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Hopland area: Fetzer Valley Oaks, winery and old Hopland in between.
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Coyote Dam Mean Daily Outflow
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Outflow reduced
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Partnership with the 
Mendocino County 

Water Agency



Project Purpose and Use of Results

• Provide portion of information needed to 
complete county-wide water 
supply/demand analysis 

• Support agriculture in its continued efforts 
to secure and use water through feasible 
and sustainable means 





Initial Map Estimate
Acreage Water Demand

Crop Upper Middle Lower Totals Rate 
(af/ac)

% 
Irrigated

Annual 
Total (afa)

Grapes 3,987 9,615 106 13,708 1.0 90 12,337

Orchards 126 1,543 0 1,669 2.0 100 3,338

Pastures 242 92 124 458 2.0 100 916

Row Crops 0 9 0 9 2.0 100 19

Unidentified 185 2 0 187 2.0 100 374

Subtotals 4,540 11,261 230 16,031 16,984

Potentially 
Irrigable 
Lands 278 246 0 524 1.5 100 786

Totals 4,818 11,507 230 16,555 17,770





Crop Growers
No. of 
Blocks

Acreage

Block
Irrigation 
System Total

Grapes 15 33 300 (2.2%) 926 (7.5%) 4,681 (34%)

Pears 4 7 58 (3.4%) 120 (7.1%) 426 (26%)

Field Evaluation



Application to meet grape crop demand
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Soil Water Holding Capacity
y = -0.036x + 1.06

R2 = 0.19
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Uniformity in Vineyards
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Other Vineyard Water Uses
Frost Protection

 

2,954 acre-feet*
– 50 gls/min/acre X 3-11 hours X 5 -10 days X  5,623 acres  
– Varietals with early bud break (e.g. chardonnay)
– Lowlands below 700 feet elevation

Heat Protection 1,844 acre-feet*
– 50 gls/min/acre X 2-3 hours X 29 days X 3,455 acres 
– On 1 hour off 2-3 hours
– Noon to 6:00 (2 cycles)
– White fruit where irrigation system and water availability allow

Post Harvest

 

620 acre-feet*
– 50 gls/min/acre X 36 hours X 1 event X 1,870 acres  
– White fruit in Hopland, Ukiah, and Potter on deeper soils, cropped (5-6 

tons/acre) on higher level, along Russian River

*Calculations include regional differences in needs for frost and heat protection and 
potential for post harvest application



Grower Focus Groups 
and Survey

• Focus group meeting of 12 growers to conduct a guided survey (25 
questions)
– Transition from sprinkler to drip beginning in 70s and completed by 

90s
– Increased knowledge in water application

• Use of on-farm weather data to regulate frost protection
• Pulse water for heat protection

– Water application and conservation decisions are now more than 
ever related to energy costs

– Want to learn more
• What is being achieved with post-harvest applications
• What are the opportunities presented by recycled water (10 of 12 

would use recycled water)



Water Conservation
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Reasons for Participating in Water Conservation
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Water Reuse
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Obstacles to Using Recycled Water
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Summary Points
• Relatively high uniformity
• Rational water use for crop production
• Potentially less water demand than resource agency estimate
• Demand equals need to respond to contingencies

– Shifts in crops grown and cultural objectives
– Frost and heat protection

• Demonstrated adaptation and adoption of practices that can 
be used to meet demand
– Shift to drip
– Post-harvest application
– Recycled water

• Differing of water uses that are synchronized with differing 
salmonid life stages 
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