| $120,127.02 $119,086.07

This list does not include any funds donated by TAES- Dr. Juan Enciso
such as labor, gas, supplies, travel, etc.

Total Funds Spent on ADI Project from March '07 to February ‘08:

Total funds spent on ADI project ADI Funds TAMUK Funds
(March 2007-Feb 2008)
Wages | $46,851.72 $42,786.00
Supplies/Equipment | $3,451.76 $7,736.55
Travel Expenses | $2,672.21 $10,798.02
Total| $52,975.69 $61,320.57

such as labor, gas, supplies, travel, etc

This list does not include any funds donated by TAES- Dr. Juan Enciso

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Travel Costs to ADI $$ Spent Quarter
Travel Expenditures Quarter 1- March-May '07 437.2] mar-mayQ7
Travel Expenditures Quarter 2- June-Aug '07 755.59] jun-aug 07
Travel Expenditures Quarter 3- Sept-Nov '07 712.32| sept-nov 07
Travel Expenditures Quarter 4 -Dec-Feb '07 767.1] decQ7-feb08
Total Travel Expenditures Annual Report 2672.21|3/07-2/08
Supply Costs to ADI $$ Spent Quarter
Supplies Expenses Quarter 1- March-May '07 0| mar-may07
Supplies Expenses Quarter 2- June-Aug '07 2617.94| jun-aug Q7
Supplies Expenses Quarter 3- Sept-Nov '07 377.82| sept-nov 07
Supplies Expenses Quarter 4 -Dec-Feb '07 456.00| dec07-feb08
Total Supplies Expenses Annual Report 3451.76]3/07-2/08
Personnel Costs to ADI $$ Spent Quarter
Eddie Esquivel (tot: 3451.30/mo) 10353.9] mar-may07
Eddie Esquivel (tot: 3451.30/mo) 10353.9| jun-aug 07
Eddie Esquivel (tot: 4357.32/mo) 13071.96| sept-nov 07
Eddie Esquivel (tot. 4357.32/mo) 13071.96| decQ7-feb08

46851.72|3/07-2/08

ADI Funds
Items Purchased Total (%)
AMS, Inc Bulk Density Core Sampler $512.94
soil moisture equipment Irrometer Co., Inc. $2,105.00
Quality Cables USA Inc USB to IrDA adapter $60.82
Davis instruments corp 4 rain gauges | $317.00
Spectrum Tech, Inc 2rain guages, cables, rainlogger $456.00
ADI paid personnel Total (%)
Eddie Esquivel (tot: 3451.30/mo) (sal: $2570.25, fringes:$881.05)/mo $10,353.90
Eddie Esquivel (tot: 3451.30/mo) (sal: $2570.25, fringes:$881.05)/mo $10,353.90
Eddie Esquivel (tot: 4357.32/mo) (sal: $3330, fringe+med:$1027.32)/mo $13,071.96
Eddie Esquivel (tot: 4357.32/mo) (sal: $3330, fringe+med:$1027.32)/mo $13,071.96
| $46,851.72

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Additional Matching Funds brought to ADI Projects during Year 3:

TAMUK Sources Additional Matching Funds Total ($)
TAMUK personnel contributions

USDA-HSI grant Undergrad Labor $5,814.00
Dr. Nelson 0.20 yearly effort paid by TAMUK $18,814.00
RGBI grant funds grad student labor $10,082.00
TAMUK-URC grant-Monte Alto site grad labor $8,076.00
Total personnel costs by TAMUK funds $42,786.00
TAMUK travel expenditures

TAMUK-URC grant funds-Monte Alto site $728.31
USDA-HSI grant funds $3,691.45
RGBI grant funds $459.26
Dept Truck Mileage Useage/Gas $5,919.00
Total travel costs by TAMUK funds $10,798.02
TAMUK equipment & supplies expenditures

RGBI grant funds $4,246.35
USDA-HSI grant funds $3,490.20
Total equipment/supply costs by TAMUK funds $7,736.55

Other donated sources:

1. Salaries for Xavier Peériés, Juan Ramirez and Dr. Juan Enciso at Texas Agricultural
Experiment Station, Weslaco, TX. These people are currently collecting data for this
project without monetary reimbursement. Dollar amount unknown, but substantial.
Dr. Kim Jones and Irama Wesselman from the Dept. of Environmental Engineering
at TAMUK contributed their paid time to consult and analyze soil moisture data.

2. $5,919. Mileage for Department of Agronomy & Resource Science truck donated
and paid by departmental annual budget. With approximately 32 trips to the Lower
Rio Grande Valley per year and approximately 380 miles per trip visiting ADI
collaborators, this equates to approximately 12,200 miles driven during project Year
3 from Feb 2007 to Feb 2008. At 48.5 cents/mile this equals $5,919.00 in gas and
maintenance associated with the truck that is not assessed against the ADI budget.

Texas A&M University Kingsville
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Current Assessment Questions for ADI projects under TAMUK:

1. How is the data being collected and how is it being stored?

Data from soil moisture sensing equipment and rain gauges at the afore-mentioned
sites are being handled by Dr. Nelson’s group and Dr. Enciso’s staff (Xavier Peires)
working on this project: and. Dr. Nelson’s group handles 7 locations, while Dr. Enciso’s
group handles 13 locations. The data is collected in the field, stored temporarily on a laptop
computer or Personal Digital Assistant (PDA), and then transferred to another computer at
the research station/lab in Kingsville or Weslaco.

2. How will the data be made available to other growers?

Data downloaded will be delivered to Harlingen Irrigation District and Tom
McLemore to make the data available on the hidccl.org website, where soil moisture
monitoring and rainfall data will be collected for growers to see.

ADI Collaborators will provide us with harvest, fertility, and input data respective to
their ADI demonstration site. This information will be made available on the hidccl.org
website.

3. What are the ultimate goals of data collection?

We anticipate correlating water use from various irrigation systems with current
irrigation practices used by growers. Initially soil moisture monitoring with evaluate where
and to what depth water is moving within the soil profile. Also, correlate ET demand and
crop water use (where in the rooting zone is water being taken), so that in the near future we
can grasp better how much of the soil profile needs to be recharged during each irrigation
cycle under drip, microjet, furrow, and flood irrigation practices. This work will be
examined in relationship to soil type and location within the Lower Rio Grande Valley
(LRGV).

Data collection and dissemination of information to area farmers is the main issue of
reaching as many farmers as possible. Field demonstrations, morning meetings with locals
or the best means of sharing data and yields associated with water savings in the near future
is a priority by ADI staff and technicians.

4. What is the plan for 2008?

Collect basic bulk density figures for each collaborator cropping site for evaluation
of water percolation.

Continue relationship with established collaborators and install purchased soil
moisture monitoring equipment, rain gauges and most importantly focus on accurate water
metering (supplying meters to collaborators, if needed).

Monitor soil quality parameters under low-water use irrigation systems over time.
Such as, evaluation of soil salinity increases under drip or microjet irrigation vs. flood in the
Lower Rio Grande Valley.

Establish the baseline irrigation needs for growers involved in demonstration sites,
and evaluate water and irrigation use efficiency from these locations.

Begin to publish demonstration site evaluations and findings with considerations to
water savings and yields.

Texas A&M University Kingsville
-23-



Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative ~ Annual Progress Report

Harlingen Irrigation District
Agricultural Water Conservation

Demonstration Initiative
HID, TAMUK, TCE Combined
Demonstration Site Summaries
For the 2007 Growing Season

A griculture Water Conservation

D emenstration
Initiative

@! 1T EXAS ALM

UL NI VERSITY

KINGSVILLE

FARM % Assistance e EXTENSION

Helping Agriculture Make Informed Decisions

T Tesan SRR Uriveieiny Sysleny

Site Summaries




Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative ~ Annual Progress Report

Table of Contents
Site SUMMAry INTFOAUCTION .....eoveeiecie e esreeeneas 1
1. Site: #0LA — 2007-08......ccieieiieieieiierie sttt neens 2
2. Site: #O1B — 2007-08.......cceeieiieeieie et 4
3. Site: HOLC- 2007-08.......cciieeieiiieiierie sttt 6
4, Site: # 0LE — 2007-08 .....ceeiieiieeieitieiieie sttt nne e 8
5. Site: # 02A = 2007-08.......ccoeiiiieieiieiieie st 9
6.  Site: #02B — 2007-08.......ccoeiiieeieiieiie e 11
7. Site: #02C — 2007-08.......ccoeieiieiesiesieeie et sre e nreeneens 13
8. Site# 03 A -2007-2008.........cceiieierieiiaiereseeie e 15
9. Site #04 A —2007-2008......cc.cctiieiriiriiieie st 16
10.  Site # 04 B - 2007-2008........ceoiiuirieiiniieeenie et 18
11, Site: #05C — 2007-08......cceeieiiiieierieseeee et sre e e s eneens 20
12, Site: #O6A - 2007-08 ......ooviiieiieieie e 21
13, Site: #06B — 2007-08.........c.eciieieiriiieiecie e 22
14, Site: #0BC — 2007-08.......cceieeieiieieriesie ettt neenne e 23
15, Site #21C - 2007-08......cee i 24
16.  Site #21D — 2007-2008........ccueieirieieiieieeiese e 25
17, Site #:21E-2007-08......cccuiiiiiieieciieiere s 26
18.  Site #23A — 2007-08.....c.eeieiiieeiiiiieierie st 27
19, Site #:24A — 2007-08.......ccieieeieeieie ittt 28
20.  Site #28A — 2007-08........eieiieiieiieie st 30
21, Site #:28B -2007-08.......cceeerieieeieie sttt nne e 32
22, Site #:28C — 2007-08......c.eeieiieiieie sttt 34
23, SIEH:28D — 2007 ....eeeeeiieeieee et 36
24.  Site #30A — 2007-08.......c.eieiieiieiieie st 38
25, Site #30B — 2007-08 ........eeiiiiieieieseeiene e 40
26.  Site #:3LA — 2007-08........cceiiieiieie it 41
27.  Site #:31B — 2007-08.......ceiiiiiiieie e 42
28.  SIte #:3LC — 2007-08......coeeeeiieiieie sttt nne e 43
Site #:32A — 2007-08.....c.eecieeieiteeeeie ettt re et nreeres 44
29.  SIEH:33A = 2007 ..ot 45
30, SHE FBAA — 2007 ..ot 46
31, SHE #:35A = 2007 ..ottt et nreereas 47
32. Site#41, Field 41A and 41B Spring 2007 .......cccooovieiienienienie e 49
33.  Site #42, Field 42A SPring 2007 .......ccuoivereiieieniesieie st 52
34. Site # 43, field 43A and 43B Spring 2006..........cccceevveiieiieiieciecee e 54
35.  Site # 44, field 44A SPring 20006 ........ccoueiuiiieiiieiie e 56
36.  Site # 45, field 45A 2006 .........ccviieiiieeieie e 58
37.  Site # 45, field 45B 2007 .....cooeiiiieieiieeie e 60

Site Summaries



Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative ~ Annual Progress Report

Site summary introduction

The following pages contain summaries of the demonstration sites maintained by
all entities involved in the Agricultural Water Conservation Demonstration Initiative.
Each site is designated by a site number, these site designations were developed to
maintain the anonymity of the producers involved in the program. The first digit is the
entity responsible for gathering data from the site, the second digit is the producer, and
the third digit is a letter designating the field within the site. Site numbers beginning with
"0" or "1" are maintained by Texas A&M University-Kingsville under the direction of
Dr. Shad Nelson. Site numbers beginning with "2" or 3" are maintained by Texas A&M
Extension Center under the direction of Dr. Juan Enciso. The sites beginning with "4" or
"5" are maintained by Harlingen Irrigation District under the direction of Danny Allen.
The economic summaries are provided by Texas A&M Extension FARM Assistance
under the direction of Dr. Steven Klose and Mac Young

Site Summaries
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1. Site: #01A — 2007-08
Site Description:

Acres: 73.0

Soil type: clay loam 0-6 inches, sandy clay loam 6-36 \»mn-”-mT ::::(n

. ; =ticiitural Water Conservati
In_ches o _ Demonstratigp Initiatiy E'“"
Field characteristics: 15” x 24’ spacing (115 trees/Acre) _ Sk

Crop variety: Rio Red grapefruit
Harvest season: May 06-May 07
Irrigation district: None-Class B water owner

Irrigation system:

Narrow bordered flood, polypipe

Fertilizer applied: 600 Ibs/ac 12-24-12, late April “‘06; 500 Ibs/A 12-24-12, early Dec “06;

10 gal/A 20-0-0-40 late July and early Sept.’06; 8 gal/A 20-0-0-40 early Nov. 2006

Sensor information: Soil moisture: Decagon data logger EM-50, ECHO-10 probes, Probes set at
6”, 127, and 24” depths; ECRN-50 Rain gauge. 10 inch Turbine-type flow meter

Irrigation schedule and amounts:

Total irrigation: ?? ac-ft/ac or ?? ac-in/ac in ?? irrigation events
Total rainfall: ??
Total water input: ?? inches/acre

Irrigation method:

Farmer uses 12 concrete outlet valve and attaches turbine meter to valve and poly-pipe. Farmer
waters only directly under the canopy (root zone) by using raised berms in between rows
(Grapefruit). Farmer reforms raised berms after each harvest in order to channel water at a faster
rate to the end of the bed as a potential water conserving irrigation method for flood irrigating
mature citrus.

Observations made during the crop season:

Heavy rainfall during months of September and October of 2007.

Yield:
Not available at reporting

Water use summary:
Not available at reporting

Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 1A

The Demonstration Site 1A analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 50 acres of Rio Red grapefruit under narrow border flood irrigation. The orchard
was assumed to have mature trees. The Rio Red grapefruit price is held constant at
$150/ton. 2007 producer costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average $2,706/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,389/acre, including $100/acre irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI) averages

Site Summaries
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$1,317/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $150/ton. The risk
associated with prices and yields suggests some chance of negative NCFI. In a normal
production year, NCFI could range as much as $720/acre to $3,800/acre.

Site Summaries
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2.  Site: #01B — 2007-08

Site Description:

Acres: 15.0

Soil type: clay loam 0-18 inches, loam 18-36
inches

Crop variety: Valencia oranges

Field characteristics: 15° x 23’ spacing (124
trees/Acre)

Irrigation district: None-Class B water owner

Irrigation system:

Narrow border flood, polypipe

Irrigation method: Farmer uses 12” concrete outlet valve and attaches turbine meter to
valve and poly-pipe. Farmer waters only directly under the canopy (root zone) by using
berms in between rows (Valencia).

Fertilizer applied:

500 Ibs/A 12-24-12 Early May ’06; then several 5 gal/A applications of 20-0-0-40
throughout growing season (May, June, July 2006) and 7 gal/A N32 (Nov 2006)

Sensor information: No soil moisture sensors for Valencia orchards.

Turbine-type flow meter

Irrigation schedule and amounts:

Total irrigation Not available at reporting

Total rainfall: 29.3 in. for 2007

Total water input: Not available at reporting

Irrigation method:

Farmer uses 12” concrete outlet valve and attaches turbine meter to valve and poly-pipe.
Farmer waters only directly under the canopy (root zone) by using raised berms in
between rows (Oranges/Grapefruit). Farmer reforms raised berms after each harvest in
order to channel water at a faster rate to the end of the bed as a potential water conserving
irrigation method for flood irrigating mature citrus.

Observations made during the crop season:

Valencia oranges are located in same irrigation block as Rio red grapefruit site #01C with
similar soil characteristics.

Yield:

Not available at reporting

Water use summary:
Not available at reporting

Site Summaries
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Economic Summary: Demonstration Site 01B

The Demonstration Site 1B analysis consists of a 10-year financial outlook (2007-2016)
for the 15 acres of Valencia oranges under narrow border flood irrigation. The orchard
was assumed to be six years old. The Valencia orange price is held constant at $150/ton.
2007 production costs and overhead charges are producer estimated rates.

Total cash receipts average $2,522/acre over the 10-year period and cash costs average
$1,280/acre, including $100/acre irrigation costs. Net cash farm income (NCFI) averages
$1,242/acre due largely to the price being held at a constant $150/ton and increasing
yields through 2009 as trees mature. The risk associated with prices and yields suggests a
12.9% chance of negative NCFI. In a normal production year, NCFI could range as
much as -$633/acre to $3,467/acre. Reflecting the potential of negative NCFlI, the
probability of carryover debt is 14% in 2007 and then declines to 2% or less by

Site Summaries
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3. Site: #01C- 2007-08

Site Description:

Acres: 85.0

Soil type: clay loam 0-18 inches, loam 18-36
inches

Crop variety: Rio Red grapefruit

Harvest season: May 06-May 07

Field characteristics: 15” x 24’ spacing (115
trees/Acre)

Irrigation district: None-Class B water owner

Irrigation system:
Narrow bordered flood, polypipe

Fertilizer applied:

500 Ibs/A 12-24-12 Early May ’06; then several applications of 20-0-0-40 5 gal/A throughout
growing season (May, June, July 2006) and 7 gal/A N32 (Nov 2006)

Sensor in