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PREFACE

PREFACE

The work presented in this report relates to research, funded by the Water Research

Commission, into the development of computer based procedures for the selection and

design of irrigation systems. The work has been limited to pressurized irrigation, excluding

centre pivot and other mechanical move type systems.

The reports on this research have been compiled into three documents, viz:

The Technical Report, which amalgamates into one document the work presented

previously in three annual progress reports for 1982/83, 1983/84 and 1984/85 respectively, as

well as the work carried out over the past year (1985/86). The technical report consists of

nine chapters, containing detailed presentations of the following :

* Rationale and basic philosophy underlying the research;

* State of the art reviews;

* Analyses of the newly developed algorithms;

* Program flow charts and selected listings;

* Reporting of results of applications of the computer programs.

The Umbrella Report, which provides the background to the work carried out over the past

four years, as well as a guide to the more detailed analyses presented in the technical report.

It is intended to give perspective on the routes followed during the course of the research

(within the framework of the original commission) and the extent to which the original

objectives of the project have been fulfilled. This document is presented in three sections, viz:

* Background to the Project Development. A brief discussion of the historical

development of the project, starting from the original proposal and going through the

yearly work programmes;

* Summary of the Technical Report. A chapter by chapter summary of the Technical

Report;

* Conclusions. A summary of the research results and discussion on some directions for

future research.

The Executive Summary, which is a brief document prepared principally for presentation to

the Commissioners of the Water Research Commission. It has been drawn up in the form of a

synopsis of the Umbrella Report.
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SYNOPSIS

The research has entailed the formulation and coding of computer models for the design of

pressurized irrigation systems. Particular emphasis has been given to the provision of

routines for the evaluation of the expected performance from a designed system. Two

separate sets of models have been developed, one for the block or in-field system and one for

the mainline network.

The report is presented in three sections as follows :

* Basic theory, in which the general background to the research is covered.

* The models, which includes detailed descriptions of both the design models and the

computer programs.

* Applications, in which several test cases of both sets of models are reported.

SECTION 1 : BASIC THEORY.

This section contains three chapters as follows :

Chapter 1 : Rationale. The general nature of the design problem is discussed and

shortcomings of current manual design procedures are identified. A motivation for the

research is proposed. Particular reference is made to philosophies of computer aided design

and the way in which these concepts can enhance the design process.

Chapter 2 : Systems analysis of the design process. A systematic review is presented of

the process required for the complete design of an irrigation system. The components of an

irrigation system are categorized in terms of hardware and system characteristics. The design

process, which entails the establishing of these characteristics for a given set of conditions, is

structured into three distinct modules, viz :

* Preliminary design ;

* Block design ; and

* Mainline design.

Specific aspects of the design problem relating to each of these modules are discussed.

Chapter 3 : Review of irrigation quality analysis. A review of the literature relating to the

evaluation of operating irrigation systems is presented, with a view to the formulation of

suitable evaluation parameters for the computer design models. A preliminary structure for

the proposed evaluation model is outlined.



SYNOPSIS

SECTION 2 : THE MODELS.

This section contains three chapters as follows :

Chapter 4 : The block design model. A review of the numerous design procedures

proposed in the literature is presented. Particular detail is given on the poly-plot process,

which forms the basis for the computer model. The individual routines of the design model

are described in detail. They constitute a translation of the graphical poly-plot procedures

into formal computer algorithms. Point to point hydraulic calculations are incorporated into

the design algorithms, and separate procedures for both laterals and manifolds are given.

The structure and operation of the computer programs is also presented.

Chapter 5 : The block evaluation model. Evaluation of the block design is carried out in two

distinct phases:

* Distribution analysis, which consists of an analysis of the expected spread of

discharges that will result from the designed system; and

* Economic cost\benefit analysis, which is based on an estimation of the crop yield that

will be realised from the designed system.

Details of the algorithms employed for both of these analyses are given. The question of the

system operating depth (seasonal and per irrigation) is analysed and a dynamic programming

algorithm for determining the optimal depth is presented. Full details of the computer

programs are given.

Chapter 6 : The mainline design model. Three aspects of the mainline design problem are

dealt with in detail. These are :

* Network layout;

* Valve sequencing ; and

* Pump and pipe diameter design.

Algorithms are presented for each of these problems. The layout model is based on a rapid

screening of any number of user specified alternatives. The valve sequencing model is a "best

approximation to the optimum" routine based on the principles of various scheduling

algorithms. The pump and diameters model is a linear programming optimization procedure.

Full details of the design algorithms and the computer programs are given;

IV
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SECTION 3 : APPLICATIONS.

Once again three chapters are presented, as follows :

Chapter 7 : Applications of the block design and evaluation models. A single apple

orchard is used as a test case for a number of alternative designs. Some sensitivity analyses

of the design parameters are carried out using the evaluation model to provide an analysis of

the various results.

Chapter 8 : Applications of the mainline design model. A series of different applications of

the mainline design model are presented. The examples show the variety of applications that

are possible with the design model, and also examine the efficacy of the procedures.

Chapter 9 : Summary and conclusions. A summary is given of the principal contributions of

the research. Conclusions are drawn about the applicability of the design models and about

the nature of the CAD process incorporated into the programs.



CONTENTS

Preface Page i

Synopsis iii

Parti : BASIC THEORY

CHAPTER 1 RATIONALE

1.1 Introduction 1.1
1.2 Design of irrigations systems 1.2
1.3 Shortcomings of existing design procedures 1.8
1.4 Computers in engineering design 1.12
1.5 Basis for the research 1.14

CHAPTER 2 SYSTEMS ANALYSIS OF THE DESIGN PROCESS

2.1 Introduction 2.1
2.2 Requirements of the design process 2.2
2.3 The design process 2.4
2.4 Design of design software 2.9

CHAPTER 3 REVIEW OF IRRIGATION QUALITY ANALYSIS

3.1 Introduction 3.1
3.2 Water distribution functions 3.3
3.3 Efficiency 3.16
3.4 Uniformity 3.19
3.5 Appropriate evaluation parameters for design 3.21

Part 2 : THE MODELS

CHAPTER 4 BLOCK DESIGN

4.1 Introduction 4.1
4.2 Pipe alignments 4.1
4.3 Determination of pipe sizes 4.4
4.4 The computer programs 4.8

CHAPTER 5 EVALUATION OF BLOCK DESIGN

5.1 Introduction 5.1
5.2 Basic model structure 5.2
5.3 Yield estimation 5.6
5.4 Economic calculations 5.13
5.5 Operating point 5.17
5.6 Comparison with other models 5.23
5.7 The computer programs 5.28

CHAPTER 6 MAINLINE DESIGN

6.1 Introduction 6.1
6.2 Network layout 6.1
6.3 Valve sequencing 6.4
6.4 Pump and pipe sizing 6.12
6.5 The computer programs 6.25



Part 3 : APPLICATIONS

CHAPTER 7 APPLICATIONS OF THE BLOCK DESIGN AND EVALUATION MODELS

7.1 Introduction 7.1
7.2 Basic design 7.3
7.3 Evaluation 7.9
7.4 Sensitivity analysis 7.12
7.5 Accuracy of the hydraulic models 7.16
7.6 Conclusions 7.17

CHAPTER 8 APPLICATIONS OF THE MAINLINE DESIGN MODEL

8.1 The sequencing algorithm 8.1
8.2 The design optimization procedure 8.5
8.3 Example of an application on a new design 8.7
8.4 The use of booster pumps 8.10
8.5 The design model as an aid to network operation 8.12
8.6 Conclusions 8.15

CHAPTER 9 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

9.1 Principal results 9.1
9.2 Applications of the design models 9.5
9.3 Development of the computer models 9.5
9.4 Indications for further work 9.7

APPENDIX 1

Synoptic maps of the computer design models A1.1

APPENDIX 2

PASCAL listings of computer programs A2.1

APPENDIX 3

Glossary and notation A3. "I



1. RATIONALE

1. RATIONALE

1.1 Introduction

The design of irrigation systems is a multi-faceted, multi-objective problem. Different facets of

the problem include :

* selecting emitters to meet the irrigation requirements of the specific design case.

* the laying out and sizing of pipelines on the basis of various hydraulic considerations;

* selecting pumps to meet the hydraulic requirements of the system; and

* determining irrigation operating schedules on the basis of hydraulic, agronomic and

climatic considerations.

Objectives of the design problem can range from trying to maximize crop yield per unit of land

or per unit of water used, to stabilizing food production and/or social development in a

particular region.

System design is normally carried out in a series of independent steps, each dealing with a

separate aspect of the design problem. The design process at each stage is based on

various criteria that have been established over time, through experimentation and

observation. In other words the derivation of these criteria has been empirical. The work

described herein relates to research that has been carried out into the design of irrigation

systems, aimed at the development of an integrated set of design procedures incorporating

rationalized rather than purely empirical design criteria.

A methodology has been proposed for the design of irrigation systems utilizing computer

based models. The major objective in developing the computer models has been to provide

the designer with access to measures describing the expected quality of irrigation that will be

obtained from the designed system. These measures provide the designer with a set of

parameters for making a rational evaluation of the effects of various decisions made in the

course of the design process. They are therefore referred to as "evaluation parameters".

For example, perhaps the best known design criterion is the so called "20% rule": by which

the allowed pressure variation in a network of pipes delivering water to a single field is limited

to a maximum of 20% of a predefined nominal pressure value. This value of 20% allowable

pressure variation is based on an expected resultant discharge variation within the field of

10%, which is considered to be within "acceptable" limits. The acceptability of this degree of

variation has been established over time through experience rather than through any
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analytical process. Furthermore, the 20% ride is based on an assumed square root

relationship between the emitter operating pressure and its discharge. However, some

recently developed pressure compensating emitters provide discharges which are less

sensitive to pressure variation, and the 20% ntle may therefore be inappropriate for these

emitters. The proposed computer models have been structured to enable rapid evaluation of

the effects of varying the allowable pressure variation for a given design situation. By so

doing, the designer is able to make a rational decision as to what degree of pressure variation

should be allowed in the system, on the basis of the results of the evaluation.

This chapter presents an overall rationale for the research. An overview of the design process

is presented and some of the shortcomings of current design practices are discussed. This is

followed by a review of the impact that computer aided design (CAD) has had in the

engineering design process. Finally, the underlying philosophy of the proposed design

models is discussed, with particular reference to the aims of incorporating the principles of

computer aided design.

1.2 Design of Irrigation Systems

Any engineering project will typically undergo three main phases in its development, namely :

* Planning

* Design

* Implementation

In the case of an irrigated agricultural development project, these phases are defined

more specifically as follows :

Planning. Once a potential site for the development of irrigated agriculture has been

identified, decisions have to be made as to what crops will be planted and to which areas

each crop will be allocated. These decisions will be based on an analysis of the available

resources in relation to the project objectives. The resources to be considered in this

analysis include soils, water, energy, labour, management and capital. The objectives will

generally concern a maximizing of economic returns from the project, but will usually also

include social and ecological objectives such as regional development, food production,

creation of employment, distribution of incomes and soil conservation.

1.2
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Design. Once the primary planning decisions have been made, the irrigation system has to

be designed. This includes selecting the type of irrigation to be applied and the operating

regime, as well as designing the actual system hardware.

Implementation. With regard to the irrigation system, the implementation phase consists of

installation and commissioning of the system and the establishing of real time operating

procedures. These procedures include both management practices such as opening and

closing valves, moving pipes and flushing filters, as well as irrigation scheduling practices

such as evaporation and soil moisture measurement and water balance calculations.

The research described in this report has been concerned with the design phase of a project,

as defined above.

1.2.1 Elements in the Design of Irrigation Systems

The design of an irrigation system involves determining the characteristics of the specific

system which will deliver water to the plant in the field. In order to design the system, the

following factors would have been established during the planning phase of the project:

* the exact geometry and topography of the field;

* the nature of the soils;

:.- * the proposed cropping programme;

* the location and capacities of the water and energy sources;

* the estimated plant water requirements during the season.

The design process then involves the determination of the various system components,

which include both the actual hardware and the system characteristics. These two sets of

components can be broken down as follows :

Hardware

i) The emitters.

ii) The in-field or block network, which transports water from the supply pipes to the

emitters. This network consists of lateral and manifold or branchline pipes,

iii) The mainline or conveyance network, which transports water from the source to the

block network. This network consists of main and submain pipelines.

iv) The control components such as valves, regulators, controllers and sensors,

v) The pumps (water and fertilizer injection).

The hierarchical nature of the hardware in an irrigation system is illustrated diagrammaticaiiy

in figure 1.1.

1.3
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Figure 1.1 Diagramatic representation of atypical irrigation system

System Characteristics

i) Capacity, which is defined by the discharge rate, the flow and pressure distributions

and the gross application quantities.

ii) Layout and alignments of both the block and mainline networks,

iii) The nature of the control system (types and locations of the control elements, levels of

automation),

iv) The operating regime, which is defined by the length (time) of an irrigation, the

irrigation cycle time and the irrigation programmes,

v) The pumping requirements,

vi) The system performance, which relates to the extent to which the design meets the

original objectives.

1.2.2 The Generalized Existing Design Procedure

Although specific design procedures vary between different designers, from case-to-case and

most significantly for different methods of irrigation, it is possible to classify a generalized

1.4
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procedure which is widely applied. This procedure, which is discussed at length in several

texts (notably Jensen-1981 and Walker-1978), is summarized below.

AH water measurements of rainfall, crop water requirements, soil moisture and irrigation

applications are usually specified in terms of volume per unit area; which is expressed as

"depth" and is normally given in millimeters. The equivalent volumes can be computed by

multiplying these depths by the area over which they apply. On the basis of these units, the

design procedure involves the following five steps :

(1) Establish operating constraints

If:

RAW = the readily available water that can be extracted by a plant from a soil that

is wet to field capacity (mm);

Et = the peak daily evapotranspiration (mm/day)

Then the maximum Irrigation Interval (77max) is given by:

T/max = RAW/Et (days) (1.1)

And given:

Eag = the gross application efficiency of the irrigation system (%); being a

measure of the portion of the total water application that becomes

available to the plant, rather than being lost through evaporation or deep

percolation in the soil.

Then the maximum peak application per irrigation due to agro-climatic constraints (£4max) is

given by:

lAmx = RAIV/Ea (mm) (1.2)

Finally, i f :

M> = the number of blocks to be irrigated in a given field; each block being

irrigated separately in one irrigation set, so that there are Nb irrigation sets

in a complete irrigation cycle.

Td = the time available per day for irrigation (hrs).

Then the maximum system application rate (ARmax) is given by :

ARm = (NbxIAm)/(TImxTd) (mm/h) (1.3)

1.5
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This value of ARmx must also be checked against the maximum infiltration rate of the soil,

ie. ARfnax < maximum infiltration rate.

(2) Select Emitter (Establish Actual Operating Characteristics)

Given the operating constraints established in step (7), based on soil, crop and field

considerations, the designer now considers the irrigation system itself in order to determine

the actual operating characteristics. The first step is to select an emitter and the emitter

spacings in the field. This is normally done on the basis of experience and trial and error,

with reference to manufacturers1 recommendations and tables of emitter operating

characteristics.

If:

qnom = the emitter discharge at the intended operating pressure (m 3 /h or /ph)

5/ = the spacing of the emitters along the lateral (m)

sb = the spacing between laterals (m)

Then the actual Irrigation system application rate £4i?act) Is given by :

t = (qnom*1000)/(slxsb) (mm/h) (1.4)

Where qnom is given in rr»3/h.

The condition ARBCt <ARmaK must be checked.

And i f :

AT = the total area of the field being irrigated (m2)

AIS - the area irrigated per irrigation set -AT/Nb (m2)

Then the number of emitters operating simultaneously during each irrigation set (Ne) is :

Ne = AI&/(sixsb) (1.5)

And the discharge capacity of the system (Qcap) is :

Qcap = Nexqnom (m3/h) (1.6)

(3) Block Design

The next step is the design of the block network. Alignments, layouts lengths and

diameters of laterals and manifolds have to be established. Layout and alignment are

normally established on the basis of experience and trial and error; pipe sizes are

established on the basis of hydraulic calculations relating to the loss of pressure due to

friction and emitter discharge along the pipelines. Consideration has to be given to :

1.6
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* the area to be covered per irrigation set (-4/s).

* the number of irrigation sets per cycle {Nb).

* the proposed method of shifting laterals (or other relevant operating units) between

irrigations.

* maintaining uniformity of discharge throughout the field. The variation in discharge is

normally restricted to a maximum of 10%, which translates to 20% pressure variation

{(he 20% rule) for non pressure compensating emitters.

(4) Mainline design

Once the block design is complete, the pressure and flow requirements at each block valve

are known. Mainline design entails establishing the layout and sizes of the pipes

connecting each block valve to the water source. Design considerations are principally the

same as those for the block design.

(5) Establish pump and control systems

Finally the designer selects pumps to meet the system supply requirements (head and

discharge duty), and establishes the type and positioning of various control elements such

as valves, regulators, booster pumps and automatic controllers.

1.2.3 Design Criteria

The procedure outlined in the five steps described above is an iterative one. The designer

will normally shift back and forth from step to step in establishing the hardware and system

characteristics.

When considering various pipe sizes for alternative network layouts, the respective system

discharges are known. Thus the basic consideration is one of establishing the pressure

distributions on the basis of the 20% rule. Also, the primary decisions of emitter size and

spacing are constrained by the results of the set of calculations in step (2). The value of Nb,

the number of sub-areas or blocks, is determined on the basis of the designer's experience of

how many irrigations can feasibly be executed per day and the number of irrigating days per

cycle.

Throughout the design process, the principal considerations are generally to maintain costs

as low as possible, whilst aiming to achieve the highest possible yield in each specific case.

1.7
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Thus the criteria used in the design process can be summarized as follows :

* Minimum system and operating costs.

* Maximum yield.

* Uniformity of application defined by adherance to the 20% rule.

* Constraints on the operating regime defined by pre-determined soil, plant and

field-geometry characteristics.

1.3 Shortcomings of Existing Design Procedures

The principal shortcoming of existing design procedures is that they do not have a "systems

analysis" orientation. Design methods have evolved over time, together with the

development of various irrigation technologies. As such, no thorough rationalization of the

various design parameters has been carried out in order to relate design practice to a set of

clearly stated objectives. This is manifested in the following problem areas :

(1) Minimum Cost and Maximum Yield. Perhaps the most well recognized problem is the

use of the minimum cost criterion, rather than one of maximum profits. A trade-off exists

between cost and the performance of the system, which implies a trade-off between cost and

expected returns. Ideally an optimal design will be one in which the marginal costs of

improving the system are equal to the marginal revenue from the crop yield. This is illustrated

in figure 1.2 (English et. al. 1983), which shows generalized curves relating applied water to

income and cost respectively.

Curve #1 illustrates the response of crop yield to water applied from an irrigation system,

which can also be equivalenced to gross income since crop yield is directly proportional to

income. Crop yield has been shown in a number of studies to be more or less linearly related

to plant consumptive use of water. As consumptive use increases however, the amount of

applied water lost to evaporation and deep percolation also increases, hence the curvilinear

shape of the curve. Once maximum yield has been achieved, excess water can actually have

a negative effect on crop yield, through factors such as deteriorating soil structure due to

waterlogging, reduced nitrification and constrained movement of nutrients in the soil. This

results in the downward slope of the curve beyond the maximum yield position.

1.8
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Figure 1.2 Generalized applied water vs cost and income curves for irrigation systems

The relationship between production costs and applied water is a complex one. In its

generalized form shown in curves #2 and #3 in figure 1.2, the starting point on the vertical

axis represents the the capital and other fixed costs of a system. The total operating costs

then increase as the water application increases up to a point representing the maximum

capacity of the irrigation system. The solid line (curve #2) illustrates this for normal design

practice, in which the irrigation system capacity equals the application required for maximum

yield. However, as can be seen in figure 1.2, maximum yield does not necessarily imply

maximum nett income (the difference between the two curves at any given applied water

value). The dashed line (curve #3) illustrates the potential advantages that can be achieved

through so called "deficit irrigation", whereby a system is deliberately designed to have a

capacity that is less than that required to achieve maximum yield. By so doing, savings in

both the capital and operating costs of the system can be affected, with a resulting increase in

the nett income achieved.

These curves illustrate an idealized state, and optimization on this basis is difficult. Firstly, the

existing design process is not structured to yield an assessment of the cost versus

performance relationship of the system being designed. Secondly the cost structure that has

to be incorporated into the optimization procedure is complex. As well as the total capital and

operating costs of the system, the marginal cost calculations should also include estimates of

1.9



1. RATIONALE

the additional costs Incurred in harvesting and marketing the improved yields. And finally,

reliable information on the yield response to water (irrigation) is difficult to establish.

(2) Design Objectives. The design problem, like the planning problem, is generally a

multi-objective one. Rydzewski (1978) proposed the following list of possible social and

economic objectives, a selection of which may be included in both the planning and design

framework of an irrigation project:

1. Maximizing the return per unit of capital invested.

2. Maximizing the return per unit of project area.

3. Maximizing the return per unit of water.

4. Maximizing the value of the agricultural output.

5. Maximizing the output of food products.

6. Reaching a target output of food products (possibly linked with National

self-sufficiency).

7. Maximizing output of export crops.

8. Maximizing farm-family net income.

9. Maximizing the number of families settled on a project (i.e. minimizing the cost per

family settled).

10. Maximizing job creation, at a specified level of skill, for a given expenditure.

11. Minimizing the use of foreign currency in project operations.

12. Maximizing Government revenue (from taxation etc.).

13. Minimizing public expenditure (i.e. encouraging private sector investment).

14. Achieving a re-distribution of income in the region.

15. Generating maximum economic activity in the project area.

16. Settling previously nomadic communities so as to place them within reach of the

instruments of social advancement.

17. Establishing social stability.

18. Satisfying political ideals.

Loucks, et. al. (1981) have formulated an objective oriented irrigation planning model, in

which they have made provision for multiple socio-economic objectives in the objective

function. However, while the irrigation system designer may consider his client's objectives

implicitly in designing the system, existing design procedures do not incorporate any explicit

formulation of objectives, nor any evaluation of the extent to which the system meets these

objectives.

1.10
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Thus the designer is unable to fully rationalize, either for himself or his client, his

recommendations in regard to the generation and selection of alternative designs. As can be

seen from the above list of possible objectives, any explicit formulation of the objectives

which may pertain to a specific design situation may well incorporate some conflicting

objectives. This is not an uncommon situation, and is addressed through the use of

multi-objective analyses which assist the decision maker to select a "best compromise" solution.

(3) System Performance. Underlying both of the points discussed above is the fact that the

existing design process does not incorporate performance related design criteria. The 20%

rule is a surrogate criterion which ensures some unspecified (in terms of irrigation

performance) minimi -m standard. After completing a design, the designer and his client, who

is the decision maker, generally know the costs and layout of the proposed system, the

energy, labour and water requirements, the operating regime and the pressure and flow

distributions within the system. However, they do not have any definite measure of the quality

of the irrigation to be expected from the system.

Furthermore, with the development of increasingly sophisticated pressure and flow regulation

mechanisms, in particular pressure compensating emitters, the 20% rule is becoming

inappropriate, and the need for considerations based on rationalized cost/benefit trade-offs is

becoming increasingly critical.

(4) Trade-offs. The design process is characterized by a number of trade-offs, some of which

are listed below:

1. Cost vs. performance. As discussed above, greater uniformity of application implies

improved crop yields. However it also implies larger pipe diameters and hence greater

system costs. Similarly, several other decisions, such as the emitter spacing and the

operating regime, are related to a trade-off between overall costs and performance.

2. System vs. operating costs. Smaller pipe sizes, which imply lower system costs, result in

greater pressure losses and hence greater pumping requirements, which in turn imply

greater operating costs. Similarly, designing towards "solid set" (permanent) systems

implies more hardware in the field and greater system costs, to be offset by reduced

operating requirements and simpler system management. Included in this classification

is the perennial question of labour intensive versus automated systems.

3. Block (Jn-ficld) network vs. mainline network. The costs of the block system can be

reduced through the use of shorter laterals, with smaller discharges enabling smaller

1.11
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diameters. However, this implies a more ramified mainline network and hence greater

costs.

4. Network geometry. Several trade-offs are required in establishing the various network

configurations. For example, a network can often be laid out to exploit the prevailing

topography in order to offset pressure losses due to friction, thus enabling the use of

smaller diameter pipes. However this will often also imply greater lengths of the various

network sections, and hence the trade-off.

5. Flexibility of operation. The designer is always faced with the question of how much

flexibility to allow his client In the operation of the system. This flexibility manifests in the

ability to rearrange operating schedules to suit changing cropping patterns and

cultivation practices. However, provision of this flexibility naturally requires a degree of

overdesign in aspects such as the system capacity and the pressure and flow

distributions in the networks.

Notwithstanding the extent of these trade-offs in the design of irrigation systems, only limited

mechanisms have been established in current design procedures for sensitivity analysis of

the various relationships. As a result, the designer is required to incorporate a great deal of

intuition into the design process.

1.4 Computers In Engineering Design

The rapid development, in recent years, of micro-computer technology has lead to the

incorporation of computers into many aspects of our daily lives. This technology has been

one of the cornerstones of what Toffler (1980) has termed the 'Third Wave". He believes that

solid state electronics and computer based technology have largely contributed to the

catapulting of Mankind into a third social revolution, following the Agricultural and Industrial

revolutions respectively.

For the design engineer, this has manifested itself in the development of Computer Aided

Design (CAD) or more generically, Computer Aided Engineering (CAE). CAD systems

enable the engineer to work interactively with the computer by projecting onto the screen

multi-dimensional representations of the system being designed. By sitting in front of this

screen and manipulating these projections the engineer is able to contemplate and

investigate design aspects that were previously beyond his capabilities and may even have

been beyond his cognition.

1.12



1. RATIONALE

James and Robinson (1981) have written that "....It is important to realize that the Civil

Engineering profession is currently experiencing a major revolution in design, brought about

by advances in computer hardware (i.e., equipment) and software (i.e., programming

techniques). Four phases may be identified in this revolution :

1. more "number crunching," where limited access to batch-oriented mainframes allowed

more calculations ("number crunching"), of the same type, than could previously be

carried out on more elementary machines;

2. better "number crunching," where new programs incorporating advances in techniques of

numerical analysis allowed more design options to be explored, typically in a

remote-batch environment, using for example, design-office terminals;

3. new kinds of "number crunching," where widespread access to inexpensive minicomputers

allowed wholly different problems to be investigated and solved; new programs,

techniques and machines increased the scope of engineering design; computing

became an essential and naturally accepted basis for design;

4. much more than "number crunching," where entirely new approaches to the design

problem have taken root; for example, where communication with comprehensive

models is through interactive color graphics that allow the design engineer to focus on

difficult problem areas using a single keystroke on the terminal...."

In describing the extent of the enhanced design capabilities that can be achieved with CAD,

Preiss (1982) has used the analogy of Man's progression from solely oral communication to

the development of written communication. This development provided, through paper

based information systems, a medium which facilitated conceptual or abstract thinking.

Preiss believes that inasmuch as the computer overcomes many of the limitations of the

paper based information systems, such as analysis in more than two dimensions, the

identifying and notifying of errors and the affecting of corrections and alterations, it represents

a quantum leap forward that is comparable to the development of written communication. In

discussing the implications of future CAD systems, Preiss believes that they "...will have a

capability of checking interrelations between data, and will be able to check implications of

proposed decisions, to a degree which is difficult to grasp today."

Thus, using CAD the engineer is able to develop greater understanding and even new

perceptions of the system he is designing. The full implications of the effect of CAD on

engineering design has been the subject of considerable debate, which is beyond the scope

of this report. The interested reader is referred to Cooley (1980). However the nature of CAD

systems is discussed in more detail below, in order to illustrate how irrigation systems design

can be structured for CAD.
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Preiss has classified two generations of CAD systems. The first generation systems are

characterized by 2-dimensional drawings that are merely representations in the machine of

what used to be on paper. Man/machine interaction is directed and actuated by the user; and

the software Is "deterministic", in that on receiving input it will either calculate a given output

or fail because of the nature of the input. The second generation of systems have an

interpretive capability that enables them to generate their own data and to lead the designer

through solutions in an interactive "conversation". In these systems the machine can display

to the designer, and maintain within its own processor, 3-dimensional representations of the

system being designed. It is therefore able to carry out solid geometric modelling which, for

example, will identify and preclude infeasible interactions between solid objects.

These second generation systems are imbued with "artificial intelligence" through

non-deterministic software. This software has alternatively been termed "knowledge based"

and "problem solving". Starting with the initial state, which Is the input data, the programs

apply a series of rules to transform the data through several intermediate states to a final

output state. These rules are governed by a number of logical preconditions which test the

current state of the data and enable a decision on which rule to apply on the basis of specified

criteria. The dynamic properties of the software emerge from the hierarchical structure of the

rules and preconditions. In order to evaluate the preconditions for a specific rule, other rules

may be used, which in turn trigger the use of additional rules, and so on recursively. Also,

there can be rules to change the preconditions depending on the current state of the data.

Thus the user will not generally know, apriorit to which state the application of rules will drive

the computation. This class of software has been used for the development of applications

such as computer chess players, language interpretation, robotics and medical diagnosis.

The nature of the CAD system that has been developed for irrigation design is discussed

further in section 1.5 below.

1.5 Basis for the Research

The basic motivation for the research has been to utilize CAD technology to develop a more

rationalized approach to the design of irrigation systems. In order to do this, two distinct sets

of work have been undertaken.

Firstly, as stated in the introduction of this chapter, the work has attempted to develop a set

of appropriate performance parameters to be used as evaluation tools In the design

process. Much work has been reported in the literature, relating to the development of
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performance parameters to evaluate operating systems In the field. This work has been

used as a basis for the development of the proposed design parameters, and is therefore

reviewed in chapter three of this report.

Secondly, the work has attempted to develop an Integrated approach to the overall design

process. A considerable amount of work has been done over the years in the development

of optimization routines for individual aspects of the design process. This work has been

incorporated into the proposed model wherever considered appropriate, and is consequently

reviewed in the relevant chapters. The proposed model has been predicated upon a

thorough "systems analysis" of irrigation systems themselves. This is described in chapter

two.

1.5.1 Structure of the proposed model

The proposed mode! can be used to generate alternative systems, which can then be

evaluated in terms of prestated objectives using the various performance criteria. On the

basis of this evaluation new alternatives may be generated. By this process, the designer is

able to thoroughly investigate the effects of the various trade-offs that have to be made, and

finally to select the design which best meets his objectives.

Thus in terms of classic modelling theory, the proposed model may be classified as :

* an event based (ie. deterministic rather than probabilistic) simulation model;

* with an isomorphic and iterative (multi-directionally) internal structure (ie. it attempts to

model the exact processes of cause and effect in irrigation systems, these processes

being multidirectional rather than having a fixed path from start to end);

* and its function is predictive (heuristic) rather than purely descriptive.

The computer programs can been seen as a hybrid first and second generation CAD

package. Inasmuch as the design process is not yet fully rationalized (analytical), it is still

directed by the designer. Nevertheless the level of interaction with the computer is high and

considerable flexibility is provided in the directing of this interaction. It is hoped that in the

future, as experience is gained in using the CAD based model, and insights into the

interactions of the various irrigation system components are developed, algorithms for

knowledge based software will also be developed.
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1.5.2 Summary

In summary, the contribution of the reported research to the current state of the art in

irrigation systems design is seen to be:

1. The carrying out of a comprehensive "systems analysis" of the process of design of

irrigation systems, leading to a proposed detailed structuring of the design problem.

This includes: a listing of ail of the irrigation system components to be designed; the

formulation of three distinct design modules and the individual routines contained

within these modules; and identification of the links governing components and design

parameters within and between each module (chapter 2).

2. The formulation of measurable performance and quality of irrigation related design

criteria, to be used in the design process for "on-line" evaluation and selection of

alternatives (chapters 3,5 and 6).

3. The development of a suite of programs for a computer based irrigation design model.

The programs have been structured to enable the user to carry out an interactive

dialogue with the computer, thereby building up experience with the effectiveness of

the various evaluation parameters. It is hoped that this will lead in future to the

development of more knowledge based algorithms (chapters 4 - 8).
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2. SYSTEMS ANALYSIS OF THE DESIGN PROCESS

2.1 Introduction

The systems approach to engineering problems has developed from work in the disciplines

of engineering science, operations research, management science and cybernetics. It is a

philosophy that perceives processes as systems, consisting of"... a goal-directed collection

of interrelated, interdependent parts existing in an environment, with boundaries that are

dependent on the purposes of the person defining the system" (Duffy and Assad, 1980). In

order to study the interrelationships between the various parts of a system, as well as those

between the system and its environment, techniques have been developed for the

construction of models which can simulate the operation of a system. These models are

normally conceptual, rather than physical, and are constructed using various analytical

procedures.

In the above context, systems analysis can have two distinct meanings. The first refers to

the techniques employed, as part of the system model, for the analysis of a given situation.

These techniques are often mathematical, and typically include optimization procedures such

as linear and dynamic programming. The second meaning refers to a systematic analysis of a

particular process, that is carried out in order to identify and characterize the individual parts

of the system being analysed. Such an analysis is normally carried out in order to facilitate

construction of the system model. It is this latter meaning that is implied in the title of this

chapter (note that in the context of computer science, systems analysis has yet another

meaning).

Thus, this chapter provides a detailed review of the design process. The requirements of the

process are discussed, with particular reference to identification of the design parameters.

This is followed by a presentation of the proposed design procedure, with discussion

focussing on the specific design problems in each part of the process. Finally, a review is

given of the principles employed in the design of the computer models.

2.2 Requirements of the Design Process

The main purpose of the design process is to establish the irrigation system components.

These components can be classified into two groups, namely:
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* Hardware. This includes all the physical elements of the irrigation system, such as

pipes, emitters and accessories. The design involves determining the type and size of

these elements, as well as the quantity of each element to be used in the system.

* System Characteristics. This includes all of the non-physical attributes of the system

that are established during the design process.

The design process involves establishing these components, for a given set of prevailing

physiographic conditions and on the basis of a number of predefined objectives. In order to

achieve this, a number of different procedures are used for different sets of components.

Each of these procedures utilizes a specific set of design parameters.

2.2.1 Components

Table 2.1 shows a list of all of the system components that have to be designed. The actual

design requirements in each case are listed under the respective component. The right-hand

column of the table shows the parameters which affect the design of each component.

As can be seen from the table, there is a considerable degree of interaction and

inter-dependence between components and their associated parameters. This is examined

further in the description of the actual design procedure (section 2.3).

2.2.2 Design objectives

As discussed in chapter one, existing design procedure normally entails the following

objectives:

* maximum yield; and

* minimum cost.

The proposed computer based procedures developed in this research however, attempt to

incorporate an orientation towards :

* maximum profit.

In the case of private ownership under ideal conditions, for which economic return is the

primary objective and there are no other constraining factors, the abovementioned objectives

may be adequate for design purposes. However, there may often be certain limiting factors

which require the incorporation of other objectives. For example, if water is limited then the

design might be aimed at producing the maximum return per unit of water. Alternatively, in

the case of a development agency project, certain social objectives, such as maximum job

creation, will have to be incorporated into the design. Such objectives may conflict with those
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Table 2.1 System components and associated design parameters

Component Design Parameters

Hardware

Emitters
-type

Block network
• lateral pipe diameters
- manifold diameters

Mainline network
• pipe diameters

Control elements
- vatves: type, size;
- flow and pressure regulators :

if needed, type, size
- meters : if needed, type, size
- automation equipment:

if needed, type
- filters : if needed, type, size

Pumps
- main pump size
- booster pump sizes
- fertilizer injection equipment:

if needed, type, size

Spacing; Nominal operating pressure; Costs;
Pressure/discharge relationship; Operating regime;

Hydraulic grade line; Allowable pressure variation;
Coefficient of uniformity; Pipe alignments;
Topography; Pipe costs;

Hydraulic grade line; Pipe costs;
Energy costs; Flow and pressure requirements;

Flow and pressure requirements; Hydraulic grade line;
Discharge volumes; Water quality; Costs;

Hydraulic grade line; Discharge volumes;
Flow and pressure requirements; Costs;

System characteristics

Capacity
- maximum system discharge
- flow and pressure distribution
- system application rate
- maximum application depth

Layout and alignments
- division of field into blocks
- emitter spacings
- orientation of laterals
- positioning of manifold
- location of block valves
- configuration of mainline

network

Control system
- location of control elements
• degree of automation

Operating regime
- irrigation set time
- Irrigation cycle length
- timing of irrigation sets

(i.e. times of the day, days
of the week)

- sequencing of block valves
- filter flushing programme
- fertilizer injection programme

Pumping requirements
- maximum pumping capabilities
- the pumping regime, including

operation of booster pumps

Performance
- coefficient of uniformity
- application and requirement

efficiencies
• capital and operating costs
- return on investment

Pump size; Pipe sizes; Emitter discharge;
Max. block size; Emitter pressure;
Emitter spacings; Irrigation set time;

Operating regime; System application rate;
Pressure and flow requirements of emitters;
Maximum length of a single or double diameter pipe;
Topography;
Pressure and flow requirements of valves;

Readily available soil moisture;
Peak daily Irrigation requirement;
Number of irrigation blocks; System capacity;
System application rate; Degree of automation;

System capacity; Operating regime;
Hydraulic grade line; Flow requirements;

All design components

2.3



2. SYSTEMS ANALYSIS OF THE DESIGN PROCESS

aimed at generating maximum economic return from the project. In this case, the onus is on

the designer to establish a best compromise design. A list of possible objectives is shown in

chapter one.

The proposed design models have been structured to provide a full economic evaluation,

thereby enabling the designer to assess the performance of a given design in terms of its

specific economic objectives.

2.3 The Design Process

The overall design process incorporates three distinct phases, as shown diagrammaticallly in

figure 2.1. These are respectively, basic input, design and final output.

BASIC
INPUT

Physio-
graphic

Data

DESIGN

Graphic
Input

Preliminary
Design

Block
Design

Mainline
Design

FINAL
OUTPUT

Bills of
Quantities

Drawings

Figure 2.1 : Phases in the Design Process

Basic input. This phase involves the accumulation of all relevant physiographic data, which

includes the prevailing soil, plant and climatic characteristics, as well as the field topography.

The topographic data may be incorporated into the computer models either digitally from the

keyboard, or via a graphics tablet using computer aided draughting techniques.
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Design. This phase incorporates three modules, namely preliminary design, block design

and mainline design. As indicated in figure 2.1, the design process Involves considerable

iteration between all three modules until the design is complete.

Final output. To complete the design process a bill of quantities, together with a set of

drawings to be used for installation and future management of the system, are needed.

Three design modules are discussed in more detail below. This discussion aims to identify

the individual design problems within each module; to provide a perspective on the

relationships between these problems within the overall design process; and to introduce the

basic approaches to solving each of the individual problems. Figure 2.2 shows the main

elements of each module. The required input data for each module are shown on the left of

each respective block, and the components that are designed in each module are listed on

the right of each block.

The research has concentrated on the block and mainline design modules.

2.3.1 Preliminary Design

This module centres around three principal design problems, namely: establishing the

operating regime; selecting the emitter on the basis of required operating pressure,

discharge and spacings; and sub-division of the field into blocks.

The first step of the process entails calculating the basic soil/plant/water relationships from

the input data. These include the soil moisture holding capacity and infiltration rates and the

plant water requirements. These relationships are then used as constraints in the ensuing

trial and error process for emitter selection and determination of the operating regime. A set

of required operating and capacity characteristics is calculated; a number of emitters are

then considered and their performance in relation to the required characteristics is examined.

This process is repeated for several sets of required characteristics and in this way a matrix of

possible emitters and related operating characteristics is developed. The designer is then

able to make a selection that best suits the prevailing circumstances.

Division of the field into blocks is carried out principally on the basis of the designer's

intuition, with due consideration of the following factors :

* the chosen operating characteristics limit the maximum number of blocks that can be

irrigated within the complete irrigation cycle;
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INPUT MODULE OUTPUT

Soil, climatic,

crop data

Emitter operating

characteristics

Topography,

field size,

operating regime

PRELIMINARY DESIGN

* Calculate soil/plant/water

constraints

* Select emitter

* Calculate operating

characteristics

* Subdivide the field

into blocks

'•

Operating regime:

-irrig. cycle length

-irrig. set time

•timing of sets

Layout:

-division into blocks

-emitter spacing

Emitters:

-type

-nominal discharge

Capacity :

-system applic. rate

-max. applic. depth

Pipe alignments,

topography,

allowed head loss

Crop yield &

economic data

Valve pressure

&flow

requirements,

topography,

energy costs

BLOCK DESIGN

* Determine pipe-network

alignments

* Carry out hydraulic

calculations to determine

lateral pipe diameters

Same for manifold diameters

* Catc. system performance

MAINLINE DESIGN

* Establish the layout

* Sequence the valves

* Optimize diameter selection

& pumping requirements

Establish control elements

Block Network:

-pipe diameters

Capacity;

-pressures flow

requirements

Performance:

-all values

Control ;

-valve sizes &

locations

Layout:

-alignments of

laterals &

manifold

Operating regime:

-operating point

Mainline Network:

-pipe diameters

Pumping :

-main & booster

pump sizes

-pumping regime

Operating Regime:

-valve sequencing

Capacity:

-max. discharge in

the system

Layout:

-mainline

configuration

Control:

-all elements

Figure 2.2 : The Design Modules
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* the size of each block determines the flow requirement for the block, which must be

practicable in terms of the available supply;

* the block dimensions determine the block pipe-network dimensions, which must be

economical.

2.3.2 Block Design

This module entails:

* determination of the block pipe-network alignments;

* determination of the pipe diameters; and

* an assessment of the system performance for the block being designed.

This is carried out for each irrigation block in turn.

Pipe alignments. The lateral pipes are aligned parallel to the planted rows. The position of

the manifold, which transects each of the laterals, is then established on the basis of both

practical convenience and hydraulic considerations. These hydraulic considerations arise out

of the fact that the manifold divides the laterals into two sets, lying on either side of the

manifold. Ideally, the manifold should be positioned such that the lengths of the laterals

running uphill away from the manifold are maximized, within the constraints of the allowable

pressure loss in the system.

Pipe diameters. The pipe diameters are established using the allowed pressure variation in

the system as a design parameter. The general procedure for a given pipe involves first of all

establishing an allowed pressure envelope, defined by the topographic elevations along the

length of the pipe and the allowable pressure variation within the pipe. The upper and lower

limits of the envelope represent the maximum and minimum allowable hydraulic grade lines

respectively along the pipe being designed. Then, starting at the furthest end of the pipe with

the smallest available diameter, the pressure head in the pipe is calculated for points along its

length, working back towards its inlet. This pressure head will increase exponentially as the

flow in the pipe increases, because more and more outlets are included along the length

being considered. Considering this curve in the other direction {i.e. in the direction of flow in

the pipe), the exponential shape represents the decreasing rate of head loss due to friction,

per unit length, as the flow in the pipe decreases. As soon as the actual hydraulic grade line

for the diameter of pipe being considered rises steeply towards the upper limit of the allowed

envelope, the pipe is replaced by a larger diameter, thereby reducing the rate of pressure

loss due to friction. The process is continued until the inlet is reached. The pipe will then

have been designed with the smallest possible diameters (and therefore the cheapest) that

will keep the pressure variation within the allowable limits. A more detailed discussion of this

design process is given in chapter 4.
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This process is carried out for each lateral in turn, and then using the results from the lateral

design, it is repeated for the manifold. At the end of this process, the pressure and flow

required at the block valve, for irrigation of the block, are known.

Evaluation. The last step of the block design process involves a calculation of various

performance parameters for the designed block. These parameters include indices of both

the quality of the irrigation that will be applied by the designed system, and the expected

economic benefits that will result from the use of the system.

The system is designed for a pre-specified capacity, which depends on the expected crop

water requirements. However it may in fact be operated at different levels of intensity up to a

maximum level defined by its capacity. Maximum benefits may not necessarily accrue from

operating the system at its full capacity, which implies always providing all of the plant water

requirement. In some cases, the nett benefits may be increased by operating the system

below capacity, thereby providing the plant with less than its full requirement (so called

deficit irrigation). The evaluation process includes an analysis of the effects of operating the

designed system at different levels of intensity. A procedure for determining the optimal level

of operation of the system by dynamic programming has been developed and is discussed in

chapter 5.

2.3.3 Mainline Design

This module entails the following design problems:

* establishing the pipeline layout;

* establishing the operating sequence of the valves (irrigation blocks) within the irrigation

cycle;

* determining the diameters of the pipes; and

* establishing the pumping requirements for the system.

Layout. The routing of the pipelines from the water source to the block valves is

straightforward to achieve, but difficult to optimize. Since there are normally an infinite

number of alternative routes, any one of them will generally satisfy the requirements of the

problem. However, it is difficult to establish which of these routes involves the minimum cost

in terms of both capital and operating expenses. For example, the topography of the site may

be such that minimizing the total length of pipes results in the need for larger diameter pipes

in order to avoid excessive pressure loss due to friction. In addition, there may be certain

practical considerations which influence the route of the pipelines. For example, in an

established farm it may be preferable to align the main pipelines alongside the existing roads

rather than through already planted fields.
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Thus the layout of the pipelines is normally established on a principally intuitive basis. The

proposed computer model provides a rapid evaluation of a selected layout. This enables the

designer to specify several alternative layouts and to evaluate each of them on the basis of

estimated cost before deciding on the final route.

Valve sequencing. The total number of operating schedules in the irrigation cycle is

established as part of the operating regime during the preliminary design process. The valve

sequencing problem entails allocating each of the block valves to one of the operating

schedules. Ideally, this should be done so as to minimize the flow in each section of the

pipeline in each operating schedule; and also to balance the pressure and flow requirements

at the source in each schedule. However, this implies spreading the flow throughout the

network in each schedule and this may be impractical from an operating point of view, if the

network extends over a considerable area and the valves are manually operated, it may be

more practical to have groups of valves that are close together operating simultaneously in

each schedule.

The proposed computer model provides an algorithm that attempts to optimize the valve

sequencing on the basis of the above-mentioned principles. It also allows the designer to

manually override the computer determined schedules.

Pipe diameters and pumping requirements. The pipe diameters and pumping

requirements have to be established such that the pressure and flow requirements at the

valves are satisfied. There is a trade off between trying to reduce the capital costs of the

network by selecting small diameter pipes and trying to reduce the operating costs by having

the lowest possible pressure head requirement at the source. The smaller the diameters of

the pipes, the higher the pressure loss due to friction along their length and hence the higher

the pressure requirement at the source.

An optimum solution to this problem can be found using the techniques of linear programming,

as long as the network is completely branching (no loops) and has only one source. This is

described in detail in chapter 6.

2.4 Design of Design Software

As discussed in chapter 1, the computer programs that have been developed as part of this

work are considered to be central to the proposed design process. In order to fulfill their
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required function, it is essential that these programs should operate efficiently and accurately.

Structuring of the computer programs has therefore constituted an important aspect of the

research effort.

Three components to this problem can be identified. Firstly, the actual analysis routines,

which carry out the mathematical design procedures, have to be formulated. The success of

these routines is measured by the speed and accuracy with which they generate results.

Accuracy in this sense is determined by their ability to handle all design problems, including

those of an irregular nature, without resulting in a software failure.

Secondly, routines have to be designed for the validation of the input data, prior to analysis.

Once the required data have been supplied by the user, they should be checked by the

computer to ensure that they conform to both the format and the limits that can be handled by

the analysis routines. This prevents the generation of unnecessary errors during computation.

The third aspect of the software structuring problem relates to the nature of the user-machine

interaction. The development of so called demand-mode computing has enabled the user to

interact with the computer, during the design process, via a specifically designed dialogue.

The most appropriate nature of this dialogue, for specific problems, has been the subject of a

considerable amount of study, much of which is summarised by James and Robinson (1982).

They believe that the importance of formulating a good man-machine dialogue cannot be

over-emphasized. Newstead and Wynne (1976), and Roy (1980), found that suitably

designed interactive procedures can assist the user in making the judgements necessary for

the solution of multi-objective problems by providing more complete information. However,

James and Robinson believe that "...if the method of communicating with the computer is

complicated and exacting, or the dialogue ambiguous, the positive aspects of computing will

be nullified."

The interactive dialogue has two principal functions, firstly to assist the user to input the

required data for the model, and secondly to guide the user through the design process. In

this latter regard the interaction should not be an inflexible step by step process, whereby the

user's role is a passive one of merely inputting the data and then reading the results of the

analysis. Since ultimately all design decisions should be made by the designer, the

interactive procedure should ensure that the user receives full information regarding all

options in a multi-objective problem, and in such a form that he is able to make a correct and

well informed decision.
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James and Robinson have formulated a set of nine criteria and suggestions for the

appropriate design of interactive systems, aimed at achieving the above-mentioned

objectives:

1. The dialogue should be terse, coherent, and unambiguous, yet should be conducive to a

cooperative attitude. The dialogue should flow smoothly from one concept to the next,

following a logical sequence that is clear to the user.

2. Prompts should be concise and should always be presented in the same manner and

position on the screen. Each prompt should be numbered so as to enable reference to a

pocket manual for aid.

3. The user should not be required to respond to more than one idea at a time.

4. The input translation routine should accept free format data.

5. The computer should always respond to the user. Some indication should be given that

the user's response is being processed.

6. The user must be able to observe and control the procedure and be able to abort the

current state of the system and/or reset the procedure to the initial state, an earlier state,

or a new, user specified, local state.

7. Data entered should be validated by checking syntax and comparing with reasonable

limits.

8. Error messages should be designed to convey information in a manner that is concise

yet does not antagonize the user.

9. Results relayed to the terminal should be ordered and easily read and interpreted, using

graphics or clear print-outs.
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3. REVIEW OF IRRIGATION QUALITY ANALYSIS

3.1 Introduction

Since one of the primary objectives of the research relates to the development of evaluation

parameters for incorporation into the design process, it is necessary to review the current

state of the art.

A substantial amount of work has been done in establishing methods to measure and

evaluate the performance of Irrigation systems. Meriam etal. (1981) have identified four

purposes for this work as follows:

1. To determine the efficiency of the system as it is being used.

2. To determine how effectively the system can be operated and whether it can be

improved.

3. To obtain information that will assist engineers in designing other systems.

4. To obtain information for comparing various methods, systems and operating procedures

as a basis for economic decisions.

As can be seen from these purposes, the orientation of this work has been in the evaluation of

existing systems, rather than in the design of new systems. The various performance

parameters that have been proposed in the literature have been determined in each case

from field measurements made on operating systems. Notwithstanding this, several authors

(Karmeli et.al., 1978 and Walker, 1979) have identified the potential advantages of

incorporating these performance concepts into the design process. This chapter therefore

presents a review of past approaches to the evaluation of irrigation system performance,

together with discussion on the possible adaptation of these approaches for use in the design

process.

In order to evaluate an irrigation system, some measure of the quality of the irrigation

delivered by the system is needed. Ultimately, since the purpose of irrigating is to improve

production, this quality must be measured in terms of the yield attained from the crop. In

other words, some measure of the extent to which the irrigation has influenced the yield is

needed. Considerable experimental and theoretical research has been done in investigating

yield/water relationships for various crops. This work has focused on the relationships

between the amount of water supplied to the crop and the resultant yield, and also on the

effect of various irrigation scheduling practices on the yield. However, these relationships are
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difficult to establish since they are also dependent on several other prevailing factors, such as

the climate, the soil, cultivation practices and crops varieties. These other factors are not

easily isolated, so that control experiments are difficult to set up. Notwithstanding this, some

general relationships have been developed for a number of crops, and models relating these

relationships to the irrigation system have been proposed.

Since the dispersion of water from an irrigation system is not uniform, the general approach in

the design of systems is to attempt to supply l\»an adequate average irrigation depth, ... with

reasonably high uniformity... in order to minimize the reduction in crop yield as a consequence of the

non-uniformity of the irrigation" (Chaudhry 1978). However, improved uniformity implies

increased system and operating costs, and therefore an optimal system is not necessarily

one in which uniformity is maximised. Ideally, in order to establish a profit maximising

objective function for the design of irrigation systems, the relationship between the costs of

the system and the expected yield is required. This aspect of system design is discussed

further in chapter 5.

Given the difficulties inherent in determining the abovementioned relationships, past work

has concentrated on the definition of parameters which measure certain aspects of the water

dispersion in the field. Once the amount of irrigation water required in the field has been

established on the basis of knowledge of the plant evapotranspiration and the moisture

condition of the soil, the irrigation quality can be defined in terms of the extent to which it

meets this requirement. For any point in the field the requirement (depth) at the time of

irrigation, and the amount of water applied (depth) during irrigation can be measured. Thus

the extent to which the given point has been over or under irrigated can also be calculated. If

this measurement is integrated over the whole field, then the following parameters can be

determined:

1. The extent (area) of the field which was under irrigated (deficit);

2. The extent (area) of the field which was over irrigated (excess);

3. The respective deficit and excess water volumes.

If it were required, it would also be possible to identify the specific regions in the field which

are respectively in deficit or excess. However, in the overall evaluation of the irrigation this is

generally not done. Instead the data are aggregated and expressed in the form of the

cumulative depth versus area irrigated relationship, which is discussed in section 3.2.3 of this

chapter. From this relationship several different quality parameters can be defined. These

can be classified into two principal groups :
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1 . Efficiency measures which give an indication of the extent to which the irrigation has

been usefully utilised. These measures are based on the extent and volume of the

deficit and the excess.

2. Uniformity measures which give an indication of the evenness with which the irrigation

was applied in the field. These measures are based on the extent to which the

application depths vary from the overall average application depth.

This chapter consists of firstly a review of the various methods which have been used to

describe the distribution of water resulting from an irrigation; followed by a review of the

numerous efficiency and uniformity measures respectively that have been developed in the

literature. Finally some discussion is presented of the appropriateness and possible

adaptation of these measures for use in the design process.

3.2 Water Distribution Functions

3.2.1 Single Emitter

The description of the overall field distribution begins with the analysis of the distribution from

a single emitter. Three possible situations can be identified:

1. A sprinkler or sprayer that is stationary during the irrigation;

2. A sprinkler or sprayer that moves during irrigation;

3. A stationary drip (trickle) irrigation emitter.

Stationary sprinkler

In order to be able to analyze and compare distributions of water obtained from single

stationary sprinklers, the American Society of Agricultural Engineers (ASAE) (1969)

established a standard testing procedure. This procedure entails the definition of a square

grid matrix which is superimposed over the sprinkler being tested. "Catch cans" are then

placed in the field at the nodes of the grid to measure the precipitation resulting from the

operating sprinkler over a given period of time.

The results of this testing procedure provide point values on a square pattern of the depth of

water being spread from the sprinkler In a given time. The size of intervals on the grid is not

specified in the ASAE standard, and is therefore selected by the tester, and will naturally

depend on the purpose of the test. A sprinkler manufacturer wanting to test the operation of

one of his sprinklers would probably select a relatively fine grid, whereas a farmer evaluating

his system in the field would probably utilize a more coarse grid in which the intervals were

some whole fraction of the sprinkler spacing of his system.
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Other satient aspects of the testing procedure include rigorous measurements of the

prevailing operating conditions, such as the sprinkler flow rate and pressure, the general

climatic conditions at the time of the test and wind measurements.

Alternatively, simple geometric shapes which will approximate the distribution pattern

expected from a single sprinkler have been proposed. Instead of the point measurements

obtained from the testing procedure, mathematical expressions can be derived from the

assumed shapes for the precipitation expected from an operating sprinkler at any point within

its circular distribution pattern. Bittenger and Longenbaugh (1962) developed analyses for

both triangular and elliptical distributions as shown in Figure 3.1.

In the figure, r is the wetted radius of the sprinkler and h is the precipitation rate (mm/h) at the

sprinkler. Considering a point p at a distance s from the sprinkler, then the precipitation rate,

.Pp, at this point is given by :

Pp = h[(r-s)/r] (mm/h) (3.1)

for the triangular pattern, and

Pp = h[(r2-sz)/rz]* (mm/h) (3.2)

for the elliptical pattern.

Moving sprinkler

With the development of mechanical irrigation systems in which the sprinkler moves

continuously during irrigation, appropriate methods for describing the distribution have had to

be developed. Special test conditions can be set up in order to make field measurements.

However, this is not as practicable as in the case of the stationary sprinkler. For the moving

systems, the mathematical analyses developed by Bittenger and Longenbaugh have proved

to be more useful than the experimental methods, in describing the distribution patterns.

Heermann and Hein (1968) found that both the triangular and the elliptical models gave

figures which were not significantly different from those obtained experimentally in tests on

two different center-pivot systems.

Equations 3.1 and 3.2 can be extended for both lateral-move systems (straight line path of

sprinkler) and center-pivot systems (circular path of sprinkler) as follows :

a) Lateral-move systems. With reference to Figure 3.2a, s is given by :

s = (miri+y2fh (3.3)
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(a) plan view

(b) section showing assumed triangular distribution

(c) section showing assumed elliptical distribution

Figure 3.1 Assumed geometric patterns of water distribution from a single operating

sprinkler (r = wetted radius on the ground; h = application rate In mm/h)
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*T~path of travel
direction of move

Figure 3.2(a) Analysis of distribution pattern for a moving sprinkler: lateral move

And if the travel speed of the sprinkler is v, and it takes time t to move from its present

position to a point perpendicular to p, then :

y - vt (3.4)

By substitution in equations 3.1 and 3.2, the precipitation rate at point p and time t after

the sprinkler was perpendicular to p, is given by:

Pp = h[r-(m2r2

for the triangular pattern, and

(mm/h)

h [r2 - (mzr2 + vzt2) ]Vr (mm/h)

(3.5)

(3.6)

for the elliptical pattern.

Thus, if the sprinkler takes time T to move from a point perpendicular to p to a point

where p is on the circumference of the wetted circle formed by the sprinkler, then the

total depth of precipitation, Dp, at point p for a single pass of the sprinkler is :

j Pp dt (mm)
o

3.6
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Substituting equations 3.5 and 3.6 respectively into equation 3.7 and solving, gives :

\m\

1] ] Mv (3.8)

for the triangular pattern, and

Dp »= (l-m2)nkr/2v

for the elliptical pattern.

(3.9)

tt can be seen that Mv and %hr/2v give the depth of precipitation along the sprinkler's

path of travel for the triangular and elliptical patterns respectively. Thus the terms in the

brackets of equations 3.8 and 3.9 are dimensionless, and represent the fraction of the

maximum depth which is received along a path which is fraction m of the wetted radius r

away from the sprinkler's path.

b) Center-pivot systems. With reference to figure 3.2b, s is given by:

5 = [(R + mr)2 - 2R(R + mr)cos a + R2)* (3.10)

By substituting equation 3.10 into equations 3.1 and 3.2 respectively, and each of these

into equation 3.7, relatively complex expressions for the depth of application at point p

are obtained. Nevertheless, these expressions are readily evaluated using numerical

methods and hence lend themselves to solution by computer.

path of travel

pivot

Figure 3.2(b) Analysts of distribution pattern for a moving sprinkler: center-pivot.
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Single dripper

The emitters in a drip irrigation system provide a point source for water, which infiltrates

directly into the soil at the point of emission. Any lateral spreading of the wetted area on the

soil surface is due to forces within the soil matrix, rather than forces imparted by the emitter.

Thus in assessing the distribution characteristics of drip irrigation systems, measurements of

the application depth of various points over the irrigated area are no longer meaningful. The

principal parameter related to distribution, from the point of view of the actual emitter, is its

discharge rate, which is in turn dependent on the physical characteristics of the emitter and

on the operating pressure. Karmeli and Keller (1975) conducted extensive analysis of the

discharge characteristics of individual drippers. They classified the emitters in terms of the

generalized flow/pressure relation:

qe = kP* (3.11)

Where qe = the emitter flow (/ph).

k = a proportionality factor, characteristic of each emitter.

P = the operating pressure head (m).

x = the emitter discharge exponent, characteristic of the water flow regime

within the emitter.

The lower the value of x, the less the discharge will be affected by pressure variations in the

irrigation system. For laminar flow x = 1.0, wheras for fully turbulent flow in the emitter,

x = 0.5. In practice, for the most common long path emitters, x is somewhere between 0.5

and 1.0. Some pressure-compensating emitters have been developed, for which x < 0.5. In

fully compensating emitters, the discharge will be constant regardless of the pressure

variations, implying a value of x = 0.0.

In designing drip irrigation systems it is important to have an assessment of the water

distribution pattern in the soil profile. As the water infiltrates the soil, it spreads to form a

'wetted bulb* radiating from the source. Eventually a steady flow situation Is reached in the

relevant area around the emitter. The zone immediately around the source is saturated and

the dimensions of the wetted bulb are constant. The extent of this bulb depends on the

discharge rate and on the soil characteristics. In general, the higher the discharge rate and

the lower the infiltrability of the soil, the larger the wetted area. Also, the higher the discharge

rate, the greater the affect of gravity, resulting in an elongation of the bulb in the vertical

direction (i.e. deeper area of wetting) together with a narrowing in the horizontal direction.

3.2.2 Field distribution pattern

The assessments of the distributions from individual emitters are used to develop overall
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patterns of the irrigation distribution in the field. Once again three different situations can be

identified. These are loosely classified in terms of dimensions as follows:

1. Three-dimensional distribution in which the wetted area is continuous throughout the

field. This is normally associated with closely planted field crops under sprinkler

irrigation.

2. Two-dimensional distribution in which the wetting pattern consists of continuous rows,

with a dry area between each row. This is normally associated with wider spaced "row

crops" such as some vegetables and orchards. In these cases the most common

irrigation systems are drip or micro-jet (sprayer) with the lateral lines running parallel to

the rows.

3. One-dimensional distribution in which individual plants are irrigated and only the area

around the plant is wetted. This occurs in orchards with large planting distances, and

is normally associated with drip systems, but may also occur with sprayer or even

sprinkler systems.

In order to develop an overall fieid distribution pattern, measurements can be taken over the

whole area, in the same way as was described for single emitters. Alternatively, the patterns

can be built up using a simple overlapping procedure developed by Hart and Heerman

(1976). This procedure assumes that the distribution pattern obtained from a single emitter is

replicable for the other emitters in the field. Thus, starting with the point values on the grid

matrix for the single emitter, the matrix is shifted left and right, and up and down, sufficiently

to provide a new, composite pattern with the sprinkler position repeated at the appropriate

spacing. The sprinkler spacing must be some whole integer multiple of the grid intervals, so

that the values on the grid of each sprinkler coincide with each other in the area where they

overlap. Then the overall pattern is developed by simply adding together all the values

occurring at each point of the new composite grid.

This process can be described mathematically:

Given an m x n matrix consisting of elements a^ describing the distribution from an

individual emitter

Then within the p x q matrix describing the composite distribution pattern within the

rectangle described by the four positions of adjacent sprinklers in the field the elements fyy

are given by :

bki = 2 2 flrs (3.12)
r=k s=l
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where r = k, k+p, k + 2p... rmax and rmax<m

s = 4 / + qt I + 2q... s m a r and smax < n

Hart and Heerman investigated the reliability of this process in describing real irrigation

situations. In particular they considered the effects of the variations in winds during and

between irrigations. They compared the pattern formed by the results from a single sprinkler,

with patterns obtained from overlapping the results from a series of sprinklers on a lateral line

which is moved with each irrigation. They found the single sprinkler analysis to be

satisfactorily accurate.

The same overlapping analysis can be carried out using the mathematical expressions

derived from the assumed geometric shapes of the distribution pattern of Individual emitters,

as discussed in the previous section. Furthermore, these expressions provide an approach

for describing the overall patterns obtained from continuous move systems, for which the

summation of stationary point values procedure is not valid.

Given the generalized integral shown in equation 3.7, for the depth of application at point p

from a single continuously moving sprinkler:

Then an expression for the depth of application, DB at point p due to irrigation from several

sprinklers on a continuous move system, is given simply by :

n \
D6 = 2 Dp (3.13)

Where n = the number of sprinklers in the system that irrigate point p.

Dp = the depth of application from one pass of the system at point p from

sprinkler i , as derived from solving expression 3.7.

Once the data on application depths in the field have been collected, they are arranged in the

form of a frequency histogram, as shown in Figure 3.3.

The histogram shows application depth versus area receiving the given depth or greater, for a

hypothetical 20 Ha plot. This frequency distribution provides the basis for extensive analysis

of the quality of the irrigation. These methods of analysis are discussed in more detail in the

following sections of this chapter. It is important to note that arranging the data in this form

provides an indication of what fractions of the field being irrigated receive specific depths.

However, it does not indicate where these specific fractions are located in the field. It is

assumed that the quality of the irrigation can be assessed through analysis of this frequency

distribution, without reference to location in the field (See section 3.3).
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Figure 3.3 Example of an application depth vs area Irrigated histogram for a 20Ha plot.

3.2.3 Functional forms of the distribution pattern

The arrangement of the distribution pattern data in the form of a frequency histogram lends

itself to the development of mathematical functions to describe the distribution. From these

functions, several parameters that describe the distribution pattern and provide a measure of

the quality of the irrigation can then be identified.

The first step in this process is to form the normalized dimensionless distribution curve shown

in Figure 3.4 by dividing each application depth by the average depth, and each area by the

total area. The curve is then drawn by joining the midpoints of each frequency In the

histogram. Note that the average depth of application is 1.0 on the new scale and that the

total area bound by the two axes and the curve is equal to 1.0. This latter property implies that

any function,/fxj, used to describe this distribution curve will be a normalized density function.

Several functional forms have been proposed. Howell (1964) suggested the process of

determining as many moments as possible to characterize the distribution. However Hart and

Heerman (1976) have shown that the first two moments (i.e. the mean and variance of the

distribution) are sufficient for most purposes, particularly when a standardized function is

used.
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Figure 3.4 Normalized dimensioniess distribution curve

Since the application depth frequency curve generally approximates an MSN shape, Hart

(1961) proposed a normal distribution model to describe the distribution pattem. Once the

mean and standard deviation of the data are known, then the distribution is completely

defined by the expression:

Q(y) (3.14)

Where Q(y) = The area under the normal distribution curve from y to ®, which in this

case represents the fraction of the area which receives dimensioniess

application depth? or greater;

s = The standard deviation of the application depths;

y = The average application depth;

Y = The dimensioniess depth for which the following holds :y=<y=< ®

The coefficient of variation v « 5>£"provides an indication of the uniformity of the distribution. A

small value of v implies a highly uniform irrigation, characterized by a concentration of the

application depths around the mean, and hence a frequency distribution curve tending

towards the horizontal.
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A larger value of v Implies a less uniform Irrigation with a greater spread of application depths

giving a more "stretched out" distribution curve. This is illustrated in Figure 3.5.

0.2
Fractional Area, x

0.4 0.5 0.6 1.0

Figure 3.5 Examples of the S shaped cumulative frequency curve for varying values

of the coefficient of variation v.

On the basis of above, Karmeli (1977) has proposed an alternative linear model to describe

the distribution pattern. In this model, the distribution is given by:

Y = bX (3.15)

Where Y =

X =

a,b =

dimensionless precipitation depth

fraction of total area

linear regression coefficients
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The constants a and b are determined by least squares regression. Karmeli argues that for

distributions where v is large, the linear mode! provides a better fit than the normal

distribution model, since the errors at both extremes of the frequency curve will be smaller for

the linear model. Also, whereas the normal model might be expected to provide a better fit

than the linear mode! in cases where v is small, in fact the linear model should provide a good

fit since in these cases most of the values are concentrated around the mean and therefore

the errors at each extreme of the curve will be limited.

Karmeli calibrated his model for several different distribution patterns, with a wide range of

values of v. The regressions yielded intuitively sound models with highly significant

goodness-of-fit statistics in each case, indicating most satisfactory models, the principal

advantage of Karmeli's mode! is its simplicity, particularly in developing the irrigation quality

parameters which are discussed in the following sections.

The gamma and beta distribution models

Several variations of these two basic models have been proposed. Chaudhry (1978)

examined the effects of the skewness of observed distribution patterns, together with the

exclusion of negative observations, on the fit of the normal model. He proposed an

alternative gamma distribution model, which can account for the observed skewness and

eliminates the negative observations. It also provides more accurate evaluations, than the

normal model, of some of the irrigation quality parameters discussed in the following

sections. By this mode! the area fraction, a, which receives depth ya or greater is given by:

a -

Where 7 (r) = the incomplete gamma function.
m
T(r) = the complete gamma function.

2
r = the parameter of the gamma distribution, which in this case is 4/Cs.

Cs = the coefficient of skewness = [ 2 (y\-y)i]/s*N

'a = [ y a - F ] / 5

Elliot et a! (1980) proposed an alternative beta distribution model which they believed was

more flexible than the gamma distribution in modelling any skewness of the application depth

data. They calibrated the model using a simple transformation to constrain the dimensionless

depth values between 0 and 1, and method-of-moments estimates to calculate the

parameters a and 0. They compared the fits of normal, linear and beta models on 2 450

different overlapped sprinkler patterns, using the RMS error statistic as a means of

comparison. They found that the beta model consistently gave a better fit than the other two

models. However they concluded that the normal and linear models are more practical than
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the beta model since they are simpler to calibrate and provide adequate results. They found

further that the linear model provided a better fit for non-uniform patterns, but that the reverse

was true for more uniform patterns. Since the most common patterns fait into the more

uniform category, they recommend the general use of the normal model.

Seniwongse et al (1972) used the Chi-square test to compare the goodness of fit of the

gamma and normal distributions. They found that in fact the normal model generally provided

better fits than the gamma model, and they determined further that for highly uniform

patterns, the skewness and kurtosis of the distributions had a negligible effect on the values

of the various irrigation performance parameters.

Evaluating the distributions

Once the dimensionless depth distribution function has been determined, several evaluative

interpretations can be made. In Figure 3.6, the dimensionless depth of water required

throughout the field at the time of irrigation is given by the broken horizontal line dividing area

A from area B. Then, given the dimensionless depth frequency curve shown in the figure,

area A represents the volume of water which was used to satisfy the irrigation requirement;

area B represents the volume of water lost to deep percolation in the soil; and area C

represents the shortfall volume of water in areas of the field that were under-irrigated. The

intersection of the frequency curve with the irrigation requirement line indicates that

approximately 55% of the field was adequately irrigated and that the remaining 45% was

under-irrigated.

Dimensionless Cumulative Area, x
0.2 0.4 (0.55) 0.6 0.8 1.0

•="0.4

<
" 12

I 1.6

Dimensionless Requirement

Needed Depth of
Water to Replenish
Roof Zone

Figure 3.6 Analysis of the cumulative frequency distribution curve.
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On the basis of these analyses several parameters measuring the efficiency of the irrigation

can be calculated. Furthermore, the shape of the frequency curve provides a measure of the

uniformity of the distribution. These parameters are discussed further in the following

sections.

3.3 Efficiency

In the engineering context, the term "efficiency" generally refers to the ratio of output to input.

This context is applied to irrigation, where the inputs and outputs are quantities of water.

Numerous different efficiencies have been defined in the literature, differing from each other

on the basis of what each of the inputs and outputs represent.

Bos and Nugteren (1974) defined a set of efficiencies based on the four basic water quantities

as shown schematically in Figure 3.7. These efficiencies were used to evaluate irrigation data

form several different countries with greatly varying crops, climatic and other physiographic

conditions and Irrigation methods. The set proved to be adequate for developing a

composite picture of the efficiency of different irrigation methods over a wide range of

operating conditions. However, this efficiency was measured in terms of overall water

utilization, rather than actual irrigation efficiency.

Vn, Va, Vf, Vt * water volumes
w « crop requirement at time of irrigation

P e * effective rainfall
ea * application efficiency
e^ r farm ditch efficiency

e c * water conveyance efficiency
e^ • distribution efficiency
ef * farm efficiency
e p • overall project efficiency

Figure 3.7 Set of efficiencies defined by Bos & Nugteren (1974)
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Several investigators have developed measures of irrigation efficiency by defining a fifth basic

water quantity, viz. the quantity of water which is beneficially used during one irrigation cycle.

Although this is a more difficult parameter to measure or determine than the other four, it

does enable a more rigorous analysis of the irrigation performance than the set defined by

Bos and Nugteren.

Many of the efficiency measures are very similar to each other, but are defined in the literature

slightly differently and may therefore have different names. A list of the principal parameters

is provided on the following pages on the basis of the terms that will be adopted for this

chapter. In cases where alternative terms have been used for these parameters in the

literature, these terms are listed together with their respective sources.

The following measures are expressed in terms of depths and volumes defined in figure 3.8 :

Maximum and average deficit (Hart and Reynolds 1965)

The average deficit is given by Volume-*4/a, and the maximum deficit by/ /R - / /m i n .

Application eff iciency (Hart and Heerman 1976; Karmeli et al 1978; Walker 1979;

Chaudhry 1978)

This is the fraction of the total application that is made available to the plant, as given by

Volume-5/Volume-D. It has been alternatively referred to as :

Water storage efficiency (Hart and Reynolds 1965)

Effective water application (Howell 1964)

Deep percolation efficiency (Hart, Peri and Skogerboe 1979)

Requirement efficiency (Walker 1979)

Defined as the fraction of the total requirement that is met, as given by Volume-B/Volume-£. It

has been alternatively referred to as :

Availability factor (Hart and Reynolds 1965; Chaudhry 1978)

Storage efficiency (Karmeli et at 1978; Hart et al 1979)

1 - deficiency coefficient (Peri and Skogerboe 1978)

Delivery eff iciency (Hart et al 1979)

If we have a measure of losses, other than deep percolation, due to factors such as wind drift,

evaporation and runoff, then this parameter is defined as the fraction of the total volume of
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krigttttf Arti

'•in

W«ttr HT
Otpth

'IIX

cufflulitivt friqutncy curvt

a * area of the field which Is deficiently irrigated
AT • total area of the field

'max

niniiTun appl icat ion depth

maxinun applicat ion depth

HR * requirement at the time of irrigation

Hn

average applicat ion depth

average del ivery depth

The numbers below refer to points on the above diagram, and the areas they

enclose designate volunes as follows :

Volune-A * 12 ,7 ,8 ,12 ( d e f i c i t volume)

Volune-B « 4 , 5 , 6 , 7 , 1 2 , 4 (volune received by the p lan t )

Volune-C * 2 ,4 ,12 ,11 ,2 (excess volune)

Volune-D « 2 , 5 , 6 , 7 , 1 2 , 1 1 , 2 ( t o t a l applied volune)

Volune-E • 4 , 5 , 6 , 8 , 4 (required volune)

Volune-F • 1 ,5 ,6 ,10 ,1 ( t o t a l del ivered volune)

Figure 3.8 Cumulative depth vs irrigated area curve, showing measurements defining

the various efficiency and uniformity parameters.
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water delivered that is effective in the irrigation. It is given by Volumes/Volume-/7 and has

been alternatively referred to as:

Tailwater efficiency or 1 - proportion of tailwater (Karmeti et al 1978)

Fraction of deep percolation (Karmell et al 1978)

This the fraction of the total application which is lost to deep percolation, and is given by

Volume-C/Volume-Z).

Application ratio (Chaudhry 1978)

This is the ratio of the average application depth to the required depth, as given by H^/H^. It

has been alternatively referred to as:

The application coefficient (Peri and Skogerboe 1978)

The distribution coefficient (Hart and Reynolds 1965)

Delivery coefficient (Perl and Skogerboe 1978)

This is the ratio of the delivery depth to the required depth, as given by H0/HR.

3.4 Uniformity

Similarly, numerous concepts of uniformity have been defined, and these are reviewed below

(summarised in Karmeli et al 1978 and Hart and Heermann 1976).

Christiansen Uniformity Concept - UCC (Christiansen 1942)

Christiansen first suggested a uniformity coefficient which gave the absolute mean deviation

of the various application depths from the average depth, over the whole field, expressed as a

fraction of this average depth. It was expressed mathematically as follows :

UCC = 100[l-( 2\X}-X\)/NX] (3.17)

Where N = the number of observations X\.

X = the average application depth.

Wilcox and Swailes - UCW (1947)

Wilcox and Swailes replaced the absolute mean deviation from the mean, with the standard

deviation (sum of squares deviation from the mean), to give the following formula:

UCW = 100(l-s/X) (3.18)
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Where s = the standard deviation.

Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association - UCH (Hart 1961)

If the distribution in the field is normal, then the absolute mean deviation from the mean is

equal to J2 /TTs = 0.798s. Thus Hart proposed the following uniformity coefficient:

UCH = 100(l-0.789s/X) (3.19)

Karmeli et. al. (1978)-UCL

In the linear model proposed by Karmeli et al, the slope of the regression line (coefficient b in

Figure 3.9) gives an indication of the uniformity of the irrigation. The smaller the value of b,

the more uniform the irrigation. For the dimensionless model, as shown in Figure 3.9, the

average deviation from the mean is given by 2[0.5 x 0.5 x (Ymax • Y)]/L And since

0.5b, this average deviation is given by 0.25b/L

- Y =

Thus since the average dimensionless depth = 7, Karmeli et. al. have proposed a uniformity

coefficient (UCL), equivalent to UCC, given by :

UCL = J'0.25\b\ (3.20)

Fraction X of total area irrigated

Dimensionless

Watef Depth

Y

i
Y

Figure 3.9 Dimensionless linear model of cumulative depth vs area irrigated

(after Karmeli et. al. 1978)
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Benami and Hore (1964) - A

These authors proposed an alternative coefficient which considers deviations of observations

greater than the mean separately from deviations of observations less than the mean. Their

coefficient is given as :

g b . b j J b (321)
A = L66Xa-a\Xi>e-XB\)/Na

Where Subscript a refers to observations greater than the mean.

Subscript b refers to observations less than the mean.

X\ »> X\ h are the individual observations.

Xa, Xb are the means of the two groups.

Na, Nb are the number of observations in each group.

Pattern Efficiency- PEU (The USDA; Criddle et. al. 1956)

The United States Department of Agriculture proposed a pattern efficiency coefficient which

expressed the average of the lowest 25% of the observations as a fraction of the overall

average. This is expressed mathematically as :

PEU = 2X^q/NqX (3.22)

Where 2AT( q = the sum of lowest 25% of the observations.

Nq = the number of observations in this group.

X - the mean of all observations

Hart and Heermann (1976) showed that given a normal distribution of depths in the field, an

equivalent pattern efficiency can be calculated as follows :

PEH = 1-L27(s/X) (3.23)

3.5 Appropriate evaluation parameters for design

3.5.1 Qualitative analysis

In order to utilize some of the measures of irrigation quality for design purposes, the multitude

of parameters described above must be screened in order to arrive at the most appropriate

ones to provide a composite picture of the irrigation performance, and to reflect the effects of

the changes made to the design.

As far as efficiency is concerned, it can be seen that all of the parameters listed above can be

derived from six basic measurements, viz ;
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1. The total volume of water delivered by the system.

2. The total volume of water usefully applied to the field.

3. The total crop requirement at the time of irrigation.

4. The volume of the deficit.

5. The volume of the excess (deep percolation).

6. The minimum depth of application.

Hart et al 1979 showed further that all of the parameters described above, apart from the

maximum and average deficits, can be readily derived from the three basic parameters, viz.:

* Water application efficiency

* Water requirement efficiency

* Delivery efficiency

The delivery efficiency is principally a measure of the effect of factors related to the actual

operation of the system in the field. Typical losses that reduce the delivery efficiency are

those due to wind drift, evaporation, runoff and leakage. Thus, whilst delivery efficiency is

affected to some extent by design decisions such as irrigating at night and relating the

emitter spacing to expected wind conditions, it is difficult to measure a priori on the basis of

an assumed distribution pattern. For design purposes, an average, empirically established

value is usually assumed for the whole field. This value will generally be the same for all

design alternatives of a given method of irrigation. This implies that for the purpose of

evaluating a design, the irrigation efficiency can be adequately characterized by the

application and requirement coefficients.

As far as uniformity is concerned, each of the parameters described above expresses some

measure of the deviation of parts of the distribution from the mean. In considering the pattern

efficiencies (PEU and PEH) it is obvious that any number of parameters can be derived by

simply defining different fractions of the distribution. In this sense, the parameters of

Christiansen, Wilcox and Swailes, Hart and Karmeli respectively must be considered as being

the most general, since they all give a measure of the deviation of the total distribution.

Benami and Hore (1964) believe that their coefficient {A) is more sensitive than others,

because it stresses the deviations of deficient observations and also because it is more

sensitive to the larger deviations from the mean than other parameters. Hart and Reynolds

(1976) however, have shown that both of these assumptions are not necessarily correct.

They showed further that for a given sample data set, a simple linear relationship expressing

A in terms of UCC could be established by least squares regression, yielding a correlation
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coefficient of 0.883. They concluded that there appeared to be no apparent advantage in

using A rather than any of the other parameters.

The parameters UCC, UCH and UCL all purport to measure the mean deviation of

observations from the overall mean. The latter two assume different functional forms of the

distribution. Several researchers (notably Hart and Heerman 1979, Seniwongse et al 1972

and Karmeli et al 1978) have investigated the correlation between these parameters for

numerous different sets of data. In all cases high correlation was obtained for simple linear

relationships between any two of the parameters. Furthermore, it can be seen from the

definitions of UCH and UCW that a simple linear relationship exists between these two

parameters. Thus it can be seen that all the uniformity parameters discussed above are very

much equivalent to each other. In the case of computer-based design procedures the

distribution data will be generated in the computer from calculated discharge rates at each

emitter. In this case there is no point in assuming any functional relationship to represent the

distribution, since the uniformity can be calculated directly from these numerical data, using

the formulation for UCC.

A composite picture of the irrigation performance can therefore be developed for alternative

designs from the application and requirement efficiencies and the Christiansen uniformity

coefficient. As long as either the required depth or the average application depth are given,

then these parameters fully characterize the irrigation. (Note: Chaudhry 1978 believes that

the skewness coefficient should also be added as a measure of the extent to which the

distribution is not normal).

The uniformity coefficient is dependent only on the shape of the cumulative frequency curve,

and is independent of the actual depths applied. In other words, it is independent of the

vertical alignment of the point //T on the "water depth" axis in Figure 3.8. In this sense, the

uniformity coefficient is independent of the two efficiency coefficients. These efficiency

parameters however, are determined both by the uniformity (shape of the cumulative

frequency curve) and by the application ratio.

Hansen (1960) and Hart et al (1979) have illustrated this for three different cases as shown in

Figure 3.10. If//R is greater than Hmx (Figure 3.10a), then regardless of the uniformity there

will be no deep seepage, and the application efficiency will therefore be 100%. However, in

this case the requirement efficiency will be the inverse of the application ratio. Alternatively, if

the required depth is less than //mi-n (Figure 3.10b), then the requirement efficiency will be

100% and the application efficiency will be equal to the application ratio. In
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Figure 3.10 Cumulative frequency curves in three extreme cases Illustrating the

relationship between application efficiency, requirement efficiency and

uniformity (symbols as defined in figure 3.8 and the text)
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between these two extremes, when the required depth is greater than / /m i n but less than / /T

(Figure 3.10c), which is the most common situation in practice, then the requirement

efficiency can be increased either by improving the uniformity or by increasing the application

ratio.

Conversely, once the uniformity and average application depth are established, then a given

value of either of the efficiencies will also determine the application ratio. This implies that if

predetermined minimum acceptable values of the efficiencies are specified, then for a given

uniformity the application ratio can be determined. In other words, for a given distribution

pattern in the field (which fixes the uniformity) the application ratio can be established by

specifying the required values of the efficiencies.

Thus it can be seen that these three parameters can be used to provide a complete

description of an irrigation. Hart and Reynolds (1965) produced a complete table of feasible

values of these parameters, thereby characterising all possible irrigations within this feasible

range. Hart et al (1979) illustrated this characterisation graphically for a given uniformity.

Walker (1979) and Chaudhry (1978) developed analytical solutions for the relationships

characterizing an irrigation. Both of these models also yield the size of the area which will be

deficiently irrigated.

3.5.2 Economic analysis

Whereas a number of researchers have investigated the inter-relationships between all of the

abovementioned parameters, in order to characterize an irrigation qualitatively, limited work

has been done to investigate their use in any economic evaluation of irrigation performance.

Hart et. al. (1979) have proposed the possible formulation of a composite objective function Q

given by:

Q = C^p + CaEa + CsEd+C^a (3.24)

where Er, Ea and £ d are the requirement, application and delivery efficiencies respectively,

C/d is the uniformity coefficient and C^ ... C$ are weighting factors giving the relative

importance of each quality parameter in the overall evaluation. These weights reflect the

economic factors related to each of the parameters. Hart et. al. have suggested that Cy and

Q are both related to crop yield and water quantity and the associated earnings and costs; C2

is related to the cost of deep percolation; and C3 is related to the cost of distribution losses.

They have not however, suggested how Q can be evaluated, nor how it can be related to any

absolute measure of irrigation quality.
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If, within the framework of the normal minimum cost design practice, the irrigation quality is to

be maximised, then equation 3.24 can be reformulated as an objective function as follows:

Min [Q] = Ks + K0 + Cy(l-ET) + Ct(hEJ + Ctfl-EJ + Crfl-UJ (3.25)

Where K& = the irrigation system capital costs.

Ko = the system operating costs.

C\ = the respective costs minus earnings associated with each quality

parameter.

Note that the quality measures have been expressed in the form : 1 - the parameter, in order

to maintain the consistency of the minimizing objective function. It can be seen that the last

four terms of equation 3.25 represent the "cost of non-uniformity". If the irrigation was perfectly

uniform (£/d = 1) and exactly the right amount of water was applied, so that HR/HT = 7, giving

Er = Ea = Ed = i , then these four terms would all be equal to zero.

If the system capital and operating costs, rationalized over the expected life of the system,

can be expressed in dollars (or other monetary units) per cubic meter of water delivered by

the system, Cw, then :

C3 - V6CU (3.26)

andC2 « VaCu (3.27)

Where Kd = the total volume delivered.

Ka = the total volume applied in the field.

Ci and Q however are more difficult to establish, due to the fact that the parameters Er and

Ud are aggregate measures. In this regard they echo one of the classic problems in the use

of mathematical modelling for systems analysis. The derivation of these measures results in

the discarding of data regarding the spatial relationships between individual observations.

From Er it is possible to calculate the average deficit, Z>, in the field from :

D = VR(1-Er)/Ad (3.28)

Where VR = the volume required.

Av = the area in deficit.

And the loss of earnings due to this deficit from :

ID = (Py-Ky)Y0 (3.29)
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Where LD = loss of earnings/unit area/unit depth of deficit

P y = price earned/unit of yield.

Ky - production cost/unit of yield.

yD = loss of yield/unit area/unit depth of deficit.

Then the constant Cy in the objective function is given b y :

Cs = LoxADxD = LDKR(7-£r> (3.30)

Hart and Reynolds (1965) proposed a similar model to calculate the expected earnings from

an irrigation characterized by£ r.

Similarly, for Q , Seginer (1978) has proposed a model giving the relationship between crop

yield and hence net earnings on the one hand and irrigation uniformity on the other. The

model is based on the assumptions that:

1. The yield/water function can be divided into two linear segments, with no loss of yield

due to excess irrigation.

2. The irrigation distribution can be represented by Karmeli's linear model.

3. The cost of water is independent of the uniformity, i.e. that an increase in uniformity does

not imply an increase in water cost due to the increase in system cost.

Ideally, given a yield/water function, y(i)t which expresses the yield per unit area achieved as

a function of the irrigation depth i for the crop being considered, then a profit-maximizing design

objective function can be derived as shown below:

Given the frequency distribution function of irrigation depths for a given irrigation,/!'/), then

the expected total yield, Y, for a field of Area.dT is given by the integral:

\ y(0f(0di (3.31)

fm1n

When a design alternative is simulated by computer, the irrigation depths throughout the field

are generated as part of the design. In this case integral 3.31 can be solved numerically,

without any explicit evaluation of f(i).

The profit-maximizing objective function, is given by:

Max[NE] = Y(Py-Ky)-VBCv (3.32)
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Where NE = The Net Earnings achieved through irrigation.

Ka = The total volume of water applied.

AN other terms are as defined previously.

The constraints required to formulate the full optimization problem consist of the complex set

of functions determining the cost CM and the volume Va together with the integral 3.31 above.

The most significant problem related to the models expressed in equations 3.25 and 3.31

respectively is the obtaining of sufficiently accurate yield/water functions. It is believed,

however that with the ongoing research and development of these relationships, various

adaptations of these models will increasingly be incorporated into the design process.

Several papers relating to the solution of equation 3.31 are analysed further in chapter 5,

leading to the proposed evaluation model which has been formulated as part of this research.
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4. BLOCK DESIGN

4.1 Introduction

An Irrigation block consists of the components of the system that operate downstream of the

valve; it is alternatively known as the in-field system because it is usually located above

ground in the actual field being irrigated, as opposed to the mainline which is normally

underground and conveys water from the source to the field. The principal hardware

components of the block system are the emitters, the lateral pipes and the manifold, as

shown in figure 1.1 in chapter 1 and discussed further in chapter 2.

The block design process consists of three distinct phases, viz :

* Establishing the pipe alignments;
w Sizing of the pipes; and

* Detailed evaluation of the expected system performance.

As shown in figure 2.2, the output from the block design process consists of:

* The lengths and diameters of all pipes in the block;

* The specifications needed for the layout of the block system;

* The pressure and flow requirements at the valve;

* The required size of the valve; and

* An assessment of the expected costs and benefits that will result from the use of the

system.

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of the first two phases of the block design process,

namely pipe alignment and pipe sizing; the third {evaluation) phase is discussed in chapter 5.

4.2 Pipe Alignments

This aspect of the design process is influenced largely by local conditions which affect the

block layout on a case-by-case basis. Consequently, it is normally done by trial and error,

based on the designer's experience. Two distinct aspects of the design problem can be

identified:

* Establishing the block dimensions; and

* Establishing the pipe layout within the block.
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4.2.1 Block dimensions

This aspect of the design problem is strongly related to the preliminary design process, since

the size of the block is determined by constraints related to the operating regime, the emitter

selection and the available water supply, as follows :

* The operating regime determines the number of irrigation shifts in a complete cycle; the

area to be irrigated in each shift is then given by the total area divided by the number of

shifts per cycle.

* The emitter selection determines the irrigation application rate and thus establishes the

relationship between block size and associated discharge requirement. The total

discharge required in each shift is given by the product of the area to be irrigated per

shift and the application rate.

* The maximum available water discharge may be limited by a number of factors such as

existing pumps and pipelines, borehole capacities or regulations governing extraction

rates from irrigation schemes or public rivers. The total discharge required per shift must

not exceed the available maximum.

* In addition, practical considerations related to the most economical valve sizes also limit

the available supply rate to each block. This maximum available supply determines the

maximum block size; the total discharge required per shift, divided by the maximum

available block supply, gives the number of blocks to be irrigated per shift and hence the

total number of blocks required for the whole scheme.

Once the block sizes have been established, the actual dimensions are related to the

following factors :

* the maximum allowable lengths of the lateral and manifold pipes, which in turn are

related to hydraulic factors such as the maximum allowable pressure losses in the pipes;

* the economical trade-off between lateral length and manifold length, which is not easy to

establish; and most importantly

* the constraints of the prevailing land geometry.

Oron and Walker (1981) have proposed an algorithm based on non-linear, mixed-integer

mathematical programming techniques, for the optimization of the block dimensions. This

procedure assumes a regular, rectangularly shaped field and determines the optimum length

to width ratios for all blocks in the field. However, in practice irrigation fields are often

irregularly shaped and the block dimensions are influenced by a number of other factors such

as existing farm infrastructure, the location of the water source and peculiarities in the local

topography. For these reasons, as mentioned above, the block dimensions are probably best

determined by trial and error based on experience.
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4.2.2 Pipe layouts

Once the boundaries of the block have been determined, then the alignments of the pipes

can be established. This is also normally done on the basis of the designer's intuition.

The laterals are positioned parallel to the planted rows and the manifold then transects the

laterals. The exact positioning of the manifold requires further consideration, since it may

split the laterals into two sets lying on either side of it. Ideally, the manifold should be

positioned such that the lengths of the laterals running uphill away from the manifold are

maximized, within the constraints of the allowable pressure loss in the system, as shown in

figure 4.1 below. However, once again, local conditions may mitigate in favour of alternative

alignments. For example, if the block has a natural ridge running through ft, then it may be

desirable to position the manifold along the ridge so that the laterals run downhill on either

side of the manifold.

Down Slope

Manifold

laterals

•block boundary

length of uphill laterals
to be maximized

Figure 4.1 Layout of laterals and manifold

The positioning of the valve is often determined by the layout of an existing mainline.

However, if its position can be determined quite freely, then similar considerations to those

governing the positioning of the manifold apply to the positioning of the valve; in other words,

the valve may split the manifold in two, in which case this should be done such that the length

of the uphill section is maximized.

The computer programs developed through the research incorporate a pop-up "maximum

length calculator", which is a rapidly accessed utility enabling calculation of the maximum
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allowable length of one or two diameter pipes on given slopes with given emitter

characteristics and predefined allowable pressure losses. This utility can be used as an aid to

establishing the valve and manifold positions for a current design (see section 4.4).

4.3 Determination of Pipe Sizes

This aspect of the design problem is currently perceived as constituting the core of the whole

irrigation systems design process. It involves working with each pipe in turn and selecting

diameters that maintain the variation in pressure, and hence discharge, along the length of

the pipe within predetermined limits.

Calculation of the pressure losses in the pipe is done by any one of a number of empirical

relationships that have been developed for the different pipe materials operating under

various flow conditions. The most general form of these relationships is given by:

/ = (HQ/C/D1 (4.1)

Where J = the headless per unit length of pipe;

Q = the flow rate in the pipe;

D = the diameter of the pipe; and

a,£,c,7 = parameters dependent on the pipe material, the flow regime in the pipe

and the units of measurement of the variables.

The relationship between the pressure head in the pipe, H, and the emitter discharge, <?, is

given by:

q = kH* (4.2)

Where k and x are constants dependent on the emitter type and the units of q and H.

Several different design procedures have been proposed in the literature, and these are

reviewed in section 4.3.1 below.

4.3.1 Existing manual solution procedures

The general principles of each of these methods are similar:

* A trial and error procedure is used for selecting either feasible pipe diameters for a given

lateral length, or a feasible length for given diameters.

4.4



4. BLOCK DESIGN

* For a given diameter, over a specified length of the pipe, the decreasing discharge from

the pipe and hence the flow in the pipe are known. The headloss due to friction in the

pipe over the specified length can therefore be calculated (equation 4.1) and the

hydraulic grade line established.

* The variation in pressure and/or discharge along the length of the pipe is used as an

indicator to test and modify the diameter or length selection.

* In each case the main objective is to establish a minimum cost set of diameters that

meet the requirements regarding the maximum allowable variation of the discharge

along the pipe.

The different solution procedures can be classified broadly into two main groups :

Design nomographs. The first set of procedures were proposed in a series of papers by Wu

and Gitlin (1974, 1975, 1983) and Wu et al (1979). They are based on the determination of four

dimensionless parameters, shown in figure 4.2 and defined as follows :

* the friction ioss ratio

* the slope ratio t>

* the total dimensionless friction loss bH/H, and

* the total dimensionless slope LZ/H

Where LH\ = the friction loss in the pipe from the inlet to point i along the length of

the pipe;

LH = the total friction loss over the full length of the pipe;

tZ\ = the head gain or loss due to land slope from the inlet up to point i;

&Z = the total headloss or gain due to slope over the full length of the pipe;

H = a known fixed pressure head, either the pressure at the pipe inlet or the

emitter nominal design pressure.

pipe nt«t
(rtftrtnce
prtsturt H)

•nergjr f*in *JC

prtsiurt M»d ( e n -
due to friction

Figure 4.2 The parameters defined for Irrigation pipe design nomographs
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The four parameters can be derived from equation 4.1 and from information on the prevailing

topography. They can be calibrated for a series of different operating conditions (i.e. pipe

lengths and diameters, total discharge requirements and land slopes); and can then be used

to characterize either the pressure or the flow variations (by incorporating the emitter

pressure/discharge relationship - equation 4.2) for various combinations of the operating

conditions. The designer can then test selected pipe diameters or lengths against the

resultant pressure or flow variations or associated irrigation performance values related to

these variations.

Wu et al developed a set of design charts based on calculations of the dimensionless

parameters relating different operating conditions to :

* the coefficient of uniformity (equation 3.17);

* the maximum percentage pressure variation;

* the maximum percentage discharge variation;

* the irrigation application efficiency expressed as qm\n/ Average* anc*

* possible variation of the emitter pressure/discharge exponent ( x in equation 4.2) for

given values of the total discharge variation.

Perold (1977) proposed an iterative solution procedure based on the four dimensionless

parameters, that can be applied using a programmable pocket calculator. The procedure

entails the use of the coefficient of uniformity as the criterion for acceptability of trial designs.

It is applicable for the single diameter pipe/uniform slope case. However modern systems,

particularly those designed for micro-sprayer emitters, generally incorporate telescopic

(multi-diameter) pipes and they are often installed on sites with varying topography. Wu et al

showed how their design charts can be adapted for the multi-diameter and non-uniform slope

cases.

The "poly-plot11 procedure. The major limitation of the procedures described above is that

they do not incorporate an explicit algorithm for determining the lengths of successive

diameters in a multi-diameter pipe, that will satisfy the design requirements at minimum cost.

The widely used poly-plot procedure, proposed by Herbert (1971), is a graphical method

which overcomes this limitation. The principles of the method are as follows :

* The criterion for acceptable design is set as a chosen value of the maximum pressure

variation along the pipe. Then for a given nominal design pressure the maximum

variation defines the maximum and minimum allowable pressure heads in the pipe

respectively. These values can in turn be used together with the prevailing topographic
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data to define an allowable pressure envelope along the length of the pipe. The upper

and lower boundaries of this envelope are the maximum and minimum hydraulic grade

lines respectively. A sectional representation of this is shown in figure 4.3(b).

* The pressure headloss due to friction in a pipe with a series of emitters along its length is

a function of: firstly the size and type of emitter and its spacing along the pipe, and

secondly the diameter of the pipe. If the discharge from each emitter is assumed to be

constant along the length of the pipe, then the emitter size and spacing determine the

specific discharge rate (SDR), which is defined as the discharge through the emitters

per unit length of the pipe.For example, a 507/h sprayer operating at 2m spacing along

the lateral has an SDR of 25//h/m. For any given SDR and pipe diameter, a characteristic

headloss curve can be produced. It will typically have an exponential shape,

representing the decreasing rate of headloss per unit length in the direction of the flow,

as the flow along the pipe decreases down to zero at the end.

Herbert produced several sets of curves for different SDR's. Each set consisted of a

curve for each different available pipe diameter, for the given SDR, Typical curves for an

SDR of 30//h/m are shown in figure 4.3(a).

* The design procedure entails drawing the allowable pressure envelope on transparent

paper and then aligning it over the headloss curves for the appropriate SDR. The

envelope is shifted vertically until the characteristic headloss curve fits within the

boundaries of the pressure envelope.

The designer normally starts with the smallest available diameter, working progressively

from the closed end of the pipe back towards the pipe inlet. The envelope is shifted until

the bottom of the headloss curve is tangential with the lower boundary of the pressure

envelope. This ensures that the longest possible length of the smallest diameter is used

before its headloss curve moves above the allowable pressure envelope. At a point

where the headloss curve moves steeply up towards the upper boundary, it is replaced

by the curve for the next bigger diameter, which is flatter at this point. The point of

intersection of the two curves gives the length of the small diameter pipe that will be

used. This procedure is continued until the inlet is reached, as shown in figure 4.3(b).

Jobling (1972) simplified the procedure by producing a single universal set of curves that

could be used, together with a key diagram indicator to the appropriate curve, for all SDR and

diameter values. Wu (1985) proposed a uni-plot procedure, based on the poly-plot principle,

which fits a feasible energy grade line within the allowable pressure envelope, and then

calculates the pipe diameter associated with the energy grade line from equation 4.1.
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Figure 4.3(a): Head loss curves for SDR = 30//h/m
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Figure 4.3(b): Poly-plot design for pipe with SDR = 30//h/m

A limitation of the poly-plot procedure is that the point of change from one diameter to the

next is not determined by any fixed algorithm, it is normally done on the basis of the

designer's experience. After a lot of repetitive use of the curves, experienced designers

develop a good "feel" for the most economical policy regarding the positioning of the curves

within the envelope and the optimum point at which to change diameters. Lateral pipes

seldom consist of more than three different diameters, so that the general policy that is

adopted is normally:

a) to keep the first two curves (of the smaller diameter pipes) tangential to the bottom

envelope; and then

b) to raise the final curve as high as possible without lifting it above the upper limit at any

point, thereby minimizing the length used of this diameter.

The abovementioned process is illustrated in the design shown in figure 4.3(b) above.
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Pleban et al (1984) proposed a more rigorous mathematical optimization procedure for

determining a least cost design within the constraints of the allowable pressure envelope.

The solution utilizes the method of Legrange Multipliers, and has been programmed for

execution by computer. It is however limited to the uniform slope case.

A further limitation of al! of the methods described above is that they are based on an

assumption of constant discharge from the outlets along the pipe. In other words, the

exponent x in equation 4.2 is assumed to be zero. The rationale for this assumption is that if

the maximum pressure variation is kept within acceptable limits, then the error in assuming

constant discharge will be small. A widely accepted industry standard for the allowable

pressure variation is 20%. This is based on a typical x exponent of 0.5, which, when applied in

equation 4.2, will result in a discharge variation of approximately 10%. The extent of the

possible error due to this assumption is in fact very small, as shown in chapter 7 using results

from the computerized design procedure described below.

4.3.2 The proposed computer based algorithm for pipe sizing.

The proposed computerized solution procedure which has been developed as part of this

research is based directly on the poly-plot algorithm; with the exception that the pipe

hydraulics are calculated on a step by step basis incorporating calculation of the varying

discharge along the length of the pipe, rather than assuming a constant SDR.

Development of the algorithm for the computer programs entailed formalizing the rules

governing the graphical poly-plot process. In other words, the conditions for shifting a

headloss curve up or down within the allowed envelope had to be stated mathematically. In

addition, an algorithm for establishing the point of change-over from one diameter to another

had to be developed.

Computer algorithms for this process were originally proposed by Perold (1979), and these

algorithms have been adopted for this research. As experience was gained in using the

algorithms, some modifications were developed to overcome specific cases that were found

to cause the design process to break down. These modifications related to the adjustments

after a shift or change of diameter, and the handling of the cycling condition. In addition, the

process was adapted to incorporate a pressure/discharge relationship for each designed

lateral in the manifold design process.

The Pascal listing of the computer routines for lateral design is given in Appendix 2a, and the

full algorithm is described on the following pages.
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Basic hydraulic calculations. The emitters in the pipe are numbered from 1 at the inlet

through to /, the last emitter at the closed end of the pipe. The hydraulic calculations are

carried out on a step-by-step basis, starting at the last emitter and working back towards the

pipe inlet in steps of one emitter at a time. See figure 4.4

The calculations are initiated with an assumed value of the pressure head, H[t at the last

emitter. At each subsequent step the pressure at the current emitter, H^ is known from the

calculations of the previous step. The discharge from the current emitter, q^, is calculated

from equation 4.2; the flow along the pipe in the next section towards the inlet from the

current emitter, Qi# is calculated from the flow along the previous section by :

and finally the headloss due to friction,

equation 4.1.

^ in the next pipe section is calculated using

*1 a, I . a; I aui I

Pipe nlet

hcid gam due
to ground slope

Figure 4.4: Elements in the basic hydraulic calculation procedure

of the computer design algorithm

The change in elevation between the current emitter, z,-, and the next emitter, Zf.1t gives the

loss or gain of head due to slope :

SHg-y = Z M - Z J (4.4)
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over section i. And hence the pressure at the next emitter is given by:

/ / M - Hi + SHlt-SHgi (4.5)

In this way, the headloss curve along the length of the pipe is gradually established, from the

closed end back towards the inlet. At certain points during this procedure the curve must be

shifted vertically, in the same way as is done in the poly-plot process.

Shift routine. A vertical shift of the headloss curve is carried out in order to move the curve

to a position where it is tangential to one of the envelope boundaries, thereby ensuring that it

can continue through as far as possible before a change in diameter Is needed. This is

illustrated in figure 4.5, where :

* curve 1 is in the initial position,

* curve 2 shows the result of a downwards shift, and

* curve 3 shows the result of a subsequent upwards shift.

Upshift indicated

Downshift indicated

Figure 4.5: The basic shift procedure

The point of tangency is determined by the difference between &Hl-x and SHg^ For example,

if the headloss due to friction at emitter i is less than the head gain due to the slope

(i.e. SHl^ < 6//gj), then the headloss curve is moving towards the lower boundary. As the

flow in the pipe increases, the headloss due to friction will increase. At a certain point it will

be equal to the head gain due to the slope and thereafter will exceed it. At the point where

SHl-y = SHg-v the headloss curve is parallel to the pressure envelope. If the headloss curve is

shifted down, rt will touch the lower envelope boundary tangentially at this point, as shown in

figure 4.5 for the shift from curve 1 to curve 2.
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Similarly, if the curve is moving up towards the upper boundary {8HI^ > SHg^) and there is a

sudden sharp increase in the ground slope such that beyond this point SHg^ > SHl^ then if

the curve is shifted up it will touch the upper envelope boundary tangentially at the point of

the sharp change in the ground slope. This is shown in figure 4.5 for the shift from curve 2 to

curve 3.

In the computer algorithm, the amount of any shift is constrained by the fact that the starting

point of a curve (i.e. the point nearest the closed end of the pipe) that is being shifted must

coincide with the position of an emitter, since the hydraulic calculations are carried out in

steps of one emitter spacing at a time. If the curve being shifted is not the first curve, in other

words it does not start at the closed end of the pipe, then the pressure at the starting point of

the curve is determined by the pressure at the end of the previous curve. This means that the

starting point of any curve can only be shifted to the emitter on the previous curve that results

in the shifted curve being still within the envelope and as close as possible, but not

necessarily exactly tangential, to the envelope boundary. This effect can be seen in figure 4.6

and is discussed further below.

Perold identified two so called "modes' of operation, defined by the envelope boundary (upper

or lower) to which the current headloss curve will be shifted, and four different shift situations

as shown in figure 4.6 :

a) Calculations In the down mode and the current diameter larger than the previous

one. In this case, the amount of the required shift is indicated by the arrow at the end of

curve 2; the starting point of curve 2 is shifted down by this amount and then the curve is

calculated in the reverse direction (curve 3) until it intersects curve 1; the starting point

becomes the first emitter after the point of intersection, and curve 4 is calculated on from

this point.

b) Calculations in the down mode and the current diameter smaller than the previous

one. As in the previous case, the amount of the down shift is indicated by the arrow at

the end of curve 2; the starting point of curve 2 is shifted down by this amount and in this

case the curve is calculated forwards (curve 3) to the point of intersection of an

extension of curve 1; the starting point is taken as the first emitter before the point of

intersection, and curve 4 is calculated on from this point.

c) Calculations in the up mode and the current diameter larger than the previous one.

This is similar to case b, except that the shift is up instead of down.

d) Calculations in the up mode and the current diameter smaller than the previous

one. This is similar to case a, except that the shift is up instead of down.
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b)

0

—ii

d)

a) Down mode, larger diameter b) Down mode, smaller diameter
c) Up mode, larger diameter d) Up mode, smaller diameter

Figure 4.6 : The shift cases (after Perold 1979)

Change diameter routine. The design routine is initiated with the smallest available

diameter. Two specific cases for the subsequent changes of diameter can be identified :

a) Change to larger diameter. This occurs when the calculations are in the up mode and

the headloss curve reaches the upper boundary before a shift up is indicated.

b) Change to smaller diameter. This occurs when the calculations are in the down mode

and the headloss curve reaches the lower boundary before a shift down is indicated.

Once again the constraint relating to the calculations being carried out in steps of one emitter

at a time applies to the point of change of diameter. It will always be at the emitter which is

closest to the envelope boundary on the previous curve.
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Change of calculating mode. The design process is initiated with a value of H^ which is

assumed to be equal to the maximum allowed pressure. In other words, the first headloss

curve starts from the upper boundary, at the last emitter. The calculations begin in the down

mode.

After a down shift, the calculating mode is set to up; similarly after an up shift the mode

reverts to down.

After a change to a larger diameter the calculations continue in the down mode; after a

change to a smaller diameter the calculations continue in the up mode.

Adjustments. Three distinct sets of adjustments may be required at various stages during

the design process:

Firstly, after any vertical shift of the headloss curve the new curve will not be exactly parallel to

the previous curve because the discharge from each emitter is dependent on the pressure

(eq. 4.2). Since the pressure at each emitter is either increased or decreased after a shift, the

discharge from each emitter will change accordingly and hence the flow in the pipe and the

headloss due to friction will also be different in each section. In the up shift case the

increased pressures will result in greater headlosses and hence a steeper headloss curve

than before; in the down shift case the reduced pressures will result in lower headlosses and

hence a flatter headloss curve than before. This means that in both cases the amount of the

shift should have been reduced to account for this effect. The extent of this effect is directly

proportional to the size of the shift and the value of the x coefficient in the emitter

pressure/discharge relationship (eq. 4.2). Thus whenever a shift is indicated, the size of the

shift is adjusted by a factor, F, given by:

F = [1 - (x • shift_amount /allowed_pressure_yariation)] (4.6)

This is an arbitrarily determined correction factor, but it is regulated by the second adjustment

case discussed below.

Secondly if the amount of a shift has still been overestimated (even after application of the

first adjustment factor), then the curve may move outside of the envelope boundary before

getting to the previously determined point of tangency. Also, after a diameter change the

new curve may move immediately outside of the envelope boundary at which the change was

made before getting a chance to be shifted. In either of these cases, the starting point of the

affected curve is adjusted one position forward or back, depending on the case as defined in

figure 4.6, and the calculations are re-started from this new point.
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The third adjustment is made on the final curve after the pipe inlet has been reached. If the

pressure at the inlet is less than the maximum allowable pressure, then the final curve is

shifted up so that the inlet pressure is as close as possible to the maximum. This reduces the

length of the last diameter and increases the length of the previous smaller and hence

cheaper diameter.

Minimum length. It is not practical to use short lengths of several different diameters for a

lateral or manifold. Designers generally have a minimum practical length for any section,

determined mainly through experience. The algorithm includes provision for this constraint.

Whenever a change of diameter is indicated, the length of the previous section is checked. If

it is less than the specified minimum, then it is discarded and the new diameter is moved

across to start at the starting point of the previous diameter.

A similar check is done after a shift up or down, and after an adjustment, since these may

have reduced the length of a previous section to below the minimum.

Cycling. In the case of a very narrow tolerance band, particularly for manifold design, the

curve may get into a repetitive loop whereby: a change to a larger diameter is indicated but

this takes the curve immediately below the lower boundary; and changing back to the smaller

diameter takes the curve above the upper boundary, as shown in figure 4.7. In this case the

width of the envelope is temporarily increased by 5% until the curve has moved beyond this

point.

Figure 4.7: The cycling condition (Perold 1979)

4.3.3 The overall computer based solution procedure.

The overall block design procedure incorporates the diameter design procedure as detailed

above, together with the following additional algorithms that enable the complete design of

the block:
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The pressure envelope. The maximum and minimum allowable pressures within the block

are normally expressed in terms of a percentage allowable tolerance around the nominal

design pressure. The computer algorithm allows the designer to specify the tolerance above

and below the nominal value as two separate design parameters.

A second decision is required to establish the split of the total allowable headloss between

the manifold and the laterals. This will vary from case to case and depends mainly on the

slopes of the respective pipes. The manifold is most often on a steeper slope than the

laterals and this slope can therefore compensate for headloss to a greater extent in the

manifold than in the laterals. For this reason the split is normally set to around 20% / 80% for

manifolds and laterals respectively; based purely on experience. The computer algorithm

allows this split to be specified as a separate design parameter.

Lateral vs. manifold design. The design process described in section 4.3.2 above relates

principally to the laterals, where the variation in discharge with pressure at the emitters is

given by equation 4.2. In the case of the manifold, the design process is a similar one with

the laterals taking the place of the emitters along the pipe length. However, the

discharge/pressure relationship for each lateral will vary with the lateral length and the type of

emitters. An equivalent relationship to that of equation 4.2 cannot be established a priori. The

computer algorithm deals with this problem in the following way :

Overall maximum
allowed pressure

Maximum allowed
lateral inlet pressure

Minimum allowed
pressure

pressure envelope

' — 2 lateral design pressure curves

Figure 4.8: Calculation of the lateral pressure/discharge relationship
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• After the design has been done, two sets of headloss curves are calculated for each

lateral: the first with the lateral inlet pressure set to the allowed maximum, taking into

account the split of headloss between manifold and laterals; the second with the infet

pressure set to the overall maximum allowable pressure (i.e. the likely manifold inlet

pressure). These two curves are shown in figure 4.8.

* The two sets of values of lateral inlet pressure and discharge (?v Qy and P^, Qi) are then

used to calibrate a linear pressure/discharge relationship for each lateral. In fact, the

actual relationship will be closer to a power function because of the power relationship

which applies to the emitters. However, it is impractical to calculate sufficient sets of

values to calibrate a power function and the error in assuming a linear function over the

small range between the maximum and minimum pressures will be small.

This algorithm means that all the laterals have to be designed first, before the manifold can be

designed.

Extrapolation. Experience has shown that when installing a designed system it is impractical

to have completely differing lengths of the various diameters for each lateral. Designers

normally design two or three laterals in a block and then draw a straight line from the point of

diameter change on the first designed lateral to the equivalent point on the second designed

lateral, and so on, as shown in figure 4.9. In this way the lengths of each diameter for the

pipes in-between the designed laterals are determined by the values for the designed

laterals. When installing the system, the contractor or the farmer himself need only measure

out the extreme laterals. He can then join up the respective points of diameter change with a

piece of string, and the intersection between the string and the line of each in-between lateral

determines the point of diameter change in each case.

Utv* tattv

Figure 4.9 : Block design showing extrapolation of lateral diameter changes
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The computer algorithm allows for this by incorporating an extrapolate function. The

designer specifies any two extreme laterals that have already been designed and then the

computer extrapolates the lengths of each diameter for the intermediate laterals. The

extrapolation is done linearly between lengths of like diameters. This means that if the length

of any particular diameter is greater than zero on one of the laterals and equal to zero on the

other one, then the lengths of this diameter on the intermediate laterals will gradually

decrease down to zero.

4.4 The Computer Programs

The computer models for block design have been written in Turbo-Pascal (Borland Int. 1985)

for MS-DOS (Microsoft Inc. 1983) based personal computers. They incorporate a number of

different functions that have been integrated into a single package, as shown in Appendix 1a.

The package is menu driven and consists of four different modules, viz :

* data base maintenance;

* the layout module;

* the design module; and

* the evaluation module.

The first three of these modules are discussed in sections 4.4.1, 4.4.2 and 4.4.3 respectively.

The evaluation module is discussed in chapter 5.

In addition, four utility functions have been programmed to operate as so called pop-up

windows. These are windows that can be popped onto the screen temporarily over any

current screen and then popped down, leaving the screen as it was previously. These utilities

include:

* Pipe data base look-up table;

* Emitter data base look-up tables;

* a program help facility; and

* a maximum length calculator.

These utilities are discussed further in section 4.4.4 below.

4.4.1 Data base maintenance.

Maintenance of the data base is carried out via on-screen editing of the input tables for both

the pipes and the emitters.
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Pipes. The pipe data base consists of two different tables :

* A general table listing :

- all the available pipe materials;

- the available classes for each material; and

- the values of the four parameters in the headloss formula (eq. 4.1) for each material.

* A set of tables, one for each pipe material, showing :

- the nominal diameters that are available;

And for each available class for each of these nominal values :

- the internal diameter; and

- current list price per meter length.

Emitters. The emitter data base consists of a single "page" display for each emitter, as shown

in the lower right corner of figure 4.14. The user can page through this data base using the

"Pg Up" and "Pg Dn" keys on the computer keyboard. The display for each emitter shows :

- an identification code;

• the manufacturer;

- the emitter name;

- its size;

- the k and x coefficient values for the pressure/discharge equation (eq. 4.2);

- the list price of the emitter; and finally *

- five sets of pressure/discharge operating points taken from information supplied by the

manufacturers.

Functions at the bottom of the emitter display page enable the user to :

* calibrate the k and x values from a minimum of three operating points;

* calculate the pressure value from any given discharge, or vice versa, using the calibrated

k and rvalues;

* store the emitter information in the data base; and

* delete the currently displayed emitter from the data base.

4.4.2 Layout.

The layout module enables the user to specify the details about the system alignments that

are required for the actual design. These include :

* the emitter and lateral spacings;

* the lengths of each lateral and the manifold; and

* the elevations of the pipes.

Provision is made for the possible layout of two laterals per row ("tramlines") and for the

possible installation of two emitters per tree In orchards.
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LATERAL DESIGN
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00
00
00
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RSO

.64

.73

.82

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.19

Figure 4.6 : Table of results of the lateral design process

4.4.3 Design.

This module controls the pipe designs, based on the algorithms described in section 4.3

above. The module is presented on two main display pages, one for lateral design and one

for manifold design.

The lateral design page is shown in figure 4.10 above. It shows a window of up to eight

laterals at a time, for each of which a table of the lengths and equivalent number of emitters of

up to five different diameters is shown. The three rightmost columns of the table show totals

of the length, number of emitters and cost of each lateral.

The lateral design process is operated from a pop-up menu which presents the following

functions :
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* Select a quadrant. Any block may be divided into up to four quadrants, depending on

the locations of the valve and manifold within the block. This function enables the

designer to specify which quadrant he is working in at any one time.

* Design parameters. Selection of this function presents a pop-up window on top of the

design page, in which the user specifies the following parameters:

- the emitter, extracted from the data base;

- the nominal operating pressure, in which case the

nominal operating discharge will be displayed, or vice versa;

- the upper percentage tolerance on the nominal pressure, in which case the

maximum allowable pressure will be displayed, or vice versa;

- the lower percentage tolerance on the nominal pressure, in which case the

minimum allowable pressure will be displayed, or vise versa;

- the maximum lateral inlet pressure, which establishes the split of the allowable

headloss between the laterals and the manifold;

- the lateral pipe material, class, minimum diameter and minimum length per

diameter;

* the manifold pipe material, class, minimum diameter and minimum length per

diameter; and finally

- the discount on the list prices stored in the data base that the designer expects to be

able to obtain.

* Edit diameters. The designer will have specified a minimum allowable diameter in the

list of design parameters discussed above. The computer then selects the minimum

diameter plus the next four diameters in the data base for use in the design process.

These are displayed at the top of the display table, as shown in figure 4.10. The user is

however free to select the edit diameters function which enables him to change any of

the five diameters to alternative values, if so desired.

* Edit table. This function enables the designer to move the cursor into the main display

table and make manual changes to any of the lateral designs. Any change that is made

to the designed values of a lateral will result in an automatic adjustment of the other

values for the changed lateral, such that the total length remains correct. All the other

displayed totals are also automatically updated.

Whilst operating in this function, the user is able to scroll the display window up or down

in order to display any particular lateral in the set that was defined in the layout phase.
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<PPOj • t> • M88 30/09/86

LATERAL DESIGN (lengths / elevations / pressure heads in meters)

- <fluad b> <Quad c> <Quad d>

Lat 1S(imi) 20 (mm) 25 (mm) 32(mm> 40<mn) Totals

# Len #Em Len #Em Len #Em Len #Em : Len #£m Len #Ea Cost

1 24 8 10 3 34 11 25.64
2 27 9 10 3 37 12 26.73
3 30 10 10 3 40 13 27.82
4 00 00 00.00
5 00 00 00.00
6 . 00 00 00.00
7 . : ':•••: o o •:•• O Q 0 0 . 0 0

8 . 00, , 00 00.00

Lat No. 3 <From 0 Elev 96.5> <To 13 Elev 94.2> <Slope 5.6X>

End H(m) Min H(m) Max H(m) Inlet H(m) Inlet QCm3/h)
<12.3 * 12.7> <10.4 - 11.Q> <13.6 • 14.1> <13,6 - 14.1> <1.245 • 1.546>

-<Calc>—<0esign>-

Figuro 4.11 : Table showing design results for lateral 3

Design. On selecting the design function, an input box appears below the main table

(see figure 4.11). The designer specifies the lateral number that is to be designed. He

can then either calculate the hydraulic characteristics (pressure and flow distribution in

the lateral) for a prespecified set of diameter lengths, or design the lateral from scratch.

The results of the design are displayed in three different forms :

a) A summary of the flows and pressures is given in the design box (figure 4.11) for the

two design curves, as discussed in section 4.3.3. This includes :

- the pressure at the end of the lateral;

- the minimum pressure in the lateral;

- the maximum pressure in the lateral;

- the pressure at the lateral inlet; and

- the flow requirement at the lateral inlet.
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b) A synopsis of the shifts, diameter changes and adjustments carried out in each

design operation is written to a text file and can be displayed on the screen or printed

out An example of this output is shown in figure 4.12. At each step, information is

given on the hydraulic calculations as follows :

- the current section number and diameter;

- the starting point of the current section and the pressure at that point;

- the current point of the calculations and the pressure at that point;

- the next point and pressure, where applicable;

- the action taken;

• the tolerance on the pressure envelope;

This enables the designer to follow the poly-plot procedure through the various

stages in its execution.

DESIGN
STEP #

1
2
5
4
5
6
7 '

OF LATERAL 2
SECT OIACmm)

1 .12
1
2
2
2
2
2

12
15
15
15 .
15
15

IN QUAD a
Start Pt

21
21
6
6
10
10
6

& P

157
TU
153
153
140
T40
153

Date :
. Current Pt

u
6

5

0
0

28/01/87
tP

150
153

153

139
155

NEXT

13
5

: 4

Pt t ?

150
15a

153

ACTION

Shft Dn
Chng Up
ChkMinLen
Shft Dn
ChkM inter*
End Shift

TOLERANCE

(0.00)
(0.00)

: (0.00)
CO.OO)
CO.OO)

Up (0.00)
Design Done

Figure 4.12 : Example of the design synopsis

c) A graphical display of the final headloss curves as shown in figure 4.13 can be

obtained using the view function described below.

* View. This is the function which the user selects in order to get the graphical

presentation of the headloss curves, as shown in figure 4.13. The display shows :

- the allowable pressure envelope running from the closed end of the lateral on the left

to the inlet end on the right, with the elevation of the lower boundary given on the left

axis of the graph;

- the two headloss curves for the designed lateral, with the actual pressure values given

on the right axis;

- a summary table of the designed lengths of each of the five diameters.
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Figure 4.13 : Graphical plot of the pressure profile

resulting from the lateral design process

* Extrapolate. Selection of this function enables the designer to extrapolate the design of

a set of laterals using the results of two previously designed laterals, as discussed in

section 4.3.3.

The manifold design programs are similar to those for lateral design, the only differences

being the display of up to ten different diameters for the manifold and the absence of an

extrapolate function.

4.4.4 The pop-up utilities.

The four pop-up utilities are accessed from function keys on the computer keyboard, as

follows:

F1-He!p. This is an on line help facility which gives several pages of information and

assistance in working the program. On selecting this function, the page which discusses

the current activity on the screen will be popped up. The user can then scroll through

the other pages using the "Pg Up" and "Pg Dn" keys.
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Figure 4.14 : The maximum length calculator and emitter database "pop-ups"

* F5-Maximum length calculator. This utility provides a quick calculation of the

maximum length that can be installed of a one or two diameter pipe on a given slope,

with given emitter, spacing and allowed pressure variation. An example of this screen is

shown overlaying the lateral design screen in the lower left corner of figure 4.14. The

results of a calculation show the lengths of the two diameters; the starting and end

pressure in each section; the total number of emitters in the pipe; and the flow required

at the inlet to the pipe.

* F6-Pipe data base look-up. This utility enables the user to page through the pipe data

base as described in section 4.4.1 above.
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* F7-Emitter data base look-up. This utility enables the user to page through the emitter

data base as described in section 4.4.1 above. An example of the display is shown

overlaying the lateral design screen simultaneously with the maximum length calculator

in figure 4.14.

Both the emitter and pipe pop-up tables have a transfer facility, which enables the designer to

select a required component and then transfer this selection to either the maximum length

calculator or the table of design parameters.
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5. EVALUATION OF BLOCK DESIGN

5.1 Introduction

Evaluation is carried out once the design has been completed, in order to assess the

expected performance of the irrigation system. The aim of the evaluation process is to give

the designer some measure of the quality of the design, in order to :

a) Consider possible improvements through changing one or more of the values of the

various design parameters; and

b) Provide the farmer with an assessment of the expected return on his investment.

During the development of the systems analysis of the design process (chapter 2) the

evaluation was initially considered as a separate module, coming after completion of all the

blocks and the mainline design. However it was found that this rendered the process

inflexible when working with individual blocks within a large system. In order for the designer

to evaluate and then modify a single block it would be necessary to first complete the initial

design of all the other blocks and the mainline. In addition, testing of any changes made to a

single block would entail re-evaluation of the whole system.

Therefore, since the mainline evaluation can readily be separated from the block evaluation, it

was decided to incorporate the block evaluation model as the last step in the block design

process, to be applied as an integral part of the design of each block. This means that if the

mainline has not yet been designed then some estimates have to be made of the costs and

operating characteristics of the mainline in order to carry out the block evaluation process. If

these estimates prove to be too inaccurate, then an iterative process between the block and

mainline designs may ensue.

The block evaluation model has been formulated principally on the basis of the work that was

reviewed in chapter 3. In addition, it also includes further analysis relating to the level of

operation of the system in the field. Once an irrigation system has been installed, it can be

operated to apply any irrigation depth ranging from zero up to the system capacity. However

it will not always be most economical to operate the system at full capacity. The evaluation

process therefore includes an analysis of the operating point of the system, which is defined

as the depth of application applied by the system in response to the varying plant requirement

during the season. One of the results of the evaluation process is a calculation of the
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optimum operating point; both an overall seasonal value and values for individual applications

during the season.

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of the model structure, together with a review of

some additional relevant literature. This is followed by a description of the computer

programs.

5.2 Basic Model Structure

The proposed evaluation model is divided into two distinct phases. The first looks at the

water distribution patterns that result from the designed system in a given block and the

second carries out an economic cost/benefit analysis of the system. An outline of the basic

input and output in each of these analyses is shown in figure 5.1.

5.2.1 Water distribution analysis.

This analysis entails calculation of the parameters listed under the "OUTPUT" column in figure

5.1. Several different procedures for the calculation of these parameters from field data are

shown in chapter 3. Since it is impractical to measure the discharge of every emitter in an

operating system in the field, the calculation procedures are based on assumed statistically

determined distribution functions. In the case of the evaluation model however, it is not

necessary to assume any mathematical function for the distribution pattern since the

discharge at each emitter can be calculated directly. Hence each of the evaluation

parameters can be calculated numerically from the emitter discharge values.

The coefficient of uniformity is calculated as the Christiansen coefficient, given by equation

3.17:

UCC = 100 [ 1 - ( l\Xi-X\)/NX] (3.17)

Where N - the number of observations^.

X = the average application depth.

It should be noted that the Christiansen coefficient was originally formulated as a measure of

the water distribution in the field, determined.on the basis of the variation in spread around

each sprinkler (the "within emitter variation"). In this case however, it represents a measure

of the variation in discharge from each emitter (the "between emitter discharge" variation).

It has been used interchangeably in the literature and has become commonly accepted as

representing both of these concepts, even though they have quite different applications.
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WATER DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS

INPUT

Discharge at each emitter

for varying inlet pressure

OUTPUT

Coefficient of uniformity

Average emitter discharge

Ratio of average to nominal

emitter discharge

Minimum emitter discharge

Maximum emitter discharge

Percentage discharge variation

Laterals with emitter discharges

outside specified limits

For varying

inlet

pressures

ECONOMIC COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS

INPUT

Discharge at each emitter

for selected inlet pressure

Irrigation requirement,

operating and cost data

OUTPUT

* Expected yield (per Ha and per

cubic meter of water)

* Application and requirement

efficiencies

* Equivalent annual worth of

project (per Ha and per

cubic meter of water)

For varying

seasonal

application

depths

Optimal seasonal irrigation application pattern

Figure 5.1 : Evaluation Model for Irrigation System Design

The average emitter discharge is calculated as a straight mean of the discharges at each

emitter. The nominal emitter discharge is the value used in the design procedure to

establish the limits of the allowed pressure envelope. It is normally derived during the

preliminary design stage as the equivalent discharge that will be required to meet the peak

plant requirement in the maximum time available for a single irrigation application. Thus the

ratio of average to nominal discharge provides a preliminary indication of the extent to

which a peak application may result in over or under-irrigation. It also provides an indication

of the efficiency of the design algorithm in terms of any possible bias above or below the

nominal value.
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The maximum discharge, minimum discharge and percentage variation also provide an

indication of the efficiency of the design algorithm. The percentage discharge variation, Vart

is given by:

Where qm = the maximum emitter discharge in the system;

qm\n = the minimum emitter discharge in the system;

9av = t n e average discharge.

The final parameter that is determined by the distribution analysis is a list of any lateral

containing one or more emitters operating at a pressure value that is outside of the limits

defined for the pressure envelope. This enables the designer to identify any specific areas in

the field which might be inadequately designed, possibly as a result of having been

established by using the extrapolate function rather than the actual design function.

After completing the block design, the required pressure at the valve will be known. However

for a number of reasons related to the nature of the system and the prevailing topography, the

designer may wish to operate the block valve at a different pressure, which will affect the

performance of the system. The evaluation model therefore calculates all the

abovementioned parameters for a series of different operating pressures. Four sets of values

are presented, being respectively 0.8, 1.0, 1.2 and 1.4 times the design value. The designer

may also specify any other valve pressure for which he might want to calculate the evaluation

parameters.

Comparison of the results for the different operating pressures provides an indication of the

sensitivity of the system to either over or under-pressure operation. These effects can be

further considered by studying the results of the economic analysis for each different

operating pressure. In this way the designer is able to make a rational decision on the most

appropriate operating pressures in the system and the extent to which any pressure

regulation may be required in the mainline.

5.2.2 Economic cost benefit analysis.

Once the water distribution analysis has been completed the designer must specify a valve

operating pressure for which the ensuing economic analysis will be carried out.

This analysis entails estimating the yield that will result from the designed system and then

comparing the income resulting from the yield with the various costs involved In generating

this yield. The evaluation is carried out on the basis of the economic return, both per unit of
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cultivated area and per unit of water used. The specific parameters generated by the analysis

are shown in figure 5.1.

The main measure of financial return generated by the analysis is the equivalent annual

worth (EAW) of the project, which is established as follows: A conventional Nett Present

Worth (NPW) analysis of the system is calculated using different inflation rates for energy

costs, other production costs, and producer prices respectively. The EAW is then

obtained by converting the NPW value back to an annual figure using a capital recovery

calculation with the prevailing project discount rate, which reflects the overall cost of money.

Thus the EAW value represents a measure in current financial terms of the average annual

return that will be obtained from the system over its expected lifespan.

The input required for the model includes:

* the emitter discharge values;

* a breakdown of the expected seasonal plant water requirements;

* the price earned for the produce per unit of yield;

* details of the capital costs of the system, which include the cost of the all the

block-system elements and the value of the mainline which can be apportioned to the

block being evaluated;

* details of the operating costs of the irrigation system;

* a breakdown of other non irrigation-related operating costs, separated into yield

dependent and yield independent components;

* prevailing rates of inflation for the producer price, energy costs, production costs and the

overall market rate; and the project discount rate.

A more detailed mathematical derivation of the model is given in section 5.4 below.

5.2.3 System operation.

In order to carry out the economic analysis, the depth of water to be applied by the system (its

"operatingpoint") during the season must be known. It has previously been common practice,

for the purpose of this type of analysis, to assume that the average application depth is always

equal to the expected plant requirement. However, the system can in fact be operated to

apply any depth between zero and the maximum design capacity. If the distribution

uniformity of the system is low, then it may be desirable to generally over-irrigate in order to

ensure that as much of the field as possible obtains the amount of water required for

maximum yield. Alternatively, it may be more economical to deliberately under-irrigate in

order to reduce operating costs and/or conserve water.
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This latter practice, which is known as deficit irrigation, has been increasingly considered in

recent years. It entails a trade-off of reduced yield and hence reduced earnings for a

reduction in the operating costs and a saving in water usage. If the system is deliberately

designed for deficit irrigation practice, then its maximum capacity can be reduced and this

may also generate a reduction in the capital costs of the system.

The evaluation model includes an analysis of this aspect of the design problem. A dynamic

programming algorithm has been developed to determine the optimal seasonal operating

point for the designed system, based on the expected water requirement in individual periods

during the season. The mathematical derivation of the optimization model is shown in section

5.5 below.

5.2.4 Application of the model

Thus by using the model described above, the designer is able to evaluate a given design in

terms of its expected distribution and economic performance characteristics. Through

iterative use of the model, it will be possible to generate a three dimensional sensitivity

analysis of EAW vs UCC vs operating point.

Similarly, the relationships between any of the design parameters and the expected system

performance can also be investigated. One of the most commonly considered of these

relationships is that between allowed pressure variation and UCC. The results of some of

these investigations are shown in chapter 7.

5.3 Yield Estimation

The core of the economic evaluation model is the yield estimation equation that was given in

chapter 3:

'max

Y = AT ^y(i)f(i)di (3.31)

'min

Where Y = the expected total yield from a field of area/l t;

y(i) - the yield per unit area as a function of the irrigation depth, i;

f(i) = the frequency distribution function of irrigation depths

In order to evaluate this integral, both the frequency distribution of Irrigation depths function,

f(i)t and the water/yield function, y(i)t must be known. As discussed above, f(i) can be
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established directly from calculations of the discharges at each emitter. The question of the

water/yield function is however a sensitive one since it has not been fully resolved in the

literature.

The basis for the formulation of the water yield functions is the relationship between irrigation

and plant water deficits on the one hand and actual and maximum crop yields on the other.

Several approaches have been used in the quantification of this relationship. The most

common of these has been the derivation of purely empirical functions of yield versus applied

water, based on experimental results. These functions typically take the form shown in

figure 5.2 below :

Y » a + bw + cw* (5.2)

W

Where Y - crop yield per unit area;

w = water supplied to the plant;

a,btc = constants.

Figure 5.2 : The general form of experimentally derived water/yield relationships

The value of the constant c in equation 5.2 may vary from zero, implying a linear function, to

either positive (curvilinear concave function), or negative (curvilinear convex function) values.

The principal short coming of this approach is the fact that the crop yield is also dependent on

numerous ether factors apart from the amount of water applied. These include inter alia : the

crop variety; soil types; prevailing climatic conditions such as wind and temperatures; and

prevailing cultural practices such as the fertilization rates. Since these factors are not isolated

in the abovementioned models, it is impossible to produce any universal functions.

A second approach that has been used, which attempts to overcome this difficulty, is to

investigate the relationship between relative yield and relative plant water use. The term

"relative" implies the ratio between actual and potential maximum yield and water use

respectively. Several researchers have published experimental results indicating a strong

linear correlation between crop dry-matter yield and cumulative seasonal evapotranspiration.
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A review of this research is given by Stegman, et al (1980). The most generalized form of this

relationship is given by plotting the relative dry-matter yield, Y/Ymax, against relative

evapotranspiration, £77£7max. Then for any given situation in which prevailing local

conditions and cultural practices enable predetermination of the maximum yield, Ymax, and

evapotranspiration, £Tmax, values, the actual yield can be estimated for lower values of £7.

Doorenbos and Kassam (1979) have formalized the relative yield/relative evapotranspiration

model as follows:

(1-Ya/Ym) = kyd-ETa/ETm) (5.3)

Where Ya = actual y ie ld ;

Ym = max imum y ie ld ;

ETa = actual evapotranspirat ion;

ETm = max imum evapotranspirat ion;

ky = the crop or y ie ld response factor.

This can be expressed in words as fol lows : the expected y ie ld loss is direct ly proport ional to

the evapotranspirat ion deficit . The funct ion is shown graphical ly in f igure 5.3.

5.3.1 Maximum yield.

The maximum potential yield of a crop is determined by its genetic characteristics and by the

prevailing environmental conditions in which it is planted. The climatic factors which affect Ym

are temperature, radiation, day length and length of the total growing season. Most crops are

available in a number of varieties, which differ in their climatic requirements for attainment of

maximum yield. This enables a given crop to be adapted for high-yielding production under

several different sets of growing conditions.

In general, the maximum attainable yield for a given crop, grown under farming conditions,

can be estimated from existing local records in the area under consideration. In many cases,

local government agencies will have conducted controlled experiments to establish maximum

yields and the cultural practices required to attain these yields. Some empirically derived

functions for calculating Ym have been proposed in the literature and are reviewed in

Doorenbos and Kasam (1979).

5.3.2 Maximum evapotranspiration.

The rate of evapotranspiration, £7, of a plant is an expression of the crop water requirements

needed for unrestricted growth. Maximum evapotranspiration represents the maximum rate
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of transpiration of a healthy crop grown in a large field under ideal agronomic conditions and

in particular with adequate water. Determination of ETm is an important aspect of the design

problem since it is equivalent to the plant water requirement and hence determines a number

of factors relating to the capacity of the system. A general function for ETm is given by:

ETm = kcETo (mm/day) (5.4)

Where ETQ = the reference evapotranspiration;

kc = a crop factor.

The reference evapotranspiration, ETo, represents the rate of evapotranspiration, under the

given climatic conditions, of an extended surface of an 8 to 15 cm tall green grass cover,

actively growing with adequate water supply and completely shading the ground. There are

several methods for the calculation of ETo. The "Penman" and "radiation" methods provide

accurate calculation of ETo from measurements of climatic data including vapour pressure,

wind speeds, temperature, sunshine duration and radiation. The more commonly used "pan

evaporation" method is simple and adequately accurate for most farming requirements. By

this method, ETo is calculated from :

ETo - kpEp (mm/day) (5.5)

Where £p = the evaporation from an unscreened class A evaporation pan (mm/day);

fcp = the pan coefficient which can be obtained from reference tables (see

Doorenbos and Kassam) for given estimations of the prevailing wind,

relative humidity and surrounding ground cover conditions.

The crop factor, kc, varies with the stage of growth of the plant and is dependent on the

humidity and wind conditions under which the crop is being grown. General values for most

crops are readily available in a number of references (Doorenbos and Kassam) and more

specific values for local conditions are usually published by government agencies.

5.3.3 Actual evapotranspiration.

The crop water demand, ETm, must be met by the available water in the soil, via the root

system of the plant. The actual rate of water uptake by the plant, £Ta, is determined by the

level of available water in the soil.

The amount of water that can be stored in the soil and then extracted by the plant is

dependent principally on the physical properties of the soil and also on the type of crop under

consideration. A model that has been widely accepted for estimating ETa is as follows :
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Given the upper and lower limits of soil moisture availability, field capacity and permanent

wilting point respectively, there is a "criticalpoint" between these two levels at which the rate

of evapotranspiration is affected. The position of this point in relation to the two limits differs

with crop type. If the moisture content of the soil is maintained above the critical point then

the actual rate of evapotranspiration is equal to the maximum rate, £7a = ETm. However as

soon as the soil moisture content falls below the critical point then £Ta begins to slow down.

It reduces linearly with the reduction of moisture content, down to zero at the permanent

wilting point.

Thus the actual evapotranspiration can be calculated from measurements of the soil moisture

content.

5.3.4 Yield response factor.

The yield response factor, ky, defined by the water/yield function (equation 5.3) is an

expression of the sensitivity of a given crop to water deficits. The larger the value of ky, the

larger will be the loss of yield due to a given water deficit.

In an analysis of a large volume of experimental data, Doorenbos and Kassam found that

representative ky values could be expressed for a large number of crops. They reported

values both for the total growing season, representing the overall yield response to seasonal

water deficits, and for individual growth periods within the season, representing the sensitivity

of a given crop to water deficits occurring within the individual periods during its growth and

maturation. The individual periods considered were: vegetative growth; flowering; yield

formation; and ripening.

Figure 5.3 shows a graphical representation of the water/yield model. The first figure (5.3a)

shows four groups of crops having different ky values for the total growing period, as

classified by Doorenbos and Kassam, and the second figure (5.3b) shows typical ky values as

they vary during the growing season. It can be seen from this latter figure that plants are most

sensitive to water deficits during the flowering period.

The ky values reported by Doorenbos and Kassam were based on experimental results for

high-producing crop varieties, well adapted to the growing environment and grown under a

high level of crop management. There will naturally always be variations in the ky values due

to peculiarities in the prevailing agro-technical conditions. There is considerable experimental

evidence that the ky value will also vary with the type of irrigation method being used and the

irrigation regime.
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Figure 5.3 : Diagramatic representation of the relative yield/relative

evapotranspiration model (Doorenbos and Kassam 1979)

Young et al (1985) found that whereas Doorenbos and Kassam reported ky values of 1.2-1.35

for bananas under long cycle sprinkler irrigation, the value for the same crop under short

cycle drip irrigation came down to 0.63. The value of Ym increased from 40-60 tons/ha under

sprinkler irrigation to 100-120 tons/ha under drip. These results illustrate the adaptability of

the relative yield/relative evapotranspiration model to local conditions. As experimental

results are built up, the values of the input parameters will become increasingly accurate and

the model itself will become increasingly reliable.
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5.3.5 Actual yield and applied water.

It can be seen that the expected yield loss can readily be calculated for given values of £7V

ETm and ky, and that if a value of the maximum potential yield, Ym is known for the crop under

consideration, then the expected actual yield, Ya, can be established. Ynv ETm and fey are

dependent on the crop and prevailing soil and cultural conditions, and are therefore constant

for a given design situation. ETa is dependent on the soil moisture condition; which in turn is

directly related to the gross water supply, consisting of (0 the initial soil moisture content at

the start of the season, (ii) the water added to the soil due to natural rainfall and (Hi) the water

applied by irrigation, IA.

Thus if a relationship could be established between £7a and IA then the expected yield could

be estimated from the irrigation application. In fact, a number of researchers have proposed a

one-to-one relationship between £Ta and IA on the basis that the water applied by irrigation

directly replaces the water evapotranspired by the plant. This implies a linear relative

yield/relative irrigation application model, equivalent to the relative yield/relative

evapotranspiration relationship:

(I-Y*/Ym) = ky(I-IA/ETm) (5.6)

In terms of this model, the expected yield will increase linearly with the amount of water

applied by irrigation up to a maximum, Ym, after which it will remain constant. This model is

supported by a large volume of research, some of which is reviewed by Warrick and Gardener

(1983) in defense of the linear model. Shalhevet et al (1976) calibrated a number of linear

regression models of yield versus applied water, for several different crops. The models were

based on experimental results and gave good goodness-of-fit statistics, thereby supporting

the linear response hypothesis.

It has been found that the maximum yield level is maintained for considerable levels of

over-irrigation, above which the yield may begin to come down in conditions of poor drainage

and excessive nutrient leaching. The model has therefore been considered valid for the type

of analysis required for the design problem, where optimal irrigation levels will not be greatly

in excess of that required for maximum yield.

5.3.6 Yield loss.

Thus for a given irrigation requirement, IR, and average application, IA, the expected yield

loss can be calculated as follows :
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For each emitter an application factor is calculated by:

Aft - (qs/qaw)*(IA/IR) (5.7)
Aft = 1 1or(qi/qay)*(IA/IR)>=l

Where Aft = the application factor at emitter i;

4j = the discharge from emitter i;

qiSf = the average emitter discharge.

Then the yield loss for each emitter, YLit is given by:

YLt = ky(l-Aft)Ym (5.8)

And the total yield loss for the block, YLb is given by:

YLb = YmfZYLJ/n i (tons/Ha) (5.9)

Where nf = the total number of emitters in the block.

5.4 Economic calculations

5.4.1 Inflation.

Inflation can have a significant effect on the viability of a development project* particularly

when it is evaluated over a long period. The lifespan of irrigation development projects is

typically taken as between 10 and 20 years. Furthermore, the economics of agricultural

projects are affected by several different cost and income parameters, each of which might be

inflating at a different rate. These parameters can be grouped as follows :

* production costs;

* energy costs;

* general cost of money; and

* the producer price (the price paid to the farmer for his produce).

The economic evaluation model incorporates four different inflation rates, one for each of the

abovementioned factors, as input variables to be specified by the designer.

A number of different approaches have been proposed to account for the effects of inflation,

in the economic evaluation of development projects. The method used in the proposed

model has been modified from Hanke etal (1975) and is given by:
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(hi) - (l+D/(l+r) (5.10)

Where i = the rate of interest to be used in ensuing discounted cash flow analyses;

/ = the rate of inflation;

r = the discount rate.

5.4.2 Discount rate.

The discount rate is the rate used in the discounted cash flow analyses to relate future worth

to present value. The question of the most appropriate rate to use for agricultural

development projects is a complex one. For most commercial projects of a private nature, the

opportunity cost of the investment represents a reasonable measure for calculating the

economic worth of the project. In other words, the discount rate can be taken as being equal

to the rate that could be earned from an alternative investment commonly the prevailing bank

rate. However, there is varying opinion with regard to the evaluation of agricultural projects.

On the one hand, experience has shown that farmers do not generally perceive the

opportunity costs of a project as being important. They are often strongly motivated by the

desire to develop the land as fully as possible, so as to foster a feeling of permanent

ownership and stability. In other words, they take a long term view of their operation, and any

proposed development cannot therefore be evaluated purely in terms of the immediate return

on investment that will accrue. Also, farmers are inclined to attach more weight to capital

costs which require immediate expenditure, than to future operating costs, even when these

operating costs form the dominant portion of the total costs. This is because capital

expenditure normally has a greater impact on the farmer's cash-flow situation than operating

costs. These factors all mitigate for a low discount rate to be used.

Similarly, in the case of agricultural projects that are initiated by development agencies the

need for a rapid return on investment is often supplanted by the aim of stimulating rural

development. This also mitigates for a lower than normal discount rate.

On the other hand, Keller (1983) argues that agricultural development projects are naturally of

a high risk nature, and economic evaluations of these projects should therefore reflect this

through the use of a discount rate in the region of 10% higher than the prevailing interest

rates.

It can be seen therefore that the value of the discount rate to be used in the analysis should

be decided subjectively to reflect the preferences and objectives of the developer. It is

therefore incorporated into the evaluation mode! as a user specified variable.
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5.4.3 Costs.

The different cost elements incorporated into the model are as follows :

* Fixed costs. These include :

- equipment and installation costs of both the block and a portion of the mainline equal to

the ratio of the block area to the total scheme area.

- system maintenance costs, again for both the block and a representative portion of the

mainline.

- fixed production costs, representing those costs of production other than direct

irrigation costs, that are fixed and not related to the size of the yield. These typically

include tractor and machinery costs, land preparation costs, chemicals, labour and

interest on operating finance.

* Yield related production costs, which typically include items such as harvesting,

packing and in some cases fertilization.

* System operating costs, which include energy and direct water costs.

The cost of water has two possible components. Firstly the basic cost of the actual water

used for irrigation. This may be charged directly to the farmer, in which case it is straight

forward to calculate. In some cases however, the water supply may be subsidized and then

the rate to be included in the calculations depends on the purpose of the analysis.

The second water cost component is an opportunity cost which may be applicable when the

available water supply is limited and there are a number of alternative uses competing for the

water. It represents the potential additional benefits that could be realized by using the water

elsewhere. The opportunity cost of water is particularly relevant in the case of deficit

irrigation, where reduced application will result in a saving of water.

5.4.4 Return on investment calculations.

The equivalent annual worth, EAW, is derived in the following steps :

1) Present value factors for the four groups of parameters discussed above are calculated

using the conventional present value formulation :

PVF = /f7 + i / / - i / / i Y i + V v (5.11)

Where PVF = the present value factor;

/ = the interest rate (%/100);

.V = the period of analysis (years).
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The value of the interest rate, U is calculated for each factor from equation 5.10, using the

different inflation rates. Four present value factors are calculated, being respectively:

"PVF_prod" for production costs;
nPVF_energy" for energy costs;

"PVF_eaming't for the producer price;

"PVF_general" for the general cost of money.

2) The cost elements are then calculated as follows :

k_fixed - iot_captl_cost$ + (tot_maint_costs +

fixed_prod_costs) *PVF_prod (R/Ha) (5.12)

k_yield = yield_prod_costs * PVF_prod (R/ton) (5.13)

k_operat = [(tot_ener&_cost • PVF_energy) +
((water_base_co$t+ water_opport_cost) *PVF_general)J
*Ab * £ j g • 10 (R/mm) (5.14)

Where kjxed = the fixed costs over the life of the project, ammortized to present

value terms;

k_yield = the yield related operating costs over the life of the project,

ammortized to present value terms;

k_operat = the non yield related operating costs over the life of the project,

ammortized to present value terms;

tot_japtl_j:osts, tot_maint_costs and fixed_prod_costs are the equipment, maintenance

and fixed production costs respectively, as defined in section 5.4.2;

yield_prod_costs are the yield related production costs given in R/ton of produce;

tot_energy_cost = the total energy cost per cubic meter of water

= base_energy_rate • XP/367 * 0.75 (R/m3 of water);

base_energy_rate is given in R/kWhr;

XP = the pump operating head (m);

water_base_jost and water_opport_cost are given in R/m3 of water;

Ab - the area of the block (Ha);

£ag = the gross efficiency of the system, reflecting losses in the system and

to the atmosphere.

3) The present value of nett earnings from production, nett_eamt is given by:

nett_eam = (prod_price * PVF__eammg) - k_yield (R/ton) (5.15)

Where prod_price = the producer price paid to the farmer (R/ton).
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4) For a given average irrigation application, IA, the expected yield loss, YLb, in tons/ha is

calculated from equation 5.9. And the present value cost of this loss is given by:

NPV_cost = (nett__eam • YLb +Ab) + (IA * k_operat) (R) (5.16)

5) Thus the nett present worth of the project is given by :

NPW = nett_earn +Ym+Ab- NPV_Cost (R) (5.17)

6) Finally, a capital recovery factor, CRFt is calculated using the conventional formulation

(the inverse of the PVF expression in equation 5.11) with the interest rate equal to the

project discount rate. And the equivalent annual worth is then given by:

EAW = NPW*CRF (5.18)

A sample set of all the input parameters required for the economic evaluation model is given

in table 5.1.

5.5 Operating Point

The economic analysis described above was specified for an average irrigation application,

IA. As discussed in section 5.2 above, this average application can be varied between zero

and the maximum system capacity in response to the plant requirement. It is therefore

necessary to determine the optimal operating point (i.e. the optimal IA) corresponding to a

given seasonal requirement, IR. The value of IA/IR is termed the "application ratio (ar)'\ as

defined in chapter 3.

Furthermore, since the requirement varies during the season, the optimal application ratio

may also vary. For example, in the case of a period of low irrigation requirement it will be

feasible to raise the application ratio so that all or most of the field receives the required

application. This will not be possible during the peak requirement period since the upper limit

of the ratio will be constrained by the system capacity. The optimum point in each period will

depend on the economic factors affecting the evaluation model. For example, if the yield

response factor, ky, varies during the growing season, then it would intuitively make sense to

raise the application ratio during the period when the ky value is highest (the crop is most

sensitive to water deficits). However there is a trade-off with the higher operating costs that

ensue from a higher application.

If the total available seasonal water supply is limited but may be allocated in any way during
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1)

2)

3)

4)

D

3)

5)

7)

Table 5.1 Sample set of the I

Caoacttv/Ooeratina reaime:

Average emitter discharge

Emitter spacing

Total available water

Area:

Area of block

Aaronomic data:

Maximum crop yield

Period

Crop water requirement (mm/cycle

Duration of period (cycles)

ky value for each period

Input parameters for the economic evaluation model

Design Data

*(48.6tph)
(2.0 x 3.5m)

800mm

(0.2Ha)

53tons/Ha

Nov/pec

0 25

6
0.8

AoDlIcation fractions for operation ooint optimization :

Capital costs:

Material costs

-block piping and emitters

•other block materials

•estimated mainline cost

Installation costs

-block

-mainline

Other capital items (fees.etc)

•
Total capital costs

Fixed production costs :

Ooeratina costs:

* Energy cost

Estimated headloss in mainline

Pump delivery pressure

Overall energy cost

Water base cost

Water opportunity cost

Producer price to farmer:

Economic 1

(R 343.07)

R, 34.30

R 2500.00

R 100.00

R 500.00

R 50.00

(R 3162.54/Ha)

R 2500/Ha/yr

5c/kWh

200kPa

(362kPa)

(0.66c/m3)

10c/m3

Oc/m3

R 253.00Aon

Gross application rate

Gross system efficiency

Nett application rate

Maximum irrigating time/set

Maximum application/cycle

Area of scheme

Dec/ Jan Feb March

40 30 20

6 4 4

0.8 0.8 0.8

0.90 1.00 1.05 1.10 1.15

Data

2) Maintenance costs:

Block 5% (R

Mainline 3% (R

(6.9mm/h)

96%

(6.7mm/h)

6hrs

(40mm)

5Ha

Total

(590)

(20)

91.68/Ha/yr)

15.00/Ha/yr)

4) Yield related production costs :

R 75.00/ton

6) Discounted cash flow analysis :

Period

Discount rate

Inflation rates

•energy

-production costs

-earnings

-general

15years

13%

18%

18%

14%

19%

*AJI values within ( ) are calculated by the computer from the design and other input data.

the season, as is typically the case when the supply comes from a storage dam, then there is

a further problem to allocate the operating points during the season in such a way that the

overall return on investment is optimized.
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The optimization problem defined above lends itself to solution by dynamic programming, if

the evaluation model is applicable for individual periods during the growing season. This in

turn is dependent firstly on the validity of the crop water/yield model over the individual

periods, and secondly on being able to specify the required input data for each period.

These individual "periods" would typically be portions of the growing season during which the

crop water demand remained the same. Each period may incorporate one or more irrigation

cycles.

5.5.1 Defining the evaluation model on an individual period basis.

In order to fulfill the first condition mentioned above, an additive water/yield function is

proposed. This implies that the total yield loss over the full season will be equal to a

weighted average of the water deficits incurred during the season, where the weighting

factors are the product of: (i) the ky values in each period, and (ii) the fraction of the total

growing period taken by each individual period. If the length of each period is expressed in

terms of the number of irrigation cycles, then the additive model is given by:

(1 • Ya/Ym) = 2 kyp (Ncp/Ncj (1 - IAJETmJ (5.19)
p

Where fcyp = the crop response factor during period p;

Afcp = the number of irrigation cycles in period p;

Nct = the total number of irrigation cycles in the season;

IAp;ETmp = the application ratio in period p.

On the basis of the underlying theory of the linear model, this additive model is intuitively

reasonable. No reported experimental evidence has been found to support it, but it is used by

Doorenbos and Kassam (1979) in several of their worked exercises illustrating the

applicability of the linear model. It has also been proposed in the literature by Jensen (1968),

and has been used in similar design analysis models by Allen (1986) andTsakiris (1985).

Given the additive model, corresponding theoretical yield losses for each individual period

can be defined by:

(2 • Ya/Ym)? = ky? (NcJNcj (1 - IA^ETm^) (5.20)

Where (1 - Ya/Ym)? = the yield loss incurred during period p.

And similarly the evaluation model can be applied to calculate the nett present value cost of

the yield loss in each period by modification of equation 5.16 :
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NPV_costp = (nett_earn • YLbp *Ab) + (X4p * kjyperat) (R) (5.21)

Where the terms of equation 5.21 are the same as those defined for equation 5.16 with the

subscript p referring to an individual period in the growing season.

The second condition stated above for the applicability of the evaluation model to individual

periods in the growing season was the availability of data on an individual period basis. The

specific parameters needed for this are shown in table 5.1, viz: the crop water requirement in

each period, the number of fixed irrigation cycles (of equal length) in each period and the

corresponding ky value for the period.

The crop water requirement is normally estimated from daily evaporation data, and it is fairly

common practice to group the data into periods of the same average daily requirement.

These are typically, but not necessarily, monthly periods. Thus there should not be any

difficulty in defining the crop requirement for a number of different periods during the growing

season. The length of each period will also be known.

The most difficult parameter to establish for each period is the crop response factor, ky.

Doorenbos and Kassam have defined factors for a number of different crops for four different

growth periods in the plant cycle: "vegetative", "flowering", "yield formation" and "ripening". If

these are available for the crop under consideration and they can be correlated to the periods,

defined by the varying water requirement, then the corresponding ky values can be used. If

no individual ky values are available then the total seasonal value can be used for each period.

5.5.2 The proposed dynamic programming model

On the basis of the foregoing, the proposed dynamic programming (DP) solution to the

problem of optimizing the system operating point is derived as follows :

The stages of the DP are the periods defined during the growing season, and the decision

variable is the operating point, or application, in each period, IAp. The solution is best derived

from a backward-moving DP. In other words the solution procedure starts by calculating the

cost function at the last period in the season and then continues by working back through

each stage to the first period. The cost component of each stage is a function of the decision

variable given by:

= NPV-C0Stp <5-22)
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And the objective function is then : Min

subject to: 2lA?<Q

Where Q - the total available water supply.

The state variable, sp, represents the amount of water remaining out of the initial total, at

stage p. It is determined from the sum of the allocations in each period from the last, back

to p. For any feasible state in period p a function of the cumulative cost up to the current

stage./pfjp), is given by :

/pfrp) = RJLiJ+fpntSrO (5.23)

Where /p+ifap+t) - the cumulative cost up to the previous stage, which was at

period p*i.

And then if the notation,/*pfap), is used to denote the minimum cumulative cost at stage p for

state Sp, then the recursive equation of the DP is given by:

/*^*^] (5.24)l

Thus by calculating/*p for each stage working back to period 1, the value of

gives the total NPV_cost, and the optimal operating point at each stage can be found by

following the optimal allocation policy through the DP solution.

Both the decision variable, and consequently the state variable, are continuous over the

range of feasible operating points. In other words, literally any depth of water can be applied

by the irrigation system, within the limits of the system capacity. This implies an infinite

number of feasible values of the decision variable and a corresponding infinite number of

values of the state variable. In order to set up the DP it is therefore necessary to specify a

series of discrete values within the feasible range of the decision variable, for each stage of

the DP. This in turn will generate a limited number of feasible states at each stage. This

discretization is achieved by specifying a constant set of application ratios, from which the

actual applications can be calculated for each period.

5.5.3 Example of the DP application.

A hypothetical example is presented in order to illustrate the setting up of the DP and the

calculations carried out at each stage :
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Assume:

- the water requirement, ETm, for three periods during the season is 300, 400 and 200 mm

respectively;

- the total available water supply = 800 mm; and

- the discrete values of the water application, IA, to be used in each period are determined by

application ratios of 0.7, 0.8, 0.9,1.0 and 1.1 respectively.

Then:

The actual values of the decision variable to be applied at each stage are calculated by

multiplying the requirement by each application ratio in turn. The values are shown in

table 5.2.

Table 5.2 Values of the decision variable, IAp1 for each period

ar

0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1

w,
210
240
270
300
330

IAZ

260
320
360
400
440

IAZ

140
160
180
200
220

For each of these applications, a hypothetical value of the cost function, RJIA^, which :is

equal to NPV_costpt is shown in table 5.3.

Table 5.3 Values of the cost function, RJIAJ, for each period

ar

0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
1.1

RyOAy)

1500
1350
1050
950
950

RiOAJ
1650
1500
1100
1000
950

1400
1200
900
900

1000

The calculations made using the recursive equation (5.22 and 5.23), for each stage, are

shown in tables 5.4 to 5.6 respectively. For example, an application of 400mm in period 2 will

have an associated cost, given in table 5.3, of 1000. If the current state (amount of remaining

water) in this period (table 5.5) is 560mm, then the application of 400mm will leave 160mm

remaining in period 3. From table 5.4, the optimal application in this case is the full 160mm

with an associated cost of 1200. Therefore the minimum cost at stage 2 of an application of

400mm from a total of 560mm is 1000+1200=2200.
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Similarly, an application of 300mm in period 1 has a cost of 950. This leaves 500mm

remaining in period 2, for which the optimal application is 320mm at a cumulative cost of 2400

(1500 from applying 320mm in period 2 and 900 from applying 180mm in period 3). The total

cost of this strategy is therefore 3350.

Once the calculations are complete, the optimum strategy can be identified by working

through the results. From table 5.6, the minimum cost for this system is 3300, and this is

incurred from applying 240mm, 360mm and 200mm in periods 1, 2 and 3 respectively.

Table 5.4 Values of the function /̂ .s

State
IAZ: 140

1400
1400
1400
1400
1400

160

1200
1200
1200
1200

180

900
900
900

200

850
850

220

140
160
180
200
220 1400 1200 900 850 1000

1400
1200
900
850
850

140
160
180
200
200

Table 5.5 Values of the function f2(sz)

State
*2

470
500
530
560
590

IAZ: 280

2550
2500
2500
2500
2500

320

2900
2400
2350
2350
2350

RZ(IA2)
360 400

2500
2300
1950 2200
1950 1900

440

2350

2550
2400
2300
1950
1900

IA\
260
320
360
360*
400

State
*1

800

lAy: 210

3400

Table 5

240

3300

.6 Values of the function/^;

Ry(IAy)

270 300 330

3350 3350 3500

/ W £4*1
3300 240*

5.6 Comparison With Other Models

Several researchers have proposed models to solve the yield-distribution integral (equation

3.31) with the specific purpose of considering system design rather than in-field evaluation.

Some of these are reviewed below for the sake of comparison with the proposed model.
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The following papers are reviewed :

English etal (1983);

Hill and Keller (1980);

A series of three papers by Peri, Norum and Hart published with each author listed first, in

turn (1979,1979,1980);

Seginer(1978);

Tsakiris(1985);

Warrick and Gardner (1983).

5.6.1 Water distribution function.

All of the abovementioned authors have used a functional analysis of the water distribution

pattern. In other words, they have assumed that the distribution pattern can be adequately

represented by a statistically derived mathematical function. There is however, considerable

disparity between the functions and solution procedures that have been used.

English et al use the analysis of Hart and Heerman (1976) that was discussed in chapter 3,

with the assumption of a normal distribution of the watering pattern. Their analysis requires

estimation of the mean and variance of the ET*/ETm ratio, on the basis of assumed values of

the coefficient of uniformity and the requirement and application efficiencies.

Hill and Keller present an analysis for three different irrigation systems, viz : sprinkler, drip and

furrow. A normal distribution characterized by the coefficient of uniformity is assumed for the

sprinkler system; similarly a normal distribution characterized by the emission uniformity

(Karmeli and Keller 1975) is assumed for the drip system; and empirical formulae for the water

time advance and infiltration respectively are used for the furrow system. Statistical analysis,

published by Hart and Reynolds (1955), relating irrigation depth received per increment of

area to the uniformity coefficient is used for the sprinkler system.

Peri et al develop their own analytical solutions to the yield-distribution integral for both

normal and linear functions of the water distribution pattern. Similarly, Seginer develops a

solution based on an assumed uniform distribution function. Warrick and Gardner show

mathematical formulations for five different statistical functions, in which they include

consideration of the effects of both the non-uniformity due to the system design and that due

to the heterogeneity of the soil.
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Tsakiris, in part 1 of his paper, formulates three "application pattern parameters" to characterize

the distribution pattern. These parameters are calibrated from experimental catch-can

measurements of the spread of water from a single sprinkler. In part 2 of his work, an

alternative analysis is presented using both normal and Pearson type 3 distributions. A

graphical (numerical) solution procedure is used to relate the coefficient of variation to the

relative mean deficit for varying application ratios.

5.6.2 Water/yield function.

Several different approaches to the water/yield function are also reported.

Warrick and Gardner, Tsakiris and English et al all use the linear relative yield/relative

evapotranspiration model formalized by Doorenbos and Kassam. English et al use the

specific curve for winter-wheat, which in fact has a correction term for apparent non-linearity of

the response curve close to the maximum point. Tsakiris discusses the validity of the model

in estimating the seasonal evapotranspiration deficit from data on the deficit at each irrigation

during the season. He considers both the additive and multiplicitive models.

Seginer uses a linear function of similar shape to the Doorenbos and Kassam function, but

with absolute values of yield and seasonal water application rather than the dimensionless

(relative) values.

Hill and Keller use a graphical curvilinear plot of experimental data relating absolute yield to

seasonal infiltrated water depth.

Peri et al present an analysis that is essentially independent of the water/yield function. They

postulate parameters a and £ representing the economic loss incurred due to areas receiving

deficit irrigation and excess irrigation respectively. Their analysis is based on the ratio f$/ct,

and on the assumption that the magnitudes of these cost parameters are directly proportional

to the amount of the deficit, or excess respectively. In their third paper they do present a case

specific analysis based on a quadratic absolute yield/seasonal water application function.

5.6.3 Operating point.

All of the authors consider the operating point as a decision variable, however they relate to it

in different ways. None of them consider the possibility of varying the operating point during

the season. Peri, Tsakiris, and English et al make a stated assumption that the application

ratio remains constant throughout the season.
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English et al, Tsakiris, and Warrick and Gardner all do not consider the question of optimizing

the operating point, but rather incorporate it as a decision variable that is established on a

case-by-case basis as part of the input data. English et al specifically examine the feasibility

of deficit irrigation.

The analyses of Peri et al are based entirely on optimizing the operating point; whilst both

Seginer, and Hill and Keller present methods of finding the optimal operating point as part of

their overall analyses.

5.6.4 Model structure and solution procedure.

Only two of the six papers present a full economic analysis including consideration of

complete system designs. These are the papers of English et al, and Hill and Keller.

Hill and Keller consider the irrigation of a single field of sugar cane to be irrigated alternatively

by a sprinkler, a drip and a gravity (furrow) system. For each alternative method, a series of

designs are developed for a range of uniformities. The capital costs associated with each of

these uniformities are identified. Then for each design, the expected yield and hence profit

are calculated using the functions discussed above with an assumed seasonal depth of

application. A search technique to find the optimal seasonal application depth is described.

The process, which is similar to that of the model proposed in this research, entails evaluating

the model for discrete increments of the application depth between prespecified limits; as the

application depth appears to be approaching the optimum, the size of the increments is

decreased. The profit calculation is done by amortizing the capital costs using a capital

recovery factor based on a fixed discount rate and zero inflation. The results are presented in

tabular form for each system, for varying uniformities, pumping requirements and producer

prices.

English et al present a case study on a field of winter-wheat to be irrigated by a moving lateral

system. Two alternative designs are presented, one for full irrigation and the other for

deliberate deficit irrigation. For each design, a system uniformity coefficient and operating

point are assumed and the expected yield is determined analytically using the models

discussed above. The water supply is from wells, so that the total supply is limited by the

capacity of the wells. The water savings realized for the deficit design are utilized by irrigating

a larger area than is possible under full irrigation. The economic analysis incorporates

equivalent annual worth calculations using two different inflation rates, 15% for energy costs

and 10% for all other factors. Considerably better returns are realized from the deficit system

than from the full system.
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The models of Seginer and Peri et al are independent of any specific design, with economic

results presented as a function of hypothetical uniformity coefficients. Both papers show

calculations of the expected net income for two different uniformities; pointing out that the

difference between the two results represents the amount that can be afforded in upgrading a

proposed irrigation system from operating at the lower uniformity to operating at the higher

uniformity.

Seginer solves the yield-distribution equation analytically using the functions mentioned

above. He develops an expression for the mean expected yield, Y, in terms of the coefficient

of uniformity and the mean seasonal application depth, w. The optimal application depth is

then found from solving dY/dw = Pw where Pu = the unit price of water. The model is

illustrated for cotton irrigation and the results are presented graphically through a family of

curves of Y vs w for varying UCC and ?w.

Peri et al define the "system optimal depth" as the irrigation depth that minimizes the losses due

to deficit and excess irrigation respectively, for a particular imgation system. They define the

total loss function, LT, as the sum of the deficit loss function, LD, and the excess loss

function, L£. These latter functions are in turn given as linear functions of the loss per unit

volume of deficit and excess, £ and a, and the extent of the deficit and excess respectively.

The extent of deficit and excess are functions of the distribution pattern and time of

application respectively. Thus, since the distribution pattern for a given system is assumed

known, the optimal time of application, r, and hence the optimal average application depth,

are given by solving dLT/dt = 0. Solutions are generated for varying values of f$/Cc and UCC.

Both Tsakiris and Warrick and Gardner do not attempt any economic analyses, but rather

develop solutions to the yield-distribution integral. Warrick and Gardner acknowledge that for

the more complex forms of the distribution function, the integral is difficult to solve analytically

and must therefore be evaluated numerically. They outline a method utilizing Monte Carlo

simulations. Solutions are shown in the form of graphical contours of expected yield for

varying application ratios and coefficients of variation of the distribution function. Tsakiris

develops an analytical solution for the specific functions discussed above and discrete

solutions are generated for a range of application ratios.
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5.7 The Computer Models

The computer model for evaluation has been designed to provide the user with full flexibility

to consider all the aspects of evaluation discussed above. The computer program forms part

of the block design package described in the previous chapter and is operated from within

the overall block design model. The evaluation function is accessed from the main menu,

after completion of the design phase, and the evaluation is then carried out in a number of

sub-functions as shown in appendix 1a.

5.7.1 Program operation.

The program operates from six different pages, or "screens", which the user can select at will

from the evaluation menu.

The first two pages present the results from the uniformity evaluation, as shown in figures 5.4

and 5.5 respectively. Page 1 presents a table of the various parameters discussed above,

and page 2 shows a list of any laterals in which one or more of the emitters will operate at

pressures outside of the defined limits. The calculations are carried out for four different valve

inlet pressures, as can be seen in the displays. Initially, the four pressures are respectively

0.8, 1.0, 1.1 and 1.2 times the required pressure determined in the design phase. However

the user may subsequently specify any desired pressure and the evaluation will be carried

out for this pressure.

<proj MBS 30/09/86

Evaluation of Block. J1 ; Pag* t * Uniformity Analyst*

Inlet Pressure (m)
Inlet Flow Cm3/hr)
Uniformity C%>
Ave q (//hr)
Ave q/q nom
q mfn <//hr)
q max <//hr)
a variation (X)

14.3
12.4
84.1
26.4

o.sa
21.4
28.8
18.1

16.1
14.5
87.1
30.7
0.96
24.7
33.6
19.2

17,9
16.9
85.3
33.0
1.04
32.7
36.4
20.3

19.7
19.5
85.1
34.8
1.10
31.0
33.4
21.4

Figure 5.4 : Results from the uniformity analysis of the block evaluation model
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<Proj MBS 30/09/86

Evaluation of Block. Jl : Page Z * High/Low Pressures

Laterals with Pressure Prof i le * Beyond Allowable U n i t *

In le t Pressure (m)

U . 3 16.1 T7.9

ta«

20a

Hone la
2a

19.7
la
2a
3a

5a
6a

•

Figure 5.5 : Results from the uniformity analysis of the block evaluation model

The remaining four pages relate to the economic evaluation. On initiating this function, the

user will have either page 1 or page 2 displayed on the screen and will be requested to

specify which of the four displayed inlet pressures should be used for the ensuing

calculations. All the input parameters required for the economic evaluation, as listed in table

5.1, must then be specified. This is done in pages 3,4 and 5. Any of these parameters which

are determined by the design process or the uniformity evaluation, such as the block

equipment costs, the layout characteristics and the average emitter discharge, are carried

through and displayed on the relevant pages automatically. On initiating page 6, the

computer checks that all the required data have been supplied and then carries out the

economic evaluation. The results are displayed in both tabular and graphical format, as

shown in figure 5.6.

At any stage in the process, the user may move interactively from page to page.
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C f t A S O J U A P P L E S .- •;:':.::: -• . ; , : - : • ••• • • . • • • • • • . , " . - . - : . v v : . ; . : , ; ; ' : • '•;;-. ' . -

teonowHe j v l u i t ^ o n i ANALYSIS TO* OJ « 98X ' : *v o :« 48.6/hr
28/01/87

DEPTH (•&)
VOL <*000 «3)

Tom/ha
fc8/«3

AppUc - £• <X>
t«pnt - IP (X)

EAW CR/ha)
EAU (R/«3>

530
1.06

48.6
9.2

590
1,18

T1EL0

52.5

8.9

604
1.21

52.8
«.7

EFFICIENCY

99
89

EOUIV

7348

1.39

98
98

.ANNUAL

8607
1.46

96
99

«XTH

8672
1.44

625
1.25

52.9
8.5

93
99

8604
1.38

64D
1.28

52.9
8.3

91
99

8549

T/h*
52.9

48.6

-<YIELO>
cg/sS
9.2

8.3

U
99

91

530 590 604 625 640

—<£FFIC1ENCY>.

530 590 604 :625 640

OPTIMAL OPERATING POLICY DURING SEASON

PERIOD
Rtqmt
AppUc

<aa/eyclt)
<m/cyclt)

1
25
26

Z
40
•40

3
30
31

4
20
21

S 6 7 6 TOTAL
590
604

*/ha
8672

7348

1 cEQUIV

i

ANNUAL

|
I

«*TR> .

4 1

1.46

1.34

530 590 604 625 640
TOTAL SEASONAL APPUC (m)

Figure 5.6 : Results from the cost/benefit analysis of the block design evaluation model

5.7.2 The algorithms.

Complete PASCAL listings for a number of the evaluation model algorithms are shown in

appendices 2b and 2c. These algorithms are described below:

Calculate the emrtter discharges. In order to carry out the uniformity calculations, the

actual emitter discharges have to be calculated. Information stored in the design phase

includes all the pipe diameters and the coefficients of the assumed linear discharge/pressure

relationship for each lateral on the manifold. An iterative procedure for the calculation of the

actual discharges, for a given inlet pressure, is carried out as follows:

- The calculations start at the manifold end, with an assumed end pressure, and work back

to the inlet
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- For the given lateral inlet pressure, the expected lateral inlet flows are calculated from

the discharge/pressure relationship. The actual emitter pressures, and hence

discharges, are calculated in turn from the lateral inlet to its end, using the given lateral

inlet pressure and inflow, the known emitter pressure/discharge relationship and a point

to point calculation of the head losses in the lateral pipes.

• On reaching the end of the lateral, the calculated remaining lateral flow is checked to

ensure that it is equal to zero. If not, then the estimated inlet flow is adjusted, and the

calculation is repeated.

- Once these calculations are satisfactorily concluded, the head loss in the manifold up to

the next lateral is calculated, using the corrected lateral inflows. This in turn enables

calculation of the inlet pressure at the next lateral.

- The process is repeated for each lateral in turn, working back to the manifold inlet A

cumulative total of the manifold flow and its pressure at the current lateral are maintained

throughout the calculations.

- Once the valve is reached, the calculated pressure at this point is compared with the

specified inlet pressure for which the calculations are being done. If the calculated

pressure is not within 1% of the specified pressure, then the end pressure that was used

to initiate the calculations is adjusted by the amount of the error minus a correction for

the non-parallel effect. The whole process is repeated until the correct inlet pressure is

reached.

Calculate the uniformity parameters. The uniformity parameters are calculated by looping

through the emitter discharges in a two-pass process. The first is used to calculate the

average emitter discharge, as well as the maximum and minimum values, and the laterals in

which one or more emitters operate outside the design limits. The second pass uses the

average value to calculate the mean deviation from the mean (coefficient of uniformity), as

well as the maximum percentage variation.

Perform the dynamic programming optimization. Prior to initiating the economic

evaluation, the inputted irrigation requirement values are all rounded to the nearest 5mm, and

all subsequent calculations are carried out using 5mm increments. The DP is evaluated in

three phases:

- The cost matrix for each stage of the DP and each possible application (table 5.2 in the

example presented in section 5.5) is calculated. The program loops through each

emitter discharge and calculates the expected yield loss; this is then used to calculate

the associated NPV_cost.
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- Maximum and minimum feasible states (remaining available water) are then calculated

for each stage, by subtracting the minimum and maximum applications respectively,

starting from the initial total at stage one. Then the cumulative cost matrices at each

stage of the DP (tables 5.3 - 5.5 of the example) are calculated for each possible state, in

5mm increments, between the established feasible maximum and minimum limits. This

is done working back from the last period to the first.

- Finally, the DP results are determined from the matrices, and the economic evaluation

- parameters are calculated.
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6.1 Introduction

The mainline is the pipe network that distributes water from the source to the block valves. It

consists of the pipes themselves which may ramify from a single main into several sub-mains,

as shown in figure 6.1, and various control elements such as pumps, filters, fertilizer injectors

and pressure regulating valves. In general, irrigation networks have a branching structure,

implying that the network branches out from the source without ever joining back up with

itself; unlike urban water supply networks which are normally looping. This branching

structure simplifies the design problem as is shown further on in this chapter.

At the start of the mainline design process the location and operating requirements

(discharge and pressure) of each block valve are known. In most cases, the location of the

pumps (water source) is also known. The design problem consists of three distinct elements:

* determining the network layout;

* establishing the sequencing (or scheduling) of the block valves during operation; and

* sizing of the pumps and pipes.

These three problems are inter-dependent, so that the solution to any one of them will affect

the results of the other two. It is therefore difficult to establish a globally optimal solution

procedure for the whole design. For this reason, the approach adopted has been to develop

locally optimized solutions for each module. If necessary, each solution can then be modified

by a manually directed iterative process, based on the results obtained for each of the other

design modules.

This chapter provides a detailed description of each of the three solution processes, together

with a description of the computer programs that have been developed to generate these

solutions.

6.2 Network Layout

6.2.1 The design problem

The layout problem consists of establishing the lowest cost arrangement of pipes that will link

the water source to each of the block valves.
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Figure 6 .1 : Schematic example of a mainline layout

In its simplest form, the solution to this problem might be seen to be the layout for which the

total length of piping is minimized. However, there are trade-offs in the pipe sizing problem

which involve exploiting the prevailing topography to offset pressure losses due to pipe

friction. These may mitigate against selecting the shortest path. For example, in the network

shown in figure 6.1 the length of the main pipe could be reduced by leading it up to the

sub-mains directly above the water source. However, this would result in the water in the

sub-mains having to be pumped up against the slope. The current arrangement allows for the

headloss due to friction in part of the sub-mains to be offset by the gain due to topography.

This means that a higher headloss can be tolerated in the sub-main sections below the main

pipe* which In turn means that smaller diameter pipes can be used over these sections.

A further consideration in determining the network layout is the operating sequence of the

block valves. In general this sequence is established in conjunction with the network layout

In such a way as to distribute the flow in the network as widely as possible. In this way the

maximum discharge carried by any single branch of the network is minimized, and hence the

diameters required are also minimized.

Thus It can be seen that the optimal layout is one for which both the capital costs of the pipes

and the energy requirements for operation are minimized. A practical optimization procedure

has proved difficult to establish, since the number of possible layouts for any given situation is

theoretically infinite. Stephenson (1984) has proposed the following solution : For a given
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situation, a full "grid* network is defined incorporating all of the valves and the source. The

network will contain multiple loops and will generally be over-specified for the requirements of

the irrigation system. However it will incorporate a large number of alternative layouts. The

network is then trimmed by solving a linear programming problem given by:

N
{] (6.1)

subjectto ^4tf\ = 2j for all j (6.2)

Where q\ = the flow in each section i of the network;

L j = the length of each section i of the network;

N = the total number of pipe sections defined for the network;

2 q - the sum of flows in all sections i leading water directly into or out of valve

or intersection j of the network;

Qj = the discharge flow out of the network at point j .

Thus the decision variables in this formulation are the flows in each pipe section. Any flow

that is set to zero in the solution implies that the section carrying that flow can be discarded.

The product q^L\ represents an expression for the "cost" of the pipe section in terms of Its

flow volume and length, so that the minimization gives a minimum cost solution. In order to

solve this problem, assumptions must be made of the flow directions in any sections that form

part of a loop. Also the solution does not consider the trade-offs related to the prevailing

topography, that were discussed above.

Buras and Schweig (1969) proposed a dynamic programming procedure for the optimal

routing of an aqueduct planned for installation in Iran. However their solution is specific to

various unique features of the design case, in particular the "herring bone" structure of the

network.

6.2.2 Proposed solution procedure

Notwithstanding the potentially infinite number of layouts for any given system, most networks

will generally have a rectangular, or close to rectangular, alignment that will facilitate the

formulation of alternative layouts. For example, in the system shown in figure 6.1, once the

direction of the sub-mains has been decided (east-west rather than north-south) then

alternative layouts are generated by moving the alignment of the connecting main. Thus if a

method for rapid evaluation of each alternative layout can be developed, then the designer

can work interactively with the computer generating a number of alternative layouts to be
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compared on the basis of the evaluation criterion. In this case it Is important that the

alternative layouts can be specified simply and quickly on the computer, and that the

evaluation is also produced quickly, without requiring lengthy computer time.

The proposed evaluation criterion Is a preliminary cost estimate, established as follows :

* An acceptable average headloss for the network (say 2% In terms of length) will be

preselected by the designer. This is used to calculate the expected headloss in the

network from each valve back to the source. This in turn enables estimates of the

required pipe-class at each section, the required pumping head for each valve, and the

pump duty.

* A first estimate of the pipe diameter at each section is then established on the basis of

the flow velocity in each section. Experience has shown that flow velocities In optimally

designed irrigation networks vary between a narrow range of ±0.9 to ±1.8 m/s,

depending on the size of the flow and the slope of the pipe section. Thus the values

used for the diameter estimates have been set as follows :

- Flow less than 50m3/hn uphill 0.9m/s; downhill 1.2m/s

- Flow between 50-150m 3/hn uphill 1.0m/s; downhill 1.3m/s

- Flow greater than 150m3/hn uphill 1.3m/s; downhill 1.8m/s

For sections at the ends of each branch of the network, these allowable velocities are

increased by 67%. Thus for each section the maximum flow is used to calculate the

velocity that would result from the various available diameters in the class of pipe

established in the first step described above. The smallest diameter that results in a

velocity not exceeding the allowed velocity is selected as the first estimate.

In this way the estimated cost of the network, including both the capital costs of the pipes and

the operating costs, can be calculated. The optimal layout is then the one with the lowest

expected cost.

This layout evaluation model acts as a form of screening model, before the application of a

more rigorous optimization model for the sizing of the pipes and pumps. In fact, it provides a

starting point for the optimization model, as discussed in section 6.4.4.

6.3 Valve Sequencing

Any given network will contain a number of block valves. Since it is uneconomical to design

the network for all the valves to operate simultaneously, the inigatlon cycle is divided into a

number of irrigation "shifts" (or "sets") and each valve is allocated to operate in one of these
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shifts. The valves must be operated tn a specified schedule, such that the hydraulic

characteristics of the network are maintained within the limits of its capacity.

The number of shifts within an Irrigation cycle is established during the preliminary design

phase, and the valve operating schedule consists of a specification of which valves operate

together in each shift. It can be seen that for each alternative layout the designer will have to

specify the valve operating sequence in order to calculate the flows throughout the network.

6.3.1 The design problem

The valve sequencing problem therefore entails allocating the Irrigation of each block to be

done in one of a given number of available shifts. The optimal schedule will be one for which:

a) the energy required in each shift is minimized; and

b) the maximum flow in each pipe section is minimized.

The second of these optimization objectives relates to the minimization of the capital costs of

the pipes through minimizing the required diameters. It implies spreading the required flow

in each shift as widely as possible throughout the network.

This is a difficult optimization problem, which is not readily solved by any known techniques.

Although there has been considerable work done in optimizing real-time responses to the

operating requirements of urban water networks, very little work has been reported on the

irrigation valve sequencing problem as it Is defined above.

The two sets of problems are quite different. On the one hand, urban domestic water

networks tend to be mutti-sourced and multi-looped. The optimization procedure revolves

around establishing the hydraulic characteristics of the network using a computer-based

network solver and then developing operating strategies for differing operating requirements.

In particular, the real-time nature of the problem implies that the network is already designed,

and therefore the second of the abovementioned optimization criteria does not apply. The

emphasis of the problem relates to optimizing the operation of the network.

Irrigation networks on the other hand are generally single-sourced and branching. Also, the

different valve pressure requirements are usually constrained within a narrow range, and the

duty point on the pump characteristic curve remains fixed during each shift. This enables

certain simplifying assumptions to be made. The emphasis of the problem shifts to one of

optimizing the design of the network.
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Sabbagh (1986) has proposed an optimization model for the real-time case, in which an

objective of minimizing the overall energy consumption of the system is formulated, and the

pressure and flow requirements of the valves form the constraints. The model uses a network

solver and standard curve fitting techniques to calibrate the pump and system characteristic

curves. A search algorithm is then used to establish the optimal operating strategy.

Gofman and Rodeh (1978) also formulated the valve sequencing problem in terms of the

single minimum energy objective. They concluded that in this form the problem is equivalent

to the so called "independent task scheduling problem*, which has been shown (Garey et al 1978)

to be NP-complete for more than two valves. This is a condition implying that no efficient

algorithm for solving the optimization problem is known or ever likely to be discovered. They

conclude therefore that the problem is best tackled by using an "approximation algorithm*,

which in mathematical terms is considered satisfactory if it generates solutions that are

guaranteed to be close to the optimum.

Their proposed solution procedure employs a computer based hydraulic network solver for

interactive use in constructing the valve sequencing schedules. The user plays an important

role in directing a search for admissible schedules. Once the system has been defined, the

approximation algorithm generates a trial solution on the following basis : An upper bound, B,

is set on the total discharge allowed in a single shift. The valves are then scheduled by the

first fit decreasing method. This method treats the valves in order of decreasing discharges,

assigning each valve in turn to the earliest shift in which it will not cause the total discharge to

exceed B. For a particular value of B the algorithm will either succeed or fail. Binary search

techniques are used to find the smallest possible value of B and the algorithm has been

proved to be highly computationally efficient.

6.3.2 The proposed solution procedure

The proposed solution procedure addresses both of the two abovementioned objectives (i.e.

energy and pipe flow minimization). The energy requirements of the network are a function of

the pressure and discharge requirements of the valves. However, in single source irrigation

networks the operating pressure at the pump is normally determined by the maximum valve

pressure requirement, and the system sizing Is optimized on this basis. In this case the

energy minimization objective can be simplified by expressing it in terms of discharge only.

And since the total discharge over all shifts is fixed, minimizing the discharge in each shift

implies minimizing the deviation of the discharge in each shift from the average discharge per

shift. The two design objectives can then be formulated as follows:
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Where

for all j (6.3)

the deviation of the discharge in shift j from the average discharge per

shift;

V
Q\ = (Zq^/J = the average discharge per shift;

v»1

V

/

qw

v£j

the total number of valves;

the number of shifts per cycle;

the discharge from valve v;

all valves v that operate in shift j .

b) MIn [ Gir i 1 = 2 q^ v for all k,j (6.4)

Where Qk j = the flow in pipe section k during shift J;

q^ v = the flow in pipe section k due to valve v;

FPV = the flow path in the network from the source to valve v.

As mentioned above, the second objective stems from consideration of the pipe sizing

problem. In the solution to the valve sequencing problem it is incorporated as a constraint

which facilitates the formulation of a successful approximation algorithm.

The algorithm works incrementally with each shift in turn. A tolerance level, 6 j , for the

maximum allowable deviation of the total shift discharge from the average discharge is set for

shift 6 j . Valves are then allocated to this shift on a basis that attempts to minimize the flows

in each section and simultaneously bring the total shift discharge to within Sj% of the

average. The value of £j is initially set to 5%. If this tolerance cannot be satisfied, then it is

increased iteratively until the lowest value that can be satisfied is established.

When a valve is being considered for allocation to a specific shift, the algorithm calculates a

measure which has been termed the "degree of coincidence" of the valve under

consideration with all other valves that have already been allocated to the shift. This is a

measure of the extent to which the valve under consideration will add to the maximum flows

in the network pipe sections. It is defined as follows:
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For each section there is a minimum flow that will be required, Irrespective of the valve

sequencing programme. This is determined by the largest discharge requirement of all

valves whose flow paths include the section in question. The degree of coincidence is

calculated as the product of the length of a section times the flow in that section in excess of

the established minimum flow, summed over all sections in the network. This is expressed

algebraically as follows:

Ck,J a 2,9v (6-5)
v£J
k€FPv

Where v€j = the valves thus far allocated to shift J, plus the valve under

consideration for addition to the shift.

The excess flow in each section, EF^j, is calculated as:

EFki} = 0 forGkfj<=Gm,n,k
£Fk,J * Qk,}'Qm\n.k torfik-J

Where Qmin k = the minimum flow in section k.

Then the degree of coincidence, DCV j , of valve v in shift j Is

K
v # j « 2 (EFkti x Lk> (6.7)

Where K = the total number of sections in the network;

Lk = the length of section k.

The algorithm follows a series of steps which are described below:

1. The valve with the largest discharge requirement is allocated to the first shift.

2. For each remaining valve its degree of coincidence with the allocated valve is calculated

and these valves are then ranked in order of increasing coincidence.

3. One valve is allocated to each remaining shift, starting from the valve that has the highest

coincidence with the allocated valve and working down in decreasing order of

coincidence.

An iterative procedure is now followed, starting with the first shift and then working with

each shift in turn :

4. The tolerance, 8-}1 by which the total discharge in shift j may deviate from the average

shift discharge is set to 0.05 (i.e. 5%).
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5. The degree of coincidence of each of the remaining unallocated valves with the valves

already allocated to shift j is calculated and the valves are ranked in order of increasing

coincidence.

6. An allocation is attempted on the basis of:

Working from lowest to highest coincidence;

Keeping the total shift discharge less than (1 + 6 j) x the average shift discharge.

7. If no allocation was possible, then the value of S-} Is increased by 0.05, and the process

returns to step 5.

Alternatively if an allocation was made and j>1, then a backwards checking function is

performed as follows:

For each valve already allocated to a previously completed shift, the possibility is

examined of improving the allocations by swapping with the valve that was allocated to

shift j in step 6. A swap is made if:

* the discharges in each shift after the swap remain within the respective allowed

tolerances of the average; and

* the combined degrees of coincidence of the swapped valves with the other valves

in the respective shifts is less than for the swapped valves in their original shifts.

If a swap is made, the backwards checking function continues through the remaining

allocated valves, with the last swapped valve in shift j as the candidate for the next

swap.

8. If the discharge in shift j is now greater than (1 - 8 -}) x the average, then the shift is fully

allocated. The algorithm returns to step 4 and continues for the next shift. If the shift is

not yet complete, then the algorithm returns to step 5 and the process is repeated.

The whole process continues until all the valves are allocated.

Although this algorithm yields a good approximation of the optimum as defined by the

abovementioned objectives, the design problem is exacerbated by the fact that practical

considerations may often override the results of the solution procedure. For example, it may

be required to have blocks of the same soil type grouped together in each schedule.

Alternatively, the schedule may be dictated by a pesticide spraying program which has an

associated drying-off requirement. In the case of manually operated systems, it may not be

practical to have valves at distal ends of the network operating together due to the distances

between them. In this case it will be preferable to group the valve schedules on a

geographical basis, which conflicts with the objective of trying to spread the flow as widely as

possible throughout the network.

Consequently it is important to provide the designer with a facility to either allocate the valve

schedules himself from scratch, or to manually overide the schedules established by the
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algorithm. The computer program that has been developed to cany out the vatve sequencing

provides this facility. It gives a continuously updated display of the discharges in each shift,

thereby enabling the designer to evaluate the affect of any changes he might make.

6.3.3 Example of the solution procedure

The network shown In figure 6.2 Is a hypothetical example presented for the purpose of

illustrating the working of the solution algorithm. The sketch shows a 12 valve network, with

the required discharges indicated alongside each valve and the lengths of each pipe shown

on each respective section.

The solution is generated for 4 shifts as follows:

* The valve with the largest discharge (vatve 9) Is allocated to shift 1;

* The degrees of coincidence of the remaining valves with valve 9 are calculated and

ranked. For example considering valve 6 with vatve 9, these two valves have two pipes

sections in common, both of which are 20m long. The minimum flow in these sections

will be 100m 3/hr due to vatve 9. If valves 8 and 9 are together in the same shift without
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Figure 6.2: Hypothetical mainline network used In the example

of the scheduling algorithm
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any other valves, then the flow in these sections will be 30m3/hr greater than the

minimum, and the flows in all other sections will be equal to or less than the minimum.

The degree of coincidence is therefore (30x20)+(30x20)=1200;

* Working from highest to lowest coincidence, allocations to the remaining shifts are made

as follows:

shift 2 : valve 10

shift 3 : vah/e 11

shift 4 : valve 12

The total system discharge is 710m3/hr, which gives an average of 177.5m s/hr for each shift.

* Starting with shift 1, the allocations made on the basis of minimizing the coincidence

level are valves 4 and 1 respectively. At this stage the discharge in shift 1 is 170m3/hr,

which is within 5% of the average, so the allocation is complete.

* In shift 2, valves 8 and 3 are allocated before the shift Is full, and after each allocation no

improving swaps are found with the valves in shift 1.

* In shift 3, valve 7 is allocated, leaving valves 6, 5 and 2 unallocated. From the point of

view of spreading the flow in the network, valve 2 would be the best allocation from these

remaining valves. However this would bring the total shift discharge to 190m3/hr, which

is more than 5% greater than the average. The next best allocation, in terms of the flow

minimization objective, is valve 6, which has a lower discharge requirement than valve 5.

This would bring the shift discharge to 160m3/hr. Although this is not within 5% of the

average, it is less then 5% greater than the average and so passes the second condition

of step 6, described above, and the allocation is therefore made. No improving swap can

be found.

* The allocation to shift 3 is not yet complete, since the discharge is still less than (1 - S) x

the average. If either of the two remaining unallocated valves are added to shift 3

however, the total discharge will exceed (1 + 6) x the average. No allocation is therefore

possible at the current S level. S is increased to 10%, which then means that the

existing allocation is within (1 - 6) x the average and the shift is considered fully

allocated.

* This leaves the overall allocation at this stage as follows:

shift 1 : valves 9, 4, 1; Q = 170m3/hn

shift 2 : valves 10, 8, 3 ; Q = 170m3/hn

shift 3 : valves 11, 7, 6; Q = 160m3/hn

shift 4 : valves 12, 5, 2; G = 210m3/hn

which is not a particularly well optimized allocation, In terms of minimizing shift
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discharge (shift 4). However, in making the allocations to shift 4, the algorithm finds

suitable swaps, which Improve the overall allocation. These are valve 10 for valve 5, and

valve 6 for valve 2 respectively, leaving the final allocation as follows:

shift 1 : valves 9, 4, 1;Q = 170m3/hn

shift 2 : valves 5, 8, 3; Q = 18Om3/hn

shift 3 : valves 11, 7, 2; Q = 190m3/hn

shift 4 : valves 12,10, 6; Q = 170m3/hn

This example illustrates how the algorithm tends to utilize the smaller discharges to fill the

first few shifts, leaving the larger discharges, and hence a less flexible situation, for the filling

of the last shifts. This is a classic problem with allocation algorithms which can only be

alleviated to some extent by the backward seeking function. The algorithm has been tested

on a number of real networks, with favourable results, as reported in chapter 8.

6.4 Pump and Pipe Sizing

A trade-off exists in establishing the pipe and pump sizes. The higher the pump pressure

(higher pumping costs), the greater the amount of pressure that can be lost through friction in

the pipes, and hence the smaller the diameters ( and the cheaper the cost) of the* pipes

needed in the network. By carrying out a present value analysis on the cost of pumping over

the expected life of the system, the energy costs can be expressed in terms of current Rands

per meter of pumping head supplied at the source. The cost of the pipes is a capital item,

which can be expressed in terms of current Rands per meter length of each diameter used in

each pipe section. The design problem can then be formulated as an optimization problem,

with several alternative methods for its solution. These solution procedures are reviewed

below.

6.4.1 Generalized formulation of the optimization problem

In order to discuss the optimization routines further, it is necessary first to outline the

conventions that have been developed for the mathematical representation of pipe networks.

Networks are represented mathematically by defining a series of links and nodes. The links

represent the pipelines which connect one node to another, and the nodes represent

specifically defined points in the network. These may be points at which the network

branches, or other points such as reservoirs, pumps, valves or outlets. Each link Is

characterized by the change in head (energy per unit weight) of the water along Its length.
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Several empirical formulae have been established to determine the loss of head due to

friction in a pipe. A generalized form of these relationships Is given In chapter 4 (equation

4.1). Each node Is characterized by the flow entering or leaving it, either along the various

links attached to the node, or due to inputs and consumptions at the node.

Thus, for a network operating at a given time under steady-state flow, for which a fixed set of

boundary conditions can be specified (i.e. inflows, outflows and fixed heads at specific

nodes), two basic types of equations can be formulated to define the flow, viz node and link

equations. The node equations are given by the conservation of flow I tw :

For node j : 2Qrj+I} * 0 (6.8)
i

Where QJJ = the flow from node i to node j (for a How from node j to node t,

will be negative);

/ j = input or consumption (i.e. negative input) at node j ;

2 = all nodes t linked directly (i.e. via a single link) to node J.
i

The link equations express the total difference in head between the end nodes of a path

in the network as the sum of head gains and losses (6H^ j) in each of the links along the path :

For path p : 2 6H,t = bD (6.9)
<u>ep p

These equations represent a set of simultaneous non-linear equations expressing the flow

and pressure distribution throughout the network. They can be solved iteratively using

techniques such as the Hardy-Cross and Newton-Raphson algorithms.

Solution of these equations enables a full specification of a given flow condition In a network.

The solution techniques form the basis of computer "network solvers" that have become

increasingly widely available. These solvers utilize rapidly converging algorithms (e.g. a

modified Newton-Raphson method employing sparse-matrix solution procedures as

described by Brailovsky and Rodeh - 1978, and Gofman and Rodeh - 1980), which enable

large networks to be solved very rapidly on relatively small computers. The solvers are useful

for monitoring and adapting existing networks, however they do not provide a process for

explicit optimization of the network design.

Several different design optimization procedures have been proposed in the literature,

utilizing both linear and non-linear methods.
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Mandl (1981) formulated a generalized linear optimization model for the design problem,

which reduces to the "trans-shipment problem91 for typical pressurized pipe networks. The

decision variables are the capacities of each link and extemal source, as shown below:

The objective function is given by:

Min [ 2 C u Cf j • S C J .

Subject to the following constraints

* The conservation law: 2 /J

(i,J)CA

* QP}B>=0

forall<l,J>CA

for all J 6A

for all J CA

foralljfA

(6.10)

(6.11)

(6.12)

(6.13)

(6.14)

Where = the flow Into node j through pipe i,j (equivalent to its capacity);

a = the flow generated at node J (e.g. by a pump);

= the flow from node j through pipe j , i (equivalent to Its capacity);

£j = the flow consumed at node j (e.g. at a sprinkler outlet);

Cfj = the unit cost of producing flow in pipe t,J;

Cja = the unit cost of generating flow at node J;

A = the set of all nodes in the network;

<*l = the fraction of water that is not lost on its way through pipe 1, J. Typically =

1 in pressurized networks.

Shamir (1974) has proposed a generalized non-linear optimization procedure for the

design and operation of water distribution networks, Incorporating a vector of decision

variables which may include either design factors such as pipe diameters or control factors

such as heads and flows in the networks:

The objective function is given by:

Min \F(d,u,x,s) «= f(d)
M

Subject to the following constraints :

d €D

(6.15)

for all i

for all t

for all t

(6.16)

(6.17)

(6.1 B)

(6.19)
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Where I = the / th loading condition from the set L;

d = the design variables (pipe diameters, pump capacities) which belong to

the set D;

u l = the operation variables from the set I/1 (valves and pumps - on/off) for

the /th loading;

x l = the dependent variables from the set A* (heads, consumptions) of the

/ th flow solution;

s[ = the independent (fixed) variable in the /th flow solution;

/ = the design cost function;

c[ = the operating cost for the/th loading;

w{ = weighting factors related to the loading;

[ G l ] = 0 = a set of simultaneous node continuity equations for the /th loading.

The solution is generated by an iterative, two-stage process. At each iteration, a flow solution

for each loading condition is calculated by a modified Newton-Raphson process, and a

gradient is then computed from :

Where X = the Legrange multipliers, which are obtained from the solution of:

[dL/dx] = 0 « [dF/dx] + [dG/dx f[X] (6.21)

The step size along the gradient to get to the next iteration is determined by the constraints

ond, u[ andx1.

The examples given above, in particular the non-linear one, have been presented to illustrate

the extent of the generality that can be incorporated in formulating the optimization problem.

However, several aspects of the design problem as related to irrigation networks render it

more specific, and in many ways simpler to solve than in the case of typical domestic water

distribution networks. The major factor in this regard is the fact that Irrigation networks are

normally of the branching type, and not looped as in the case of domestic water supply

networks. This implies that for a given loading condition the solution of the flows in each of

the links is trivial. Furthermore, the network loadings are pre-determlned by the valve

scheduling process. Thus for a given layout, the optimization problem Is reduced to one of

selecting the pipe diameters and pumping head that will give the minimum capital and

operating costs for the whole network.

6.15



6. MAINLINE DESIGN

Both linear and dynamic programming solutions have been proposed for this problem, and

these are reviewed below.

6.4.2 The linear programming (LP) solution

The LP solution to the network design optimization problem has been presented in slightly

different forms by Karmeli et al. (1968), Gupta (1969), and Kinney and Moncrief (1980). tt is

derived as follows:

The links of a network are defined by the upstream node, 1 , and the downstream node, j ,

respectively. Then for each link (J in the network being designed, a set of candidate

diameters, m , is to be considered. One set of decision variables Is given by the length of

pipe for each of the candidate diameters to be used in each link f j . These lengths are

expressed as X^m and they have associated costs given by C\jm per unit length.

A second set of decision variables is given by the operating head of the pump at the source of

the network, for each different loading condition, /. These operating heads are expressed as

XP(l). The discharge at the pump for loading / is QP(l), and ko(l) is the present value of the

operating cost of the pump per unit of head and discharge that it delivers, multiplied by : (a)

coefficients reflecting the units in which the head and discharge are expressed; (b) the

efficiency of the pump; and (c) the fraction of the total pumping time during which loading /

is operative. The cost of operating the pump during loading / is given by [ ko(l) XP(l) QP(l) ].

Similarly, assuming that the capital cost of a pump is directly proportional to Hs maximum

operating head, XPM, the overall cost of the pump at the source is given by [ kc XPM ],

where kc is the capital cost per unit of head produced by the pump.

These variables are illustrated for a hypothetical network in figure 6.3.

The objective function of the LP is given by:

Minimize [K] = 2 2 CUnXUm*2ko(l)XP(l) QPfl) + kcXPM (6.22)
1 j m I

Where I = the summation of all loadings I;
l
2 = the summation of all candidate pipe diameters m in link i j ;
m

I = the summation of all links 1 j in the network;
U
K = the total (present value) cost of the system.
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170Examples of LP variables:

(i) XUi = the length of candidate diameter 3 (350 mm diameter) that will be used
in link 24.

(ii) = The cost of this diameter = R60/nx

(iii) The network has only one loading, t = 1, for which QP(1) = 1 120 m}/hr and
XPM = 60 m.

(iv) Pumping costs:
Capital:
saykc = R200/m of pumping head.
Therefore capital cost = R200xXPM = R12 000

Operating:
say 4c/Kwhr, 2 000 hrs/ycar, 1 m3/hr raised 1 m is 0.004 Kwhrs and present
value factor for 25 years at 12% is 7.843.

Therefore ko(l) = 0.04 x 2 000 x 0.004 x 7.843
= R2,51 per m per m3/hr.

So operating cost = 2.51 x 1 120 = R2 811 x XP (1)

(v) If the pressure at node 5 must be > 30 m, then its head loss constraint is given by

180 < 210 - I J I 2 m X I2m - 2J2 4 m X24m - 2J 4 5 n X w
m m m

(vi) The length constraint for link 12 is given by

A|}i T /Vi-v) i Acj-i ^ 1 UUU m.

Figure 6.3 A hypothetical network Illustrating the variables and constraints

used In the linear programming solution procedure
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Four sets of constraints can be be derived for the LP problem as follows :

1. The non-negativity constraint. The decision variables must be non-negative, so that a

set of constraints can be stated as:

Xijm >=0
XPfy >=0 for all U, I (6.23)

2. The headloss constraint. Assume that the head at a specific reference node, s, is

fixed and known for loading /, and that either the maximum or minimum (or both)

allowable heads at a second node, n, downstream of the reference node are also known

for loading /. Then the total headloss in the network along the path from the reference

node to the second node, must not result in the head at the second node being either

greater than the allowable maximum, or less than the allowable minimum. This is

expressed by:

HMINn(l) <= Hs(l) ± 2 2 J \ i m 0 ) X U m <= HMAXn(l) for all / (6.24)
i j m

Where H%(1) = the head plus elevation at the reference node, s, for loading/;

HMINn(l); HMAXn(l) = the minimum and maximum allowable head plus elevation at

the second node, n, for loading /;

J\lJl) = the headtoss (or gain depending on the direction of flow) per

unit length of pipe of diameter n in link i j under load (flow) /.

This is calculated using one of the empirical headloss formulae;

1 1 = the summation of all segments X^m in all links U along the
f j R)

path from node s to node n.

3. The length constraint. The lengths of each diameter of pipe selected for a given link

must add up to the length of the link. This is stated by:

2 Xrjm = LS] forallij (6.25)

Where L ( J = the length of link i j

4. The pumping constraint. Since the operating head of the pump for each loading is a

decision variable In the LP, it must be constrained not to exceed the maximum possible

head that the pump is capable of producing, XPM. This is stated by:

XP(l) <*XPM for all / (6.26)
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Thus when the LP defined by the objective function and the four sets of constraints described

above is solved for a specific network, the solution provides the designer with the pipe

diameters and pumping head at the source that should be used so as to give the cheapest

possible network that will satisfy the pre-determined hydraulic requirements. It should be

noted that the LP solution provides a consistent hydraulic solution for the network at the same

time as it optimizes the design. In effect, tt solves the link equations defined by equation 6.9.

In order to render the LP practically applicable for real problems, a number of additional

factors should be addressed:

Source pumps. In formulating the objective function of the LP, two assumptions were made

about the capital cost of installing pumps in an irrigation system. Firstly it was assumed that

the cost increases linearly with increasing power of the pumps; and secondly it was assumed

that the dominant parameter determining the required power is the maximum head required

at the pump.

The first assumption is in fact an incorrect one, since the capital cost per unit of power

decreases with increasing power, due to the various economies of scale. This would suggest

the use of separable programming, whereby linear approximations for for separate portions of

the cost vs. .power curve would be used. However Alperovits and Shamir (1977) have

proposed a simple iterative algorithm based on the LP solution. They assume a value for£c in

the objective function and then run the LP. From the solution and available data, they then

calculate the actual value of the cost per unit of power, and compare it with the assumed

value. If there is a significant difference, then an adjusted value of kc is assumed and the LP

is rerun. The authors report that this process generally converges within 2 to 5 Iterations and

that Its simplicity renders it highly practical.

The second of the abovementioned assumptions implies that the discharge at the pumps will

be the same for all loading conditions. Whilst there are several advantages in trying to

achieve this for an irrigation network, it is normally not entirely feasible, as discussed in

section 6.3 of this chapter. The objective function is therefore only valid when XPM is

associated with the maximum power requirement at the pumps, I.e. when:

>= XP(l) QP(l) for all / (6.27)

Where /n = the loading condition in which the pressure requirement = XPM.
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Booster Pumps. Another consideration in relation to the designing of the pumping

capabilities for Irrigation systems is the possibility of including booster pumps in the network.

This problem can be addressed through the LP by assuming possible locations for the

boosters and including their operating pressures as decision variables as follows :

If XP(tJ) is the head added by pump number t during loading /, then for any pump in the

path from the reference point s to the node n, the headtoss constraint (eq. 6.24) becomes:

HMINJl) <= HJl)± 2 2 JrJt)Xr.m ± 2XP(t,D <= HMAXn(I) for all / (6.28)
fj m t

Where 2 = the summation of alt pumps, t, in the path from s to n.
t

And the objective function becomes :

Minimize [K] = 2 2 CUmX,]m + 2 2 ko(tj) XP(tJ) QP(tJ) + 2 kc(t)XPM(X) (6.29)
i j m t I t

In the solution of the LP some of the variables XP(t,l) may be zero for all values of /, which will

imply that no pump should be installed at the particular location t. The same analysis applies

to the possible inclusion of pressure reducing valves, which are the opposite of booster

pumps. This is the reason for the ± \r\\\\B 2 XP(t,l) term in equation 6.28.

Candidate diameters. In setting up the LP for a given network, a set of candidate diameters,

m, is specified for each link i j . In so doing, an implicit constraint is introduced into the LP,

since the solution cannot include any segments, X^mt of a diameter m that was not included

in the initial candidate set. Alperovits and Shamir (1977) have proposed an iterative

procedure that does not limit the diameters to the initial candidate set. Their procedure is

based on the fact that as long as the cost of a pipe is a convex function of the diameter (as is

normally the case), then the optimum solution of the LP will contain at most two segments for

each link, with their diameters being adjacent in the candidate set for the given link. They

therefore, in the interests of limiting the number of variables in the LP, select an initial

candidate set of only three diameters for each link. This is done purely on the basis of the

designer's experience and intuition. The LP is then solved, and the solution is examined for

links containing only one diameter which is at either extremity of the candidate set. This

would imply that in generating the optimal solution, the LP may have been constrained that

no smaller or larger (whichever the case may be) diameter was specified. Wherever this

situation exists, the candidate for the affected link is shifted to include the next available

diameter in the direction of the possible constraint, and the LP is rerun. This process is

continued until the implicit constraint is no longer binding for all links.
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6.4.3 Th« dynamic programming (DP) solution

An alternative dynamic programming optimization procedure for the design of branching

mainline networks has been proposed by Karmeli et.al. (1968), Kally (1969) and Uang (1971).

It is derived as follows:

As was the case for the LP, the decision variables are the pipe diameters in each segment and

the pump capacities. The state variables are the heads at the nodes, and the stages of the DP

are the nodes themselves. For a pipe of diameter Dk in segment k between nodes j and

j+1, where J+1 is upstream of j , the cost of the pipe is given by g(Dk). If a link contains a

pump which raises the head from H^f at Its intake to Hj at its outlet, then the capital and

operating costs of the pump can be expressed as a function of these heads,

Now for a given head at node j+1, H j + 1 , the head at node j , HJt can easily be calculated for

a known flow Qk and for a selected pipe diameter 0 k . Thus if we express the minimum cost of

the portion of the network downstream of node j , for different discrete levels of the head //,-,

as F*}(H})> then the recursive equation of the DP is given by:

^ * (6.30)

The minimization is generally carried out for all possible diameters, Z)k, for a set of discrete

values of / / j+ 1 within the admissible range for node j+1. Whenever Hj = f(H^, Q^ Dk) is

outside the admissible range for node j , then the examined £>k is discarded. In the case of a

pump between nodes j+1 and j , the minimization is carried out over a set of discrete values

Shamir*(1979) considers the DP solution to be "free of certain shortcomings present in the LP

procedure". In particular, it enables, through adequate investigation of alternative Dk'st an

optimization encompassing the class and type of pipe to be used, as well as the diameter.

However, Shamir points out that the generalized formulation is computationally more

involved, and hence less computer-efficient, than the LP, particularly when a highly ramified

network is considered.

6.4,4 The proposed solution procedure

In view of the foregoing discussion, the LP solution procedure has been adopted for the

proposed design model. A number of modifications to the process described above have

been incorporated into the model, and these are discussed on the following pages:

6.21



6. MAINLINE DESIGN

Candidate diameters/Pipe class. The layout evaluation screening model described in

section 6.2.2 generates a first estimate diameter for each pipe section, on the basis of

resultant flow velocities. These diameters are used by the optimization model as a starting

point for the candidate set.

The full candidate set is made up of the estimated diameter, plus the next two smaller and the

next two larger diameters in the data-base. Thus a five diameter set is defined for each

section.

In running the model, the onus is left to the designer to check whether the implicit constraint

is binding in the solution. If so, a manual adjustment is carried out by changing the estimated

diameter in the layout evaluation tabte and then rerunning the model.

Pumping costs. The proposed model utilizes a composite value of the capital and operating

costs of pumping. In other words, the ko(l) and kc terms in the objective function (eq. 6.22)

are combined into a single term. Also, since the discharge in each shift, QP(l), is known, it is

incorporated into this term and the composite cost factor is therefore given in Rands per

meter of pumping head. This Is derived as follows:

* The following input parameters are specified by the designer:

1. The capital cost of the pumps per required unit of power, Cc (R/kW).

2. The number of hours of irrigation per day, HPD (Hours).

3. The number of days per irrigation cycle, DPC (days).

4. The number of cycles per season, CPS.

5. The unit cost of energy, Ce (R/kWh).

6. The power supply cost, Cp (R/KVA/month).

7. Fixed energy or power supply costs, e.g. power line extension fee, Cf (R/month).

8. Analysis period,// (years).

9. Bank discount rate for present value analysis, / (%).

10. Rate of inflation of energy costs, r (%).

* A present value factor, PVF, is calculated from the analysis period, Nt and the interest

and inflation rates, / and r respectively. This is done using the relations given in

equations 5.10 and 5.11 for the block evaluation model.

The number of hours of irrigation per season, HPS, is given by the product of HPD, DPC

and CPS; and assuming an average of 25 irrigating days per month, the number of

months of irrigation in a season, MPS% Is given by HPS I (25 HPD).
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For each shift, a load factor, If (I), Is defined, representing the fraction of the total Irrigation*

time during which shift / is operative.

* The discharge required at the pump for each irrigation shift, QPfl), is known; and the

pumping head required for each valve has been estimated by the layout evaluation

process described In section 6.2.2. The estimated pumping head for each shift, XP' (I),

can therefore be taken as the maximum of the required pumping heads for each valve in

the given shift. If QP(l) is given in cubic meters per hour, and XP • (!) in meters, then the

estimated power requirement for each shift, Pf (I), is given by:

P*(t) = QP(l)XP'(l)/367fl (kW) (6.31)

Where • rj = the efficiency of the pump

And maximum power requirement, MAXP is given by Max [ P*(l) ] for all /. This

represents the estimated power rating required at the pump.

* The operating cost component, ko(l), is calculated as follows : The estimated seasonal

energy consumption for shift £ EPS' (I), is given by:

EPS'Q) - (lf(l)HrPS)P'(l) (kWh/season) (6.32)

And cost of this energy, kt(l), is :

kt(l) - CtEPS%(!) (R/season) (6.33)

The "fixed energy costs, Cf" are assumed to be levied for a full 12 months of the yean

whereas the "power supply costs, Cp" are levied on the basis of the maximum power

load, MAXP, each month during the irrigation season. Thus the sum of these two cost

factors, for each shift, ks(l)t is given by:

k&(0 - lf(l) [ (MPS MAXP Cp) + (12 Cf) ] (R/season) (6.34)

And finally, the present value of the full operating cost for shift /, over the analysis period,

ko(l), 's given by:

ko(l) = PVF[kt(l)*k1t(l)]/lQP(l) XPUO] (R/m/m3ph) (6.35)

* The capital cost component apportioned to each shift, kc(l), is calculated as follows:

CCMAXP/XP%Q) (R/m) (6.35)
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The composite cost factor, K(l)t is then given by:

kc(l) (R/m) (6.37)

The objective function therefore has a single term relating to pumping costs, and the full

function is given by:

Minimize [KJ = 2 2 CUuXUm + 2K(l) XP(l) (6.38)
1 j in I

Possible error in the composite cost factor stems from the following:

- the assumed linear relationship between pump capital cost and power rating, as

discussed in section 6.4.2 above;

- the difference between the estimated pumping heads in each shift, XP' (I), and the final

optimal values, XP(l), determined by the IP;

- the difference between the estimated maximum power requirement, MAXP, and the

actual value.

These errors affect the capital cost component and the load cost portion of the operating

costs. Since the errors due to each of these factors are expected to be small, and the capital

cost Is generally a small portion of the total pumping cost (typically less than 10%), K is felt

that the total error will not significantly affect the results of the IP process.

In the case of booster pumps, the costs are more difficult to establish since no prior estimate

of the pumping head of the boosters is available. The booster cost factor is assumed to be

directly proportional to the sum of the composite cost factor for all shifts, weighted by the shift

load factor lf(l); with the proportionality constant being the product of (0 the ratio of the

maximum flow through the booster pump to the maximum discharge through the source

pump, and (ii) the fraction of the total irrigating time during which the booster will operate.

This assumption implies that the principal component of the total pumping costs is the

operating cost. This is considered to be valid since the capital costs are typically only a small

fraction of the total pumping costs and this will be particularly true for booster pumps which

are normally relatively small and therefore do not require expensive installation structures.

Pump optimization. In the case of irrigation networks, the source pump installation often

consists of one or more centrifugal pumps connected in parallel, and therefore with limited

flexibility of operating pressure. It is therefore common design practice to assume a constant

operating pressure in all shifts (determined by the maximum requirement) and to design the
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pipelines accordingly. For this reason the optimization model has been structured to operate

in two alternative modes:

* Either optimizing the pumping head separately for each irrigation shift. This is done

using the objective function as defined in equation 6.38, where each loading / represents

an irrigation shift.

* Or optimizing on the basis of a fixed pumping head which is the same for each shift. In

this case the objective function becomes:

Minimize [K] = 2 2 C^}mXijm*KtXPt (6.39)
1 j HI

Where Kt - 2K(l)lf(l) (6.40)
l

XPX = the fixed source pump delivery head.

The headloss constraint. The relation given in 6.24 is simplified by removing the maximum

pressure condition (RHS of the relation) thereby reducing it to a single constraint. The

reference node is taken as the source and each valve in turn is taken as the downstream

node. Thus the set of headloss constraints is given by:

XP(D- 2 2 JUm(l)XUm <= VPn-tZ%tn forall n e i (6,41)
i ] m

Where VPn = the minimum pressure required at valve n;

AZ . . = the elevation at the source minus the elevation at valve n;

6.5 The Computer Programs

The computer programs for mainline design have been written in standard BASIC for use on

MS-DOS or PC-DOS driven personal computers. The programs have been structured into five

different modules as follows :

1. Layout specification, In which the alternative layouts are specified.

2. Valve sequencing, which carries out the valve sequencing algorithm.

3. Layout evaluation, which performs the rapid layout evaluation and simultaneously

establishes the candidate diameters and pumping costs for the optimization model.

4. Optimization, which sets up the input matrix for the LP procedure and then solves it.

5. Result Interpretation, which converts the results from the LP solution into a

meaningful format and then enables the designer to consider the affect of alterations to

these results.
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The programs are operated interactively from a series of menus. Appendix 1b shows a

synoptic map of these menus, illustrating the logical flow of the program operation.

Layout specification. This is done on three separate tables, viz:

* Valves. Each valve is listed together with its topographic elevation and the required

discharge and pressure.

* Nodes. These are all points, other than the valves, at which the network branches, or at

which there is some other change In the network characteristics. The node number is

listed together with its elevation.

* Links. The input required for each link in the network includes : the start and end points

(node and/or valve numbers); the length of the link; and the pipe material. An additional

column allows for optional specification of the pipe class. If the class is left unspecified

then it will be determined during the layout evaluation calculations.

The tables can be displayed on the screen in any sequence and edited freely by moving the

cursor around within the diplay.

Valve sequencing. The valve sequencing option can only be initiated if the layout has been

fully specified. At the start of the sequencing process the user will be asked to input the

number of shifts into which the valves are to be scheduled. The scheduling algorithm is then

initiated and the results are displayed in a table which lists each valve together with the shifts

in which it operates. The bottom of the table shows a summary of the total discharge in each

shift.

This table can then be edited by the user. In other words, any of the schedules can be

changed manually. The summary table showing the shift discharges is automatically updated

as any changes are made.

Layout evaluation. The layout evaluation can only be selected if the layout is fully specified

and the valve sequencing has been completed. The evaluation is done in two phases,

namely calculation of the capital costs and then calculation of the pumping costs.

On initiating the evaluation function, the pipe class and diameter estimation calculations are

carried out. The results are displayed in a table showing, for each section :

- the start and end points;

- the section length;

* the pipe material and class;

- the maximum flow in the pipe;
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4
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1
1

%
1

1
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387.04
110.24
116.02
154.20
680.50
817.60
817.60
230.75
170.62
525.84
440.16

486.17

Figure 6.4 : Results of the layout evaluation process In mainline design

(Estimated pipe costs)

- the estimated maximum pressure head in the pipe;

- the selected diameter; and

- the pipe cost.

An example of this table Is shown in figure 6.4. The total length of the network and the

estimated cost of the piping are shown at the bottom of the table. The class and diameter

values for each section can be edrted manually by the user, and the changes In cost due to

any such editing will be displayed automatically.
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Once this is complete, the user then initiates the pumping cost calculations. The results of

this are displayed in a table showing, for each shift:

- the load factor lf(l);

• the estimated pump operating efficiency;

- the estimated power requirement P' (I);

- the estimated seasonal energy requirement EPS' (l)\

- the annual cost of this energy at current prices; and

- the product of the operating cost component and the shift discharge (ko(l) QP(l) ) in

Rands per meter pumping head.

An example of this table is shown in figure 6.5.

PROJ i GO

SChad. Load E f f l c .
Factor (X>

2 0,50 75

TOTAt (MAX) :

CAPrTAt/PRES. ¥AU COST <*>

Powtr Capfu l Cott CR7KW)

ttopfog Hr*/Dty i

Punping Oays/Cyctt ;

Punping Cyctet/SMcon :

Energy Cost (c/KVHr) 5

C24 tVAUttTlON Of UYOUT 1 : fUtftST COSTS

fow«r Erwrjy Seasonal Cost Discounted Cost
(KU> (KW)lr»/s»ason> <R/Season) <R/»)

7
6

7
2 t4S

4 832 149
4 227 158

9 059 297
10 563

toad Cost <H/KVA/Hhth} t

Ftx«d Costs <R/Knth) r

AnalysU ^«rlod <tr»> s

interest Rate <X) ;

Emrgy Cost inflation <%> :

152

163

Figure 6.5: Results of layout evaluation process In mainline design

(Estimated energy costs)
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The totals at the bottom of the table Include:

- the MAXP value;

- the total seasonal energy requirement;

- the total seasonal cost at current prices;

- the total capital cost of the pump;

- the total present value cost of pumping over the full analysis period; and

- the total present value cost of pumping per meter head of pumping.

A second table showing each of the ten pumping cost parameters is displayed beneath the

main results table.

The load factors and the estimated pump efficiencies can be edited In the main table, and all

of the cost parameters can be edited. The costs are automatically recalculated as soon as

any changes are made.

Optimization. The optimization can only be initiated once the layout evaluation has been

completed.

At the start of the process the user is asked to specify whether the pumping head is to be

optimized on a per schedule basis, or on the basis of a fixed head for all shifts. An input table

is then provided for specifying the booster pump data.

Once this is complete, the computer continues, without input from the user, preparing the

initial solution matrix for the LP and then solving the LP.

Result Interpretation. Once the LP process is complete, the computer translates the results

from the solution matrix into a more meaningful format. The results are displayed in two

tables. The first table shows for each section, the selected diameters and their

corresponding lengths and costs. Totals are given for each section and for the whole

network. A subsidiary table provides a summary of the pipe costs by diameter. The second

table shows a summary of the operating pressures at each valve, in each shift.

The length and diameter selections can be edited manually by the user. If any changes are

made, the various totals and the pressures table are updated automatically.
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7. APPLICATIONS OF THE BLOCK DESIGN AND EVALUATION MODELS

7,1 Introduction

Figure 7.1 shows a 0.2Ha apple orchard in the Grabouw region (Western Cape, South Africa),

that has been used as a test case for the design and evaluation models. A number of

different design cases are analysed in order to demonstrate the capabilities of the design

models.

The orchard is on a hill-side, and has been laid out with the manifold running down a steep

ridge (27% slope), and the laterals, on either side of the manifold, running down more gentle

slopes (±4% in Quad a and ±8% in Quad b). Irrigation is by micro-sprayers, with a spacing of

2m along the laterals and 3.5m between the laterals.

Most of the rain in the area falls in winter, with highly variable rainfall occurring during the

summer growing season. The average seasonal irrigation requirement is 490mm. However,

in a year of one standard deviation less than average rainfall, the irrigation requirement

increases to 740mm. Consequently, irrigation systems in this area are generally designed for

a higher peak requirement than the average, but the question of the most appropriate

design peak is unresolved.

The farmer irrigates the entire farm on a weekly cycle, using four 6-hour shifts per day, six

days per week. All the orchards on the farm have been standardised on a sprayer delivering

49/ph at 150kPa pressure, with full wetting. For the given spacings, this implies a gross

application rate of 7mm/h, giving a maximum gross application of 42mm in a 6-hour shift. The

irrigation system is operated by a time-based automatic controller.

Irrigation scheduling is normally done on the basis of well tried rules of thumb, for various

periods in the growing season. The farmer knows that each 1mm of required irrigation needs

a setting of 8.5 minutes on the controller. The forthcoming week's requirement is set

accordingly, every Monday. Efforts have been made to improve scheduling practices in the

region through experimentation to produce appropriate, local crop factors for use with weekly

climatic data from a centrally located weather station.
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7.2 Basic Design

In a moderately dry year, the average weekly irrigation requirement throughout the season,

based on historical climatic data, can generally be categorized into four periods as shown in

table 7.1 below. It can be seen that assuming 5% evaporation losses, the existing

42mm/week gross system capacity gives exactly the 40mm nett requirement.

Table 7.1 Irrigation requirements for apples in Grabouw (South Africa)
(in a moderately dry rainfall season)

Nov/Dec Dec/Jan Feb March Total

(6 weeks) (6 weeks) (4 weeks) (4 weeks) (20 weeks)

Weekly requirement (mm) 25 40 30 20

Total for period (mm) 150 240 120 80 590

The design was carried out on the computer as follows :

7.2.1 Design Parameters

The base set of design parameters was as shown in table 7.2 below:

Table 7.2 Design parameters for Grabouw apple orchard

Emitters
Type D & D 1.1 mm GT-JET micro sprayer

Coefficients of pressure flow relationship : k=11.34 x*0.54

•

Operating Flows and Pressures
Nominal 49tph @ 151kPa

Upper tolerance 10% (167kPa)

Lower tolerance 10% (136kPa^

Maximum lateral inlet pressure 157kPa

Lateral Piping
Material Low density polyethylene, class 3

Minimum diameter 12mm

Minimum length/section 0m

Manifold Piping
Material Low density polyethylene, class 3

Minimum diameter 20mm

Minimum length/section 0m

As can be seen in the above table, the allowable pressure variation was specified as the

traditional 20%, which gave an absolute allowable variation of 167-136=31 kPa. This was

divided roughly 2/3 in the laterals and 1/3 (10kPa) in the manifold.
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7.2.2 Design results

The results of this design, as produced by the computer, are shown in table 7.3 below:

Table 7.3 Results of design of Grabouw apple orchard
(20% allowed pressure variation)

Lateral lengths (m)

Lat# 12mm 15mm

Cost

(H)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Quad a
15.0
17.0
21.0
24.0
22.0
22.0
20.0
18.0
14.0

Quad b
28.0
28.0
26.0
28.0
26.0
28.0
26.0
27.0
27.0

Totals
417.0

3.0
9.0

11.0
17.0
21.0
29.0

13.0
13.0
15.0
9.0
7.0
3.0
3.0

153.0

7.75
8.75

10.75
14.20
17.10
18.40
21.30
22.90
26.10

22.70
22.70
23.00
20.10
17.80
16.20
15.20
13.75
13.75

312.45

20mm

Manifold lengths (m) (0m min length/section)

25mm 32mm 40mm 32mm 40mm

Cost

(R)

7.0 7.0 3.5 5.0 3.5 5.5 31.29

Graphical plots produced by the computer as part of the design process, are shown in figure

7.2. The figure shows the pressure profiles for one of the designed laterals and for the

manifold design in two different cases, which are discussed further below.

As discussed in chapter 4 (section 4.3.3), two design curves are established for each lateral,

in order to calculate coefficients of the pressure/discharge relationship for use in the manifold

design. The two curves for lateral 5 in Quad a can be seen in figure 7.2a. the second curve is

established by moving the end pressure up by an amount equal to the width of the manifold

pressure variation envelope (10kPa in this case) and calculating the pressures on a point to

point basis back to the inlet. The fact that the second curve moves up above the upper

envelope boundary as it gets towards the inlet, as seen in the figure, is indicative of the

difference in head losses in the two curves due to the different operating pressures of the

emitters. This gives an indication of the error in assuming a constant discharge from each

emitter along the lateral.
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Figure 7.2 Graphical output of results from the computer design model

7.5



7. APPLICATIONS OF THE BLOCK DESIGN AND EVALUATION MODELS

The design of the manifold is of interest, since it is representative of a number of notoriously

difficult factors. Firstly, manifolds are generally more difficult to design than laterals because

of their narrower allowable pressure envelopes; secondly this manifold is on a particularly

steep slope; and thirdly the hydraulic grade line has a characteristic "kink" between outlets 2

and 3 due to this section being on a steeper gradient than the rest of the manifold (see figure

7.2 b & c).

It can be seen from the results that the designed manifold starts at the inlet with a 40mm

diameter pipe, and then decreases to a 32mm "choke" over the steeper section between

inlets 2 and 3, in order to counteract the effects of increased head gain due to the steeper

topography. As the manifold flattens out, the diameter is increased back to 40mm, and it then

"telescopes" normally down to 20mm at the last outlet

It can be seen further in figure 7.2b and c that the manifold pressure moves out of the

envelope boundaries over part of its length. This is a typical result for manifolds on steep

slopes, caused when the design routine falls into the cycling condition described in section

4.3.2 of chapter 4. In order to resolve the cycling problem, the design algorithm temporarily

widens the pressure envelope by defining a tolerance amount by which the curve may move

beyond the envelope boundaries. Once the cycling has been bypassed, the tolerance is

reset to zero.

During the design process, each step of the algorithm is summarized in the synopsis file, as

discussed in section 4.4.3 of chapter 4. This file is written onto the computer data disk, so

that it does not interfere with the results seen on the screen. However, if the designer wishes

to review the file, it can be popped-up over the design screen or printed out. Table 7.4 shows

extracts from this file for the manifold design.

Case 1 in this table shows the design described in tables 7.2 and 7.3 and shown in figure

7.2b. With reference to table 7.4, the steps of the design process are as follows :

* Starting in step 1, with section 1 t a 20mm pipe, at outlet number 9 (the closed end of the

manifold) and an assumed pressure of 167kPa (the top envelope boundary value). At

outlet 8, in step 1, the pressure is 162kPa, and at the next point the pressure goes back up

to 167kPa. A "down shift" is indicated;

* The process starts again in step 2, after the shift, with a starting pressure of 162kPa. This

time the calculations go through to outlet 7, where the pressure has come back up to

162kPa. The pressure at the next point will be 180kPa. Since this is above the upper

envelope limit, a change to a larger diameter ("Chng Up") is indicated;
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* Step 3 shows that a 25mm pipe has been selected for section 2, and the calculations

continue from point 7, where the previous section ended. The first action is to check that

the previous section is Iongerthan the specified minimum length;

* Step 4 shows that the new section runs out of the top boundary almost immediately, so

that an adjustment is indicated;

* The curve for section 2 is moved back 1 outlet, to outlet 8, which means that section 1

must be re-checked for the minimum length criterion (step 5);

Table 7.4 Extracts from the design synopsis file

DESIGN
STEP #

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9

11

17
18
19
20
21

OF MANIFOLD a/b
SECT

1
1
2
2
2
2
3

DIA(mm)

20
20
25
25
25
25
20

Minlcn failed:
1
1

2

4
5
5
6
6

20
20

25

40
32
32
40
40. .

Case 1 :

Start Pt

9
9
7
7
8
8
8

length »
9
9

7

4
3
3
2

a

Om minimum
Date

length/section
: 28/01/87

& P Current P1

167
162
162
162
157
157
157
0.0
167
162

162

168
165
165
160
160

8
7

6

8

8
7

5

3

2

0

: & P

162
162

163

157

162
162

171

165

160

161

NEXT

7
6

5

7

7
6

4

2

1

Pt & P

167
180

171

153

167
180

187

152

169

ACTION TOLERANCE

Shft Dn
Chng Up
ChkHfnlen
Adjust
ChkMinLen
Chng Dn
ChkMinLen

Shft Dn
Chng Up

Chng Up

Chng Dn
ChkMinLen
Chng Up
ChkMinLen
Design Done

(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)

(0.05)
(0.05)

(0.00)

(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)

Case 2 :10m minimum length/section
DESIGN OF MANIFOLD a/b Date : 28/01/87
STEP # SECT DIA(mm) Start Pt & P Current Pt & P NEXT Pt & P ACTION TOLERANCE

13 2 32 5 165
14 3 40 4 162

Minlen failed: length * 3.5
15 2 40 5 165
16 3 32 4 157

Minlen failed: length = 3.5
17 2 32 5 165
18 2 32 5 165
19 2 32 5 165
20 2 32 5 165

4

4

4
3
2
2

162

157

162
167
162
162

3

3

3
2
1
1

167

155

167
162
170
170

Chng Up
ChkMinLen

Chng Dn
ChkMinLen

Shft Dn
Shft Up
Shft Dn
Chng Up

(0.00)
(0.00)

(0.00)
(0.00)

(0.05)
(0.00)
(0.00)
(0.00)
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* From outlet 8, the curve for section 2 runs straight out below the bottom envelope,

indicating a change back to a smaller diameter (step 6);

* The 20mm pipe is therefore re-introduced at outlet 8 for section 3. Section 2 is checked

against minimum length and fails since its length is actually zero (step 7);

* The process is back at the same point that it was at in the first step and a cycling

condition has occurred. The tolerance is set at 5% and the process starts over from the

point of cycling (step 8);

* Steps 8, 9 and 10 are a repeat of steps 1, 2 and 3. However, in step 11, section 2 now

gets through to outlet 5 because of the tolerance which allows the curve to move 5%

above the upper boundary. The tolerance is reset to 0, and the process continues with a

change up to a larger diameter;

* Steps 17 to 20 show the process of inserting the 32mm choking section between outlets

2 and 3;

* The process ends at step 21, when the calculations get to the pipe inlet within the

pressure envelope.

The manifold was designed a second time with a stipulated minimum length of 10m for any

section. The result of this design is shown in figure 7.2c and in table 7.5 below:

Table 7.5 Alternative manifold design of Grabouw apple orchard

Manifold lengths (m) (10m min. length/section) Cost

20mm 25mm 32mm 40mm 32mm 40mm (R)

14.0 12.0 5.5 30.62

As expected, in this case the design algorithm rejects the 20mm section at the end of the

manifold and starts with a 25mm section. The envelope is opened 5% at the start of the

process in order to get through with 14m of the 25mm pipe. At this stage the process cycles

again, this time over outlets 5 to 3 with 32mm and 40mm pipe sections, as shown in case 2 in

table 7.4 (steps 13 -16). The tolerance is set to 5% and the 32mm section then gets through

to outlet 2. Note that the curve for the 32mm pipe is sufficiently steep going through outlets 3

and 2 so as to obviate the need for the choking section. Step 18 shows that a shift up was

indicated as the curve came into the kink at outlet 3. This is equivalent to case c in figure 4.3

of chapter 4. This is followed by a shift down at the end of the kink in step 19 (case b in figure

4.3). In both these cases however, the envelope was so narrow that any shift would have

taken the curve outside of the envelope, and consequently no actual shift was affected.
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Thus the 10m minimum length stipulation has actually provided a simpler design, that is also

marginally cheaper, than the design for no minimum length. Also, the second case design

moves out of the envelope only fractionally at outlets 3 (above the envelope) and 7 (below the

envelope), whereas the first case design is considerably above the envelope at outlet 5.

7.3 Evaluation

7.3.1 Uniformity analysis

The results of the uniformity evaluation of the design, using the second case manifold (10m

minimum length), are shown in table 7.6 below:

Table 7.6 Results of uniformity evaluation of Grabouw apple orchard
(20% allowed pressure variation)

Inlet Pressure (kPa) 130 162 178 200

Inlet Row (m3/h) 13.04 14.30 14.75 15.75

Uniformity (%) 98.1 97.8 97.6 97.2

Ave q (/ph)

Ave q/q nom

q min (/ph)
q max (/ph)

q variation (%)

The second column of table 7.6 shows the results for the required inlet pressure determined

by the design. It can be seen that the 20% allowed pressure variation resulted in a 10.5%

variation in discharge throughout the block. This is as expected from the emitter, which has

anx exponent value in the pressure/discharge relationship of 0.54 (table 7.2). At 162 kPa the

uniformity coefficient for the designed field is 97.8. This value increases with decreasing

input pressure. However, at 130kPa the average emitter discharge is 44.2/ph, which is well

below the nominal value.

Evaluation of the first case manifold produced very similar results. However the discharge

variation was higher than for the second case manifold (11.6% at the design pressure) due to

the high pressures occurring over the section between outlets 4 to 6.

7.3.2 Economic analysis

The input data used for the economic evaluation are shown in table 7.7:

* These data were taken from detailed records, maintained collectively by a group of

farmers in the area, and are considered to be accurate.

7.9

44.2
0.90

42.2

47.3

11.1

43.6
0.99

46.4

51.5

10.5

50.2
1.02

47.8

53.4

11.2

53.4

1.09

50.6

57.3
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* The capita! costs of the overall imgation system are R 3162.54/Ha, of which about 2/3 are

actual in-field system material costs (including an estimated additional 10% for "other

materials" e.g. fittings). Note that all manifold costs are apportioned on a per hectare

basis.

Table 7.7 Summary of the Input parameters for the economic evaluation of
Grabouw apple farm

1)

2)

3)

4)

D

3)

5)

7)

Caoadtv/Ooeratina reoime:
Average emitter discharge
Emitter spacing
Total available water

Area:
Area of block

Aqronomic data:
Maximum crop yield

Period
Crop water requirement (mm/cycle)
Duration of period (cycles)
ky vaiue for each period

Design Data

*(48.6lph)
(2.0 x 3.5m)

800mm

(0.2Ha)

53tons/Ha

Nov/Dec
25
6

0.8

Application fractions for operation point optimization :

Capital costs:
Material costs

-block piping and emitters
-other block materials
•estimated mainline cost

Installation costs
-block
-mainline

Other capital items (fees,etc)

Total capital costs (R

Fixed production costs:

Operatino costs :
Energy cost
Estimated headloss in mainline
Pump delivery pressure
Overall energy cost

Water base cost
Water opportunity cost

Producer price to farmer:

Economic

(R 343.07)
R 34.30
R 2500.00

R 100.00
R 500.00
R 50.00

3162.54/Ha)

R 2500/Ha/yr

5c/kWh
200kPa

(362kPa)
(0.66c/m3)

10c/m3

Oc/m3

R 253.00Aon

Gross application rate
Gross system efficiency
Nett application rate
Maximum irrigating time/set
Maximum applicatlon/cyde

Area of scheme

Dec/Jan Feb March
40 30 20
6 4 4

0.8 0.8 0.6

0.90 1.00 1.05 1.10 1.15

Data
2) Maintenance costs:

Block 5% (R
Mainline 3% (R

(6.9mm/h)
96%

(6.7mm/h)
6hre

(40mm)

5Ha

Total
(590)
(20)

91.68/Ha/yr)
15.00/Ha/yr)

4) Yield related production costs :
R 75.00Aon

6) Discounted cash flow analysis :
Period
Discount rate

Inflation rates
-energy
-production costs
-earnings
-general

15years
13%

18%
18%
14%
19%

*AII values within ( ) are calculated by the computer from the design and other input data.
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* Water for the farm is drawn from a storage scheme developed jointly by the farmers of the

region, for which they are paying interest and redemption on capital loans. Hence the

relatively high cost of the water which completely over shadows the energy costs.

* Over the past 4-5 years, the farmers have experienced a rapid escalation in production

costs, that has not been matched by equivalent rises in earnings. Their predicament is

reflected in the rates used for the discounted cash flow analysis.

* In the absence of any detailed information about the yield/water relationship for apples

over individual periods in the growing season, a constant value of the crop response factor

(ky) has been assumed throughout the season.

The results of this analysis are shown in figure 7.3 below.

GRABOUW APPLES
Economic Evaluation : ANALYSIS FOR CU - 98% ; Av o * 48.6/hr

28/01/87

DEPTH (mm)
VOL ('000 m3}

Tons/ha
kg/m3

Applic • Ea (%)
Reqmnt - Er (%}

EAW (R/ha)
EAU (R/m3)

530
t.06

48.6
9.2

590
U18

52.5
8.9

604
t.21

52.8
8.7

EFFICIENCY

99
89

EQUIV

7348
1.39

98
98

ANNUAL

8607
1.46

96
99

WORTH

8672
1.44

625
1.25

52.9
8.5

93
99

8604
1.38

640
t.28

52.9
8.3

91
99

8549
1.34

OPTIMAL OPERATING POLICY DURING SEASON

PERIOD
Reqmnt
Applic

(mm/cycle)
(mm/cycle)

1
25
26

2
40
40

3
30
31

4
20
21

5 6 7 8 TOTAL
590
604

48.6

-"YIELD*
kg/m3
9.2

8.3

530 590 604 625 64Q

Ea
99

91

<EFFICIENCY>
Er
99

89

7348

530 590 604 625 640

<EQUIV ANNUAL UORTH>-
R/m3
1.46

1.34

530 590 604 625 640
TOTAL SEASONAL APPLIC (mm)

Figure 7.3 : Results of economic analysis of Grabouw apple farm
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The following conclusions can be drawn from these results:

* The main table of results shows five different seasonal applications. The column with the

depth equal to the optimal depth, shows results for an irrigating regime based on the

optimal policy determined from the the solution of the dynamic programming exercise and

shown in the second table, below the main table. The other four columns show results for

irrigating at a fixed application ratio {4R) throughout the season, unless this ratio entails

exceeding the maximum system application. Thus for example, the 604mm seasonal

application shown in column three is derived from applications of 26, 40, 31 and 21

mm/cycle during each of the four periods respectively, whereas the 530mm application is

derived from a constant AR of 0.9 throughout the season. The 625mm result is derived

from ̂ 4i?=1.10 for periods 1,3 and 4, and AR="\ .00 (i.e. the maximum possible) in period 2.

* The yield per unit of land increases as the application is increased, up to a maximum of

52.9 tons/Ha. This is reached when the requirement efficiency is 100% in periods 1, 3 and

4 (at A/?=1.10 for these periods). The maximum possible yield of 53 tons/Ha cannot be

attained with this system in a moderately dry year since the peak requirement of

40mm/week during December/January cannot be exceeded by the system. The yield per

unit of water decreases exponentially as the seasonal application is increased.

* The return on investment is maximal at a seasonal application of 604mm. However the

maximum return per unit of water occurs at an operating point of 590mm/season. It is

interesting to note that the maximum return is not derived from operating the system to

produce maximum yield. The marginal costs of increasing the seasonal application from

604mm ta 625mm outweigh the extra income from the increased yield.

7.4 Sensitivity Analysis

A number of alternative economic analyses were generated by varying selected parameters.

The results of these analyses are summarized in table 7.8, and can be grouped as follows:

a) specific variations of the data-Input parameters, and

b) variations of the design parameters.

In each case, only the specified parameters were changed, and all other parameters were

restored to their original base case values.

7.12



7. APPLICATIONS OF THE BLOCK DESIGN AND EVALUATION MODELS

7.4.1 Alternative Data-Input Parameters

* Operating and production costs. These affect the irrigation system in two ways. Firstly,

the overall profitability of the scheme is dependent on the ratio between yield related

production costs (e.g. packaging) and income, and the rate at which this ratio is either

increasing or decreasing. Secondly, the optimal operating depth is dependent on the

marginal costs of increasing the yield through increased water application. These two

aspects were examined in alternatives 1 and 2 in table 7.8 :

1) The producer price was reduced by 10% to R228/ton; the yield related production

costs were increased by 10% to R82.50/ton; and the difference between the rate of

inflation of production costs versus the rate of inflation of earnings was increased from

4 to 6 percentage points. This resulted in a negative EAW at all depths, the minimum

loss being R89/Ha at a seasonal depth of 604mm. This depth also coincided with the

depth at which the loss per cubic meter of water was minimized.

2) The most sensitive of the operating costs was found to be the water cost. An analysis

was therefore run considering the situation if, for example, the farmer had an alternative

use for the water which paid him a premium of 15c/m3 over and above the purchase

price. This was input into the model by specifying the 15c/m3 as a water opportunity

cost. In this case the operating point giving a maximum EAW/Ha came down to

596mm, thus narrowing the gap between operating for maximum EAW/Ha and

operating for maximum EAWIm}. The result implies that for any application greater

than 596mm, the marginal return would be less than could be realised through using

the required water for the alternative purpose.

* System capacity.

3) This analysis considered the question of what the optimum depth would be if the

system, as designed, could apply more than 40mm/week. This was done by increasing

the time available per irrigation shift to 8 hours, thereby increasing the capacity of the

system to 53mm/week. The results in table 7.8 show that under these circumstances,

the maximum return per unit of land is reached when the maximum yield is attained

(requirement efficiency is 100%). This is achieved through a constant AR of 1.05

throughout the season. The increase in EAW from the base case is R18/Ha, which is

equivalent to a nett present value of R120/Ha. This represents the amount that can

profitably be spent on the irrigation system in order to increase its capacity to meet the

required 42mm/week.

* The water/yield relationship. As discussed in chapter 5, the yield response factor (ky)

varies during the growing season. Four distinct periods during the season can be
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identified, viz. vegetative growth, flowering, yield formation and ripening. Typical ky

values for each of these periods would be 0.6, 1.1, 0.7 and 0.2 respectively. In other

words, the plant is typically more sensitive to water deficits during flowering and yield

formation than during the other two periods.

4) The model was rerun using the abovementioned ky values, on the assumption that the

four periods defined for the Grabouw region correspond to the four growing periods.

The results for this alternative have the optimum seasonal application reduced to

600mm with only a smalt reduction in the EAW compared with the base case. This is

due to the low ky value during the last period. It implies that the loss of yield due to

under-irrigation in this period is small, and consequently the 5% excess irrigation

during this period, suggested in the base model, is no longer economically

advantageous.

* Total available water.

5) The model was then rerun using the new ky values, but this time with only 550mm total

available water. In other words, the system was forced to operate under deficit (93%)

irrigation conditions. This situation can occur in the area since the total water allocation

from the storage scheme is limited and most of the farmers have their own

supplementary storage, for which they rely on good winter rains. This condition

provides the truest test of the dynamic programming model as an allocation

optimization process. The results show that a yield of 51.0 tons/Ha can be achieved,

giving an EAW of R8171/Ha. The optimal operating policy maintained a full irrigation in

period 2 and only a slight reduction in period 3. As expected the greatest reduction in

the application was allocated to period 4.

For comparison, the model was run with a forced constant AR = 0.93. This resulted in a

yield of 50.6 tons/Ha and an EAW of R8030/Ha. Thus the regime proposed by the

optimization mode! does give an improvement overthe fixed AR regime.

* Irrigation requirement. The final analysis in this group was done for an assumption of

the system, as designed, operating in an average rainfall season. The total seasonal

requirement in this case is 490mm, made up from peak requirements of 20, 35, 25 and

15mm for each of xhe four periods respectively.

6) The results for this case are similar to those of case 3, The optimum operation under

these circumstances is with a constant AR of 1.05, in order to produce the full 53

tons/Ha. This results in a maximum EAW of R9061/Ha, which is considerably higher

than the maximum in the base case, due to the reduced water requirement. The

reduced requirement also has the affect that the application for maximum EAW/ml

coincides with the application for maximum EAW/Ha.
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Table 7.8 Summary of results of sensitivity analyses on the evaluation

Unit.
Coef

Captl.
Cost

(R/Ha)

Opt Opertng. PL

Depth
(mm)

Yield
(t/Ha)

EAW
(R/Ha)

Opt. Opertng. Policy ^ ,_
Depth

mm/week/period f o r M a *
1 2 3 4 EAW/m3

BASE CASE RESULTS: 97.8 3163

ALTERNATIVE DATA-INPUT PARAMETERS:

1. Higher cost/earning ratio

2. I5c/m3 water opportcost

3. 53mm/week capacity

4. Changed ky values

5. Limited available water

6. Average requirement

ALTERNATIVE DESIGN PARAMETERS

7. Smaller system, dry year

8. Smaller system, ave. year

Analysis over 15 years:

9. 40% pressure variation

10. 30% pressure variation

11. 10% pressure variation

Analysis over 5 years :

12. 40% pressure variation

13. 30% pressure variation

14. 20% variation(base case)

15. 10% pressure variation

97.4

97.4

96.1

96.8

98.6

3092

3092

3083

3113

3242

604

604
596
616
600
550
516

582
504

604
604
604

52.8

52.8

52.7

53.0

52.8

51.0

53.0

37.1

51.3

52.7

52.7

52.9

8672

•69
5566

8690

8659

8171

9061

2789

8478

8633

8652

8673

6871

6879

6885

6872

26

26
26
26
26
23
21

26
21

26
26
26

40

40
40
42
40
40
37

35
35

40
40
40

31

31
30
31
31
2B
26

33
26

31
31
31

21

21
20
21
20
15
16

21
16

21
21
21

590

604
590
590
590
550
516

582
504

590
590
590

7.4.1 Alternative Design Parameters

* System capacity. The possibility of designing the system for a lower capacity was

considered, the rationale being that the resultant loss of production might be offset by the

reduced capital cost of the system. This was done by specifying a sprayer that delivers

43/ph at 150kPa (also with full wetting), giving a maximum nett application in 6 hours of

35mm.

7) The new system was designed and then evaluated for the base set of input parameters.

The results show that the saving in the capital cost of the system was only 2%; and that

in a moderately dry year, the loss in production and subsequent earnings will be

substantial.

8) An alternative evaluation of the designed system was carried out using the irrigation

requirements in an average year (as specified for case 6). Under these circumstances

the system gives reasonably good results, but the EAW/Ha is still less than that

achieved from the larger system.
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* Allowable pressure variation. The question of the most appropriate allowable pressure

variation to be used for design (the 20% rule debate), was analysed by designing and

evaluating a number of systems using different values of this parameter.

9) 40% total allowable pressure variation;

10) 30% total allowable pressure variation;

11) 10% total allowable pressure variation.

Note that the base case was designed using 20% allowable variation.

The results show that as the allowable pressure variation was decreased, the uniformity

and the capital cost of each system increased accordingly, as expected. The maximum

EAW/Ha obtained from the system also increased in each case, implying that the

10%-system is the optimal one, notwithstanding its higher capital cost. However, the

additional return from the 10%-system over the 20%-system is small and considerations of

cash-flow might mitigate in favour of the cheaper system.

The four designs (40%, 30%, 20% and 10% allowable pressure variation respectively)

were re-evaluated using a 5 year write off period, rather than the 15 year period used in the

first set of evaluations. The results are shown in cases 12 to 15. It can be seen that in this

case, the maximum return from the 10%-system was less than that from the 20%-system, so

that the 20% rule is in fact an optimal one under these circumstances.

7.5 Accuracy of the Hydraulic Calculations

The widely used poly-plot graphical design procedure is based on an assumed constant

emitter discharge, regardless of any variation in pressure. The extent of the error in this

assumption was investigated using the computer programs in the following way:

* A fictitious emitter was defined in the data-base, giving a constant 49/ph at all pressures

(s exponent in the pressure/discharge relationship = 0).

* This emitter was then used to design the system, with all the other design parameters

set to the same value that was specified for the base case described above.

* Thft nrininal. rpfll pmittpr was thpn rpcnprifipr^ hpfnrp rgrrv/jnn nijt th? £V9!uStion of t e

designed system. This is necessary since running the evaluation using the fictitious

emitter gives an erroneous uniformity of 100%.

The results of this analysis are shown in table 7.9
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Table 7

1. Base case

2. Error case, with fictitious emitter

3. Error case, with true emitter

1. Base case

2. Error case, with fictitious emitter

3. Error case, with true emitter

.9 Accuracy of the hydraulic

Design Lengths

12mm

14
12
12

417
405
405

15mm

Inlet

(kPa)

Single later a
29
31
31

Full
153
165
165

157
157
157

system
162
164
164

Inlet

(Iph)

I
1045

1078

1046

14 300

14 406

14 330

calculations

Unif.
Coef

(%)

97.8

100
97.8

Ave.
Disch

(Iph)

48.6

49.0

48.6

Cost

R26.10

R26.40

R26.40

R3163/Ha

R3172/Ha

R3172/Ha

Max.
EAW

(R/Ha)

8672

8783

8671

As can be seen from the results, the error in making the constant discharge assumption is

very small, and has no significant effect on this design. In designing the full system with the

fictitious emitter, only 5 of the 18 laterals were slightly changed from the base case design.

The largest error occurs in the calculated value of the system discharge. The extent of this

error depends on the extent to which the system average emitter discharge varies from the

nominal value.

The evaluation of the error case with the fictitious emitter is interesting, in that the maximum

EAW/Ha for this case represents the potential return from a "perfect" system. Thus the

difference between this value and the value obtained for the base case is a measure of the

amount that can profitably be spent on the system to install pressure compensating emitters.

The difference is R111/Ha, which translates into a nett present value of R740/Ha. The 2 x

3.5m spacing gives 1 428 emitters/Ha, which means that the premium that can be afforded for

a pressure compensating emitter, over the cost of the base case emitter, is R740/1428 = 51c.

It should be noted however, that this result is for a design based on an allowable pressure

variation of 20%. Using fully compensating emitters, the allowable variation can be increased

considerably. Also, the example is on a steep slope where the topography is used to

counteract the effects of friction losses. A more rigorous evaluation of the cost effectiveness

of pressure compensating emitters should be done for a block on a flatter topography.

7.6 Conclusions

* The design algorithms have been shown to perform well in a range of design cases. The

routines for:

- changing down to a smaller diameter,

- shifting the hydraulic grade line up and down within the allowable envelope, and
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- widening the allowable envelope in order to move out of a cycling condition

all operated appropriately and effectively where required. In particular, the often

encountered problem of steep slope design (>20%), was successfully overcome.

* The evaluation program successfully met the stated objective of providing a basis for

formulating and evaluating alternative designs. In this respect it was shown to be highly

flexible in accommodating changes to the input data. It was effectively used to :

- assess the expected performance resulting from a given design, under varying

economic and farm related conditions; and

- evaluate different designs, generated by changing specific design parameters. An

example of this was the investigation undertaken of the most appropriate value of the

allowable pressure variation parameter.

* In the investigation of the most appropriate allowable pressure variation, the 20% rule

was shown to be optimal for the given case.

* All the computer design models require an explicit statement of all values used for the

design parameters. This requirement is an important benefit of the models, because it

enables the designer to consider aspects of the design problem that have been

addressed up till now through unproven rules of thumb. For instance, the question of the

optimal split of the allowable pressure variation between the manifold and the laterals is a

"grey area" that has never been tested. It is believed that in time, as experience is gained

from the use of the programs, tested values for such parameters will be developed.

* Important components of the success of the programs are their ease of use and quick

runtimes:

- the design parameters can be changed almost instantaneously while designing, by

calling the parameters table as a pop-up window onto the screen;

- entering the layout data for the Grabouw orchard, from the plan, took approximately

5 minutes;

- once the layout had been fully specified, each complete redesign of all the laterals and

the manifold took 4-5 minutes of computer time;

- design of a single lateral or manifold took 10-15 seconds computer time;

- the initial uniformity evaluation was the longest of the computer processes, taking

10 minutes for the Grabouw orchard;

- each run of the economic evaluation took 20-30 seconds.
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8. APPLICATIONS OF THE MAINLINE DESIGN MODEL

Four different farm irrigation mainline networks have been analysed, in order to test both the

efficiency of the design routines and the range of different types of applications for which the

models can be used.

8.1 The Sequencing algorithm

The efficiency of the sequencing algorithm was tested on a network of the Ciskei Agricultural

Corporation at Ncera. The network supplies a 22Ha. ve.g.etable farm from 24 valves, as

shown in figure 8.1.

The network was designed to be operated in 12 irrigation shifts. Both the valve operation

schedules that were proposed as part of the original design, and the schedules that were

produced by the computer model, are shown in table 8.1.

Table 8.1 Valve operation schedules for the Ncera Network (fig 8.1)

Shm No.

1

2
3

4

5

6

7

6

9

10

11

12

Original Schedules

Open Vatves

3& 4
1& 2

13&20
9&24

15&21
10&22
11&23
14&16
18&19
12&17
5& 7
6& 8

Total Flow

(m3/h)

60

51

64

108

105

100

102

107

95

94

53

102

Computer Schedules

Open valves

6&20
5, 7&19
2,11 &13

4& 9
1 &17
3&16
8&15

12&14
10&23
18&21

22

24

Total Flow

(m3/h)

69

99

104

87

83

78

96

91

99

103

53

56

The two schedules can be compared in terms of three sets of criteria, as follows:

Flow dispersion In the network. Inspection of the two sets of schedules shows that the

computer generated schedules appear to be more widely distributed than the original

schedules, thereby resulting in a more dispersed flow through the network during its operation.
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The original design has valves clustered together in the following shifts :

(1): valves 3 and 4;

(2): valves 1 and 2;

(3): valves 13 and 20;

(5): valves 21 and 15;

(8): valves 14 and 16; and

(9): valves 18 and 19.

Whereas the only clustering in the computer schedules occurs in shift (10): valves 18 and 21.

This is borne out further by considering the maximum flows in each section, as generated in

the output of the quick evaluation procedure. Table 8.2 shows these flows. It can be seen

that the flows are reduced in the computer generated schedules in 8 out of the 29 pipe

sections, constituting 463m out of a total of 1764m of piping. The flows in the remaining 21

sections are the same for both sets of schedules.

Variation In flow demand at the pump. The discharge required from the pump, in each

schedule, is shown in table 8.1. The average flow in both cases is 86.7m^/h. The average

deviation from this mean is 19.9nrtyh for the original design and 12.8nrtyh for the computer

design. Thus the flow requirements for the computer design are more evenly re.g.ulated than

those for the original design.

Affect on optimum design. The pipeline was designed using the optimizing procedure, with

both the original and the computer generated schedules. The results, using PVC/class 4

piping, are shown in table 8.2.

It can be seen that the computer generated schedules yielded a design with a net saving on

total costs, of R1 273.29 over that for the original schedules.

General notes

In general, the scheduling algorithm has been found to give good results. In some instances,

when a schedule has been allocated up to a flow level which is close to the current 6%

tolerance level and the remaining unallocated valves all have relatively large discharges, then

the algorithm tends to make illogical selections. However the backward seeking mechanism

described in Chapter 6 tends to be self correcting in this re.g.ard.

In addition to the computer scheduling algorithm, the program provides the user with the

facility to alter the schedules manually once they have been displayed on the screen. An

updated display of the total flow requirement in each schedule is maintained on the screen
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during this process. This facility has proved to be most useful in incorporating the designer's

preferences, to correct or modify computer generated schedules. It should be noted that the

computer algorithm does not incorporate cognizance of any practical, non hydraulic, factors

that may affect the schedules. These may include, for example, the need to schedule

together blocks with similar precipitation rates or similar soil types. Or, alternatively, the need

to keep the physical distances between valve operations (opening and closing) in each

schedule within reasonable limits. The manual adjustment facility enables the designer to

incorporate these considerations.

Table 8.2 Optimized design of the Ncera network (fig 8.1)

1) Pipes:

Pipe
Section

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
26
29

Total piping costs:

2) Energy:

Operating pressure (m)

Original Schedules

Max Flow

<m3/h)

108
60
25
25
35

102
57
57
45
45

108
49
49
39

107
52
32
95
95
95
44
55
50
56
52
32
53
52
56

Seasonal energy reqmnt (kWh)
Present value cost

Total network costs

Diameter

(mm)

200
160
125
125

90/75
140

110/90
90

110/90
90

160
110

110/90
90/75

160/140
110/90
75/63

140
140
140
90

110/90
90

125/110
90/75
75/63

90
90

110/90

R15 373.95

24.8
18 759

R41 862.52

R57 256.47

Computer Schedules

Max Flow

<m3/h)

104
35
25
25
35
57
57
57
45
45

103
49
49
39

103
52
32
55
55
55
44
55
50
56
52
32
53
52
56

Diameter

(mm)

200
140
125
125

90/75
125
90

110/90
110/90

90
140
90

110/90
90/75

140
90/75
75/63

110
110
110

90/75
90

110/90
125/110

90
75/63

110
110/90
90/75

R14 539.20

24.6
18 608

R41 443.98

R55 983.18
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8.2 The Design Optimization Procedure

The Ncera network was used further, to compare the design results obtained using the linear

programming optimization procedure with those obtained from conventional manual design

procedures.

It was noted that the optimization procedure tends to select larger pipe diameters, for given

flows, than is accepted in general practice. This results in pipelines with higher capital costs

than would normally be expected. However these capital costs are then offset against the

present value of the pumping costs. The fact that the optimal pipelines are larger, and

therefore more capitally expensive, than those being currently designed, implies that

designers are not taking cognizance of the extent of the energy portion of the total system

costs.

This is illustrated using the Ncera network. Three different design cases are summarized in

table 8.3. The first shows the network as it was designed manually, on the basis of prevailing

rules of thumb concerning commonly selected diameters for given flows. It can be seen that

whilst the piping costs are lower than those obtained for either of the schedules in table 8.2,

the pumping costs, and hence the overall total costs, are significantly higher than those

obtained in table 8.2.

The second design summarized in table 8.3 is the result of allowing the linear programming

procedure to optimize the network for a fixed pump pressure of 30.3m, which is the same as

that required for the manually designed network. Under these circumstances, the algorithm

ignores the cost of energy, and simply minimizes the pipe capital costs whilst preserving the

pressure requirements at the valves. It is interesting to note that the optimization procedure

produces a cheaper network than the manual design procedure, due mainly to the tapering of

pipe sections between node or valve points.

The designs discussed thus far have all been based on the following energy cost factors:

* Power capital cost (R/kW): 330

* Pumping hours/season : 2 400

* Energy cost (c/kWh): 8.00

* Load Cost (R/KVA/month): 0.00

* Fixed (installation) costs (R/month): 20.00

* Analysis period (years): 20

* Bank interest rate (%): 17.0

* Energy cost inflation (%): 18.0
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These values of the energy cost parameters resulted in a present value cost of R1 690 per

meter pumping head.

Table 8.3: Further design of the Ncera network

1) Pipes:
Pipe

Section No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Total piping costs

2) Energy:
Operating pressure (m)
Seasonal energy reqmnt

(kWh)
Present value cost

Total network costs

Original

Design

Diameter

(mm)

160
110
90
75
75

160
90
90
90
90

160
90
go
75

160
90
75

110
110
110
90
90
90
90
90
75
90
90
90

R13 515.68

30.3
22 919

R51 207.00

R64 722.68

Optimized for

Fixed Pressure

Head

Diameter

(mm)

160
110
75

90/75
75/63

140
110
75
90
75

140
125
110

75/63
140
90
63

140
140
140
75

110
90/75

110
90
63

125
90/75
90/75

R13 230.55

30.3
22 919

R51 207.00

R64 437.55

Optimized for

10% Inflation

Diameter

(mm)

160
110
110
110

90/75
110
110

90/75
110/90

90
140
125
110

75/63
140
90

75/63
125
110
110
75

110
110/90

110
90

75/63
125

110/90
90/75

R13 990.00

25.2
19 061

R23 307.68

R37 297.68

The third design shown in table 8.3 summarizes the results of a full optimization using the

computer generated schedules, for which the expected rate of inflation was reduced from

18% to 10% per annum. This change resulted in the energy cost being reduced from R1 690

down to R916 per meter of pumping head. As a result, the optimum design used some

smaller pipes, bringing the capital cost down from R14 539.20 to R13 990.00; and the

pressure head required at the pump was increased from 24.6 to 25.2 meters. The pipe costs
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were still greater than those for the manual design. However the overall pumping costs, and

hence the total system costs, were significantly reduced.

It can be seen that the energy costs constitute the greater part of the overall system costs.

When the expected annual inflation rate is set to 18%, the energy costs are, on average, 76%

of the total system costs; and even when the expected inflation rate is reduced to 10% per

annum, the energy costs are still as much as 62% of the total system costs. They are

therefore an important aspect of the overall set of design considerations, which cannot be

overlooked.

It is interesting to compare the head loss gradients in the networks, for the different solutions.

The original design had an average head loss of 3.4% of the length, for the critical valves (i.e.

those at the ends of each branch). This increased to 4.3% for the design that was optimized

with a fixed pressure head at the pump. As soon as the energy costs were incorporated into

the optimization procedure, then the average head loss gradient dropped to 2.3% for the

design using the original schedules and 2.5% for the design using the computer generated

schedules.

8.3 Example of an Application on New Design

The model was used for the design of a new system on 50Ha of Citrus orchards on the

Theron-Treurnicht farm in Lydenburg (South Africa). The water source is a reservoir situated

more or less In the centre of the lands, splitting the orchards into two sections above and

below the reservoir, as shown In figure 8.2.

The question arises as to whether to construct a single network feeding both sections, in

which case the required pumping for the upper lands will result in excess pressures on the

lower lands, which can be throttled using small diameter pipes for these sections; or

alternatively to construct separate networks for each section, thereby reducing the total

pumping requirements. The model was therefore run for three different layouts viz :

* the complete single network;

* the upper network alone; and

* the lower network alone.
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120

2016

2.40

13.00

250.00

20

14.0

10.0

Alone

120

1368

2.40

13.00

170.00

20

14.0

10.0

Aton

120

662

2.40

13.00

80.00

20

14.0

10.0

The energy cost parameter values for each of these cases were as follows:

Parameter Complete Network Upper Network Lower Network

Power cost (R/kW)

Pumping hours per

season

Energy cost (R/kWh)

Load cost (R/KVA/month)

Fixed costs(R/month)

Analysis period (years)

Interest rate (%)

Inflation rate (%)

In each case, computer generated schedules were used. The results are summarized in

table 8.4.

Thus, although the capital costs are lower for the single network than they are for the two

separate networks, the energy costs are considerably higher; and hence the option of two

separate networks is economically better.

It should be noted that the significant difference in the energy requirements between the two

options is masked by the high fixed costs that were specified in the energy cost parameters.

Although the separate-networks option requires only 67% as much energy as the single

network option, this only yields a saving in energy costs of 8.9%. This is because the fixed

costs, which are made up principally of an ESCOM (power authority) installation fee, are

constant irrespective of the energy being used and constitute over 75% of the total energy

cost. The full R250 per month has been apportioned to the two separate networks in the ratio

of their respective pumping hours per season.
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Table 8.4 : Optimized designs for the Theron-Treurnicht network (fig 8.2)

1) Pipes:

Pipe

Section No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

e
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

Total pipe costs

2) Energy:
Operating pressure (m)
Seasonal energy reqmnt

(kWh)
Present value cost

Total network costs

Complete

Network

Diameter

(mm)

160
160
63

75/63
75

125
125/90

110
110
110
50

160
90
90

110/90
140
140
140

140/125
90/75

63
75/63

75
75
75
75
75
50
75

75/63
63

63/50

R25 449.05

36.3
18 208

R71 785.10

R97 234.15

Upper network Lower network

Alone Alone

Diameter Diameter

(mm;

160
160
63

75/63
75

125
25/90

110
110
110
50

160
90
90

110/90
140
140
140

110/90

R17 832.57

36.3
11 080

R41 059.80

R58 892.37

) (mm)

140

140
90/75

90
75

140
140
140
140

90/75
90

90/75
75

75/63

R11 064.49
(R28 897.06)

16.4
1 180

(12 260)
R24 321.05

(R65 380.85)

R35 385.54

(R94 277.91)

8.4 The Use of Booster Pumps

The design model was used to optimize the possible incorporation of booster pumps in a

network for a proposed 1500Ha coffee and pepper plantation on the Bushbuckridge Trust

Farms in the Eastern Transvaal (South Africa). The network is in fact a mainline supplying 17

different regions, each with their own sub-mainlines. Thus each valve operates together in

one schedule. A sketch of the network is shown in figure 8.3. The energy cost parameters
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were the same as those used for the Theron-Treumicht network described in section 8.3

above.

The network was optimized twice, once with no booster pumps specified, and once with

booster pumps in sections 2,4,6,8,12 and 13 respectively. The results are summarized in

table 8.5.

Table 8.5 : Optimized design of the Bushbuckrldge network (fig 8.3)

Pipe costs
Required pump pressures (m):

At source
Booster (2)
Booster (4)
Booster (6)
Booster (8)
Booster (12)
Booster (13)

Total seasonal energy
requirements (kWh)

Present value of energy
costs

Total system costs

Without Boosters

R369 062.60

172.3

1 236 729

R847 640.40

R1 236 703.00

With Boosters

R303 444.20

64.1
17.4
51.5
45.1
14.5
26.B
0.0

954 740

R654 196.80

R957 641.00

The pipe diameters for the two networks were principally the same, however the booster

pumps resulted in considerably lower pressures in the pipes and hence enabled the use of

lower class pipes, which yielded the savings shown in table 8.5.

The booster pumps resulted in a significant saving in the total energy requirement; and in this

case this saving is reflected equally significantly in the total costs, since unlike the case

described in section 8.3, the fixed costs are now overshadowed by the direct energy costs.

The list of pressures required at the booster pumps indicates that the booster specified in

section 13 is redundant, but that each of the other boosters contributes to reducing the total

system costs.

8.5 The Design Model as an Aid to Network Operation

The final application of the mainline design model to be described in this chapter relates to

the use of the model to assist in the operation of an existing network. The network is on the

Beyers Trust Farms at Riviersonderend in the Western Cape. A dam situated on a hill above

the irrigated lands supplies 31 separate orchards covering a total of 140Ha, as shown in figure

8.4.
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The existing pipeline was installed over several years, without ever having been fully

designed with the whole system taken into consideration. Until some recent expansions to

the system, the network operated adequately under gravity. No pumping was needed.

However, the current system is heavily loaded and the farmer has experienced difficulty in

obtaining adequate pressures at the valves. The possibility of adding a pump to the system

was considered.

The design model was used to establish operating schedules that would require the

minimum amount of pumping pressure, if any pumping was needed at all. This was done as

follows:

The layout was specified with the existing pipes. The scheduling algorithm was then run to

establish operating schedules for 9 irrigation shifts. This was the maximum possible number

of schedules, taking into account the required time for each schedule, the total available time

and the time required for an alternative use of the network to irrigate large pastures. The

optimization procedure was then run to find the minimum pumping requirement for these

schedules.

As discussed in chapter 6, the design procedure allows optimization on the basis of two

different specifications of the required pumping pressure. The first is a single overall

pressure which will be the same in each schedule. The rationale for this being that the

pressure operating point of a centrifugal pump can not normally be varied over a very large

range, and H is preferable to have a constant operating point for all schedules. The second

possible specification is for a separate optimum pressure in each schedule, which enables

the designer to establish the extent to which the requirements in each schedule are

unbalanced; and sometimes to design a bank of pumps that will meet the varying network

requirements. For the Beyers network, the latter case was specified, so that if only some of

the schedules required pumping, then they could be identified.

The resulting valve operation schedules are shown in table 8.6.

The results of the optimization showed that the required pressures at the valves could be met

in all schedules with zero pressure head at the pump. In other words, there was no need for

any pumping. In fact, the pressures at all valves, except for valve number 1, were at least 4m

greater than the required minimum of 15m. The available pressure at valve 1 was exactly

15m, which means that any undue pressure losses in the pipeline will cause valve 1 to

operate below the required pressure.
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Table 8.6 : Valve operation schedules for the Beyers Network (fig 8.4)

Shift No.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
e
9

Operating valves

7&28
9,23,25, & 30
10,17,24 &29
1.11.22 & 26

6,20 & 21
2,31 &19

8,15.16 & 27
3,12 & 14

4, 5.13&18

Total flow

(m3/h)

215
218
218
207
203
198
221
185
233

8.6 Conclusions

The mainline design model has been shown to provide good results in a number of different

applications. Specifically, it has been used to :

* provide efficient valve operating schedules;

* optimize the pipe diameters and pumping requirements of complete networks;

* enable rational decision making regarding alternative network layouts and structures;

* investigate and optimize the incorporation of booster pumps into a mainline design;

and finally to,

* assist in planning the operation of an existing network.

The experience gained in using the model showed it to be flexible in the formulation of

alternative designs, and relatively fast in generating solutions to each alternative. Once the

basic data had been fed into the computer, then the approximate run times required to

complete each alternative design, for each of the examples described above, were as follows :

1. The Ncera network (24 valves):

Valve sequencing - 4 minutes;

Optimized design - 9 minutes.

2. The Theron-Treurnicht network (31 valves):

Valve sequencing - 6 minutes;

Optimized design of the full network-14 minutes.

3. The Bushbuckridge network (16 valves):

Optimized design with 6 boosters - 8 minutes.

4. The Beyers network (31 valves):

Valve sequencing - 5 minutes;

Pump optimization - 2 minutes.
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These "turn around11 times enable a designer to investigate numerous alternatives relatively

painlessly in the same time that it would take him to complete a single design by conventional

manual methods.

Experience showed further that it is important for the user to have a good understanding of

both the structure of the computer programs and the solution algorithms they employ. The

programs do not provide a "black box" for use by unqualified designers.

The results obtained from a number of applications indicate that current design practice tends

to underestimate the effect of energy costs on the total system costs, in favour of lower capital

costs. Several designers, when spoken to about this, felt that the reason for it was that their

clients (the farmers) were more concerned about the immediate cashflow effects of any

development, than the longer term minimization of expenditure. It would be useful to use the

design model to build up a series of recommended head loss gradients to be applied in the

design of mainlines under varying circumstances.

In general, the tendency with existing manual techniques has been to design mainline

networks with only a single diameter pipe in each section. One of the strengths of the LP

procedure is that it can determine the optimal lengths for up to two diameters in a given

section. In some cases, if a particular section is extremely long, it may be advantageous to

specify a dummy node at some suitable point (e.g. at a sudden change in topography, or at

the mid point) along the length of the section, so that more than two diameters can be

calculated for the section.

A number of areas for future improvement of the programs have been identified :

* The data input routines should be streamlined. The whole layout, including valves,

nodes and pipe sections could be specified in one table.

* The results of the optimization routine should include a fuller specification of the

resulting energy and hydraulic characteristics of the network.

* The candidate diameter constraint currently has to be investigated by the user, and

rectified manually in the layout evaluation table, prior to re-optimization. A routine to

automate this process should be developed.

* The diameter selection criterion for the layout evaluation appears to work well, since

few cases requiring candidate diameter adjustment were experienced. Nevertheless, it

would be useful if the limiting velocities used for establishing the first estimate diameter

were user specified (with the currently set values as defaults). This would enable the

user to develop a "feel" for the most appropriate values under different circumstances.
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9.1 Principal Results

The main aim of the work described in this report has been to develop a functional set of

computer programs for the design of irrigation systems. It is felt that in achieving this goal,

the principal results of the research have been as follows :

9.1.1 Structuring of the design process

The research has resulted in a complete and formal specification of the irrigation systems

design process, viz:

* Classification of the requirements of the design process into system and hardware

characteristics, and identification of the individual components within these two groups;

* Formulation of three main design modules (preliminary, block and mainline)

incorporating all of the required components;

* Identification of the specific design routines within each module;

* Specification of the input, output, design parameters and design objectives involved

in the execution of each routine; and

* Identification of the links between various routines and the inter-dependence between

various design components.

An overview of this structure is provided in table 2.1 and figures 2.1 and 2.2 in chapter 2,

together with the synoptic maps of the computer models in Appendix 1. Documenting this

structure provides a reference wherein each element of the design process is placed in its full

context; as such it formed an essential first step in the development of the complete design

model.

9.1.2 Comprehensive evaluation models

In developing the computer based design models, a principal objective has been to

incorporate on-line evaluation procedures that enable the designer to focus his attention on

the expected performance of the designed system and the extent to which it meets the

prevailing requirements. Both the mainline design and the block design modules contain

comprehensive evaluation processes which enable the designer:

* to assess the extent to which the design satisfies his objectives;

* to generate alternative designs; and then

* to compare these alternative designs.
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Appropriate use of these evaluation models will provide the designer with an insight into the

performance of the irrigation system that has not been practically attainable using current

manual design procedures.

The evaluation procedures are based on a thorough study of the state of the art in measuring

irrigation performance, leading to the formulation of a set of performance parameters which

have been incorporated into the models. These parameters are discussed in detail in

Chapters 3,5 and 6.

The main evaluation model at the end of the block design process provides the designer with

information o n :

- the uniformity of distribution that will result from the designed system;

- the expected yield per unit area and per unit of water applied, that will be attained using

the system;

- the requirement and application efficiencies that will be achieved by the system;

- the estimated cost of the system and the financial return on investment per unit area and

per unit of water applied, that will be achieved; and

- information on the optimal application depths during the irrigation season.

It is important to note further that the principle of evaluation has been incorporated into the

whole design process. Thus, apart from the main evaluation model described above, more

general evaluation is carried out continuously throughout the design process. The models

have been structured so that whenever the designer wants to investigate the effects of

possible adjustments to the design, he is able to consider these effects in terms of

immediately updated evaluation parameters. For example :

* In the lateral and manifold design routines of the block design module, the designer

has the choice of (a) letting the computer carry out the design, either by the poly-plot

routine or by extrapolation of results obtained from previously designed pipes, or (b) he

may specify the design himself, by inputting the required lengths and diameters. Once

the design is complete, the table in which the design details are listed (figure 4.10) is

updated with statistics on :

- the cost of the pipe being designed;

- the total cost of the whole block;

- the total length of the pipe being designed; and

- the total lengths, for the whole block, of each diameter of pipe being used.
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If the designer now wishes to change the design, for example by altering the length of

one of the pipe sections used for a specific lateral, he will immediately be able to see the

effect of this change on the cost of the lateral and on the overall block costs.

Furthermore, having made the change, he can then obtain a graphical plot or a numeric

listing of the pressure envelope, and thereby investigate the hydraulic effects of this

change.

* In the valve sequencing routine of the mainline design module, once again the

designer has the choice of either letting the computer determine the schedules or of

specifying his own schedules. Once the valves have been fully allocated, the resulting

schedules are displayed in a table which also lists a summary of the flow required In

each shift. If the designer decides to alter any of the schedules, the table is updated as

soon as any change is made and the designer is therefore able to monitor the extent to

which the flow requirements in each shift are balanced.

* In the quick evaluation of layouts routine of the mainline design module, the results of

this evaluation are presented in two tables. The first lists the estimated capital costs of

the mainline, based on "first shot" pipe diameter selections (figure 6.4). The second lists

the estimated operating costs, based on prevailing energy cost tariffs, the expected

efficiency of the pumping system and the rates used for the present value analysis

(figure 6.5).

Both of these tables can be edited by the designer and the effects of any changes will be

updated immediately. Thus for example, he can investigate the sensitivity of the overall

network cost to changes In any of the selected pipe diameters. Alternatively, he can test

the sensitivity of the operating costs to changes in the energy tariffs or interest/inflation

rates.

* Similarly, the linear programming routine of the mainline module presents the results of

the optimization in two tables; one showing the optimum pipe diameters and their

associated lengths for each section of the network, and the second showing the

resulting pressures at each valve and at the pump.

The designer may change any of the selected pipe diameters or their lengths, and the

effects of such changes will be shown in the cost summaries and in the pressures table.
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9.1.3 Design algorithms.

The research did not attempt specifically to develop new design procedures, but rather

wherever possible to adapt well established methods into a workable format for the type of

interactive computing that was being strived for. This was achieved in the following

algorithms:

* the routines for lateral and manifold design. The mathematical specification of the

graphical poly-plot procedure was a continuation of the work of Perold (1979 - ref. 7 in

chapter 4). Several modifications were developed in order to render the process

efficient and stable for common design situations; as well as to incorporate accurate

point-to-point calculation of the pipe and emitter hydraulics, for both laterals and

manifolds.

* the linear programming routine for optimization of the mainline pipe diameters and

pumping requirements. Modifications to established algorithms include the generation

of the candidate diameters, the calculation of the pumping costs and the allowed option

for generating either an overall optimized pumping head or an optimum for each shift.

In addition, a number of new procedures for the design of various parts of the overall process

have been proposed. These include:

- the valve sequencing algorithm in the mainline design ;

- the layout evaluation process in the mainline design ;

- the dynamic programming algorithm for optimizing the system operating point which

forms part of the block design evaluation process.

9.1.4 Rationalization of the design process

Although the design model does not provide a completely rationalized solution to the design

problem at this stage (as discussed in Chapter 1), it does enable the designer to carry out a

quantitative study of the various trade-offs involved in the design process. For example :

* the suitability of the 20% allowable head loss criterion can be investigated on a case by

case basis;

* the maximum yield criterion can be modified to a maximum profit criterion, which allows for

rational consideration of the possibility of deficit irrigation ; and

* the ratios of cost vs performance, system vs operating costs and block network vs

mainline network costs can also be investigated.

9.1.5 Computer aided design (CAD)

The computer programs have been designed to exploit, to the fullest possible extent, the

impact of computer aided design (as opposed to computer aided draughting) on the general

"Engineering Design" process. Experience gained during the course of the research showed
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that both the on-line availability of the various evaluation facilities, and the user friendly and

interactive man/computer dialogue, encouraged the designer to undertake a more broadly

based and investigative approach to the design problem than was practically feasible in the

past. As such, the Author believes that the programs constitute a significant contribution to

the state of the art of CAD In the field of Irrigation Engineering.

In particular, a specific objective of the work was that the programs should be applicable to

real on-farm situations. To this end they were developed for use in a design office

environment on personal computers with locally developed databases, rather than on any

remote main-frame facility with hypothetical data.

9.2 Applications of the design models

The computer based design models have been tested on a number of different design

problems. The results of these tests, on both block design and mainline design cases, are

reported in chapters 7 and 8 respectively.

In general, the models were found to perform well, providing rapid calculation times and good

operating flexibility. More specific conclusions regarding the performance of the computer

models in specific design circumstances are drawn at the end of each of the abovementioned

chapters.

9.3 Development of the computer programs

The structuring and design of the computer programs played an important part in the

successful development of the design models. The programs evolved in three distinct

phases, as experience was gained in the use of computer aided design techniques. These

phases can be characterized by the nature of the man/machine interface in each case :

9.3.1 Phase 1 : Initial Individual design routines

These programs employed a consecutive input dialogue, followed by a unidirectional operating

procedure. This meant that the required data was input on a line by line basis, and the

designer then sat back while the computer carried out the calculations. Once the design was

complete the designer could study the results in order to decide on any changes he might

want to investigate further. These changes would then be incorporated into a new set of input

data and the programs would be rerun from the start, using the new data.
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The rigidity of this structure precluded the type of continuous evaluation throughout the

design process described in section 9.1.2 above.

9.3.2 Phase 2 : The BASIC programs for mainline design, written on the IBM-PC

These programs employ a tabular input dialogue and a multidirectional operating procedure.

This implies that the data are input through fully editable tables. The designer can make any

additions or corrections he wants to the tables, before continuing with the various calculation

routines. The results of the calculation procedures are also presented in tables on the

computer screen, and the designer can once again edit these result tables for use in any on

going calculations. Furthermore, the designer does not have to run the program in a fixed

order of steps, but can rather move between the various routines at will.

Thus the use of the programs is no longer based on individual "runs" of the design routines,

but rather on extended "work sessions" in which the designer and the computer work

together to investigate numerous alternatives on the way to optimizing the final results.

These programs incorporated the continuous evaluation principles discussed above.

Another aspect of the programs that was developed during this phase was the incorporation

of on-line routines for immediate validation of the data input. This means that the data is

checked as far as possible for its general feasibility, while It is being entered into the

computer, rather than allowing the program to fail while performing the calculations.

9.3.3 Phase 3 : The PASCAL programs for block design, written on the IBM-PC

These programs are operated by similar processes to those of the phase 2 programs.

However, they are considerably more flexible in their ability to move between different

routines. The prevailing philosophy is one of letting the user determine the path followed

through the program, rather than the program directing the user. All procedures are

accessed through displayed menu functions.

Also, greater accessibility to various reference facilities (e.g. the databases and the maximum

length calculator) Is achieved through the use of the "pop-up windows". Attention has been

given to details such as a uniform screen layout, constant use of prompts which are always

displayed in the same place on the screen, and the use of graphics to illustrate results. It has

been found that these aspects greatly enhance the operation of the programs.
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9.4 Indications for further work

It is felt that continued research on the subject of this report could follow two main directions :

* Once the results of more applications have been acquired, they can beused to develop

a set of design norms that could form the basis of a code of practice. For example,

recommendations could be formulated on the following :

- The most appropriate overall system coefficients of uniformity, under different conditions;

- Expected application and requirement efficiencies under different operating conditions.

- Allowable pressure variation within a system;

- Appropriate ratios of block versus mainline and hardware versus operating costs;

- The most economical pipe sizes to be used in mainlines, with due consideration to the

cost of energy in the overall cost of the system.

- One of the most interesting parameters in this category, is an investigation of the

potential for deficit irrigation under varying conditions.

* Continued development of the models themselves. This would entail:

- Development of a preliminary design module, and integration of all three modules

(preliminary, block and mainline) into a single package utilizing shared data input and

output routines and similar operating procedures ;

- Interfacing the design package with one of the commercially available computer aided

draughting packages in order to enable graphical data input and results output;

- The development of a complete irrigation equipment database to be used as a master

bill for interfacing with the design process and subsequent detail specification of bills of

quantities. This specification would be linked to the output of the design model.
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APPENDIX 1a: Synoptic Map of the Block Design Process
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APPENDIX 1b: Synoptic Map of the Mainline Design Process
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APPENDIX 2a: Pascal Listings of Design Routines

(Manifold case)

PROCEDURE hydro_des!gn;
{ - d e s i g n man i fo ldCha l f ) •>

TYPE

mode=( up. down);

VAR

cs, {-current section}
I, {-current let #)
loop_cnt,tolMtagl
m,6hift_cnt#
fail_start:INTEGER;
start_pt#end_pt, {-of each section)
tag,
dia_posn:_10INTARRAY; {-index of each sect dia in the m_die array}
cd:_10REALARRAY; {-current diameter)
P,q:ARRAY[1..10,1..Hax_outlet] OF REAL;
del_hlf {-friction head-loss>
del_hg, {-topographic head gain)
shift_amt,tolerance,start_dia:REAL;
joode, new_d i a: _mode;
minlen_check,
no_shiftf_stuck:BOOLEAN;
t_«ynop:TEXT;

man: STRING [ 3 ] ;

PROCEDURE Wr!teSynop(S:Anystr);
BEGIN

UriteLn(t_synop,cs:1,• ' ,

MDestHalf) .m_dia[dia_posnCcs]] :3 , ' », start j>t tcs] :3 , ' ' ,

P[cs,6tart_pttcs]]:5:1,» ' ,1:3, ' SPtcs,I] : 5 :1 # ' ' ,1-1:3,
1 S P t c s . I - i ] ^ : ! , 1 ' .S , 1 C,tolerance:4:2,')');

END; {-endof proc WriteSynop)

PROCEDURE calc_fwd;
{-Calculates the pressure one lateral forward, i.e. towards the inlet)

VAR
LatIn_q,t_dist:Real;

BEGIN
{*) {- establish the flow)
IF LkHI]=0 THEN LatIn_q:=0

ELSE LBtIn_q:«Lk1[!3*Lx1[I]*Ptcs,I];

IF Lk2[I]<>0 THEN LatIn_q:«LatIn_q+(Lk2[I]*Lx2[I]*P[cs,n);

IF I«last_lat THEN q[cs,I]:=LatIn_q

ELSE q[cs,I):=q[cs,I+1]+Latln_q;

{*) {• establish the section length)
t_dist:=Manif_out.outlet_spac[Half ,1];
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{*) <- headloss ft elevation change calcs>
del_hl:*(ExpCLn(Hlp[11)+Htpt2]*Ln(q[c«,U/(1000*Hlp[4])>
•HlpC33*Ln(cdrcs]))*t_di«t>;

del_hg:«Manif-out.outlet_elev[Half,I-11'Manif_out.outlet_elevtHBlf,I3;
Ptcs,I-1):*P[cs,I]+delJ>l-del_hg;

(• -trace used for debugging purposes, now commented out:
gotoxy(42,8);write('latinq, P, del_hl, del_hg, tk1, 1x1, Ik2, U 2 1 ) ;
0Otoxy(42>9);urfte(latina.q:8:3#P[csff]:8:2fdel_hl:8:2,det_hg:8:2);
gotoxy(A2(10);write(Lk1(f]:8:2(Lx1[U;B:2ltk2[n:8:2itx2[i]:8:2);
pause; *)

END; {-of proc. Calc_fwd>

PROCEDURE callback;
{•Calculates the pressure one lateral back, i.e. away from the inlet)

VAR
LatIn_q,t_dist,t_hl,t_hg:Real;

BEGIN
C*> i- establish the flow>
IF Lk1[I]*0 THEN LatIn_q:*0
ELSE Latln_q:*LkUn+Lx1tI]*P[cs,I3;
IF Lk2tI3<>0 THEN LatIn_q:-LetIn_o+(Lk2[I3+Lx2tn*Ptcs,n );

#1+1]:«q[csfI]-Latln_q;

{*> (• establish the section length>
t_dist:=Hanif_out.outlet_spac[Half, 1+1];

C*> <* headloss £ elevation change calcs)

t_hl:«(Exp(Ln(Hlp[1])+Hlpt2]*LnCqtcs,I+1]/(1OOO*Hlp[43»
•HlpC3]*Ln(cd[cs]»*t_dist);

P[cs,1+1]:*Ptcs, I ] - t_hl+t_hg;

END; <-of proc Calc_back>

PROCEDURE stuck(X:Integer);
{•Handles the various stuck situations}

VAR
Reason:STRINGC30];
J,jj:lnteger;
MsgStringrAnystr;
smallStr:Anystr;

BEGIN
__Stuck:=True;
WriteSynopC • ) ;

<*> <• establish message >
IF X»1 THEN Reason:** (in an shift loop)1;
IF X«2 THEN Reason:*1 <need a larger die)';
IF X-3 THEN Reason:*1 (need a smaller dia)1;
IF X-A THEN Reason:*1 (min dio>all dies in list)1;
IF X=5 THEN Reason:*1 (in a change diarns loop)1;

{-beep & write a msg>
Beep;
MsgString:*11;
MsgString:*'Desfgn stuck at die # ' ;
Str(HDes[Half].m_dia[dia_posntcs]]:3fsmallStr);
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MsgString:«M8gString+amaUStr;
MsgString:«Hsg$tring+', emitter # ' ;
StrCI:3,imllStr);

MsgString:«M8gStr!ng+Reason;

Instr(HsgStrfng+l..hft any key');

VrfteLntt^aynop.MsgStrfng);

Pause;

C*> <• establish the plot_pts •>

WITH MDeslHalf] DO

BEGIN

FOR J:«1 TO cs DO

FOR jj:"Start_pt[JJ DOWNTO end_pt[J3 DO

«_plot[j j3:«P[Jjj3;

»_designed:«False;

END;

WritePlotFile(Half);

(- update col totals & exit >

Filljwnif_descrip;

END; C-of proc. stuck}

PROCEDURE change__dia(nn: mode);
{•Change diameter when pressure profile reaches envelope boundaries)

VAR
aa:Integer;

BEGIN
WITH MDesCHalf] DO

BEGIN
no_shift:*false;
cs:«cs+1;
start_pt[cs3:»I;endJ>t[cs-13 :«I+1;
P[csfI3:«Ptcs-1#I3;

IF _Bode«_up THEN jnode:«_down

ELSE j»ode:«_up;

aiinlen_check:«True;

IF end_pttcs-i3>startj)t[cs-13 THEN endjtt[cs-i3:«start_pt[cs-13;

tagtcs]:«I;

dia_posntcs):'cdia_posn[cs-i3+1;

(*} {-change to a larger diameter >
IF m=_up THEN

BEGIN

IF dfa_posn[cs3>10 THEN dia_posn[cs3:»10;

WHILE (m_dia[dia_posn[cs]]<«m_dia[dia^posn[cs*133)

AND (dia_posn[cs]<10) DO dia_posn[cs3:«dia_posn[cs]+1;

IF «__dia[dia_posn[cs33<=ffi_.diatdia_posnCcs-133 THEN stuck(2);

IF NOT _Stuck THEN

BEGIN

new_dia:«_up;

cd[cs3:E

Mat_Detail.int_diat^classIndexfBi_dia_indcx[diB_posn[cs333;

END;

END

ELSE
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<*> {-change to a w a l l e r diameter >

IF rm«_down THEN

BEGIN

IF dia_posntcs?>10 THEN dia_posn[cs]:*10;

WHILE («i_dia[dia_posn[c»]]>«w_diatdifl_posn[cs-1]])

AND <dio_posn[cs]>1) DO dia_posntcs3:«dta_posn[cs]-1;

IF (m_dta[di a_posn[cs])<d_pera*n.dpjaani f_di a)

OR (m_di«[di»_pofin[c6]]>in_dia[diB_posn[cs-l])) THEN atuck(3);

IF NOT _Stuck THEN

BEGIN

new_dia:«jfc>wn;

cdtcs] : *

Mat_DetaH.int_dia[_classIndex,m_dia_index[dia_posn[cs]]3;

END;

END;

END;

END; <-of proc Change_dia>

PROCEDURE Shlft_up;
{•Shifts the current pressure curve up to meet the top of the envelope)

BEGIN
no_shift:«false;

sh i f t_cnt:«sh i ft_cnt+1;

Binlen_check:sTrue;

Rhift_amt:ed_param.dpj3Max*Ptcs,I];

jnode:=_down;

IF shift_amt>0 THEN

BEGIN

I:«start_pt[cs];

P[cs,I3:«Ptcs,n+((1-8hift_amt/dj>araffl.dp_pMin)*6hift_afflt);
END

ELSE BEGIN
no_shift:«true;
minlen_chtck:«false;

END;

IF (cs>1) AND (NOT no_shift) THEN
BEGIN

IF neu_dia*_up THEN
BEGIN
q[cs,I+1]:=qtcs,I+1]*(l+shift_amt/d_parani.dp_pMin);
WHILE <P[cs,I)>*P[cs-1,I]) AND (PCcs-1,I]<>0)

AND (P[cs-1,n<d_param.dp_pHax) DO
BEGIN

calc^fwd;
I:=I-1;

END; <-of while)

IF (P[cs,n<ptcs-i,n> OR cp[cs-ifn*o) OR
<P[cs-1tI3>d_param.dp_pMax) THEN I:=I+1;

END
ELSE

IF new_dia=_down THEN
BEGIN

qtcs,I]:*qtcs,I]*{1+shift_amt/d_param.dp_pMin);
WHILE (P[cs,I]>=PtC6-1,I3) AND (I<=start_pt[cs-1])

AND <P[cs-1#I]>P[cs-1,I+1]) DO

A2.4



Appendix 2a: Pascal isting of design routines

BEGIN
callback;
I:«I+1;

END; ( o f while)
IF <P(cavI]<P[cs-1,U) OR <I>8tart_pt[cs-1]>

THEN I : - I - 1 ;
END;

IF I-start_pt[cs] THEN
BEGIN

no_shift:«true;
•rinlen_check:«false;

END
ELSE

BEGIN

ttart_pttcsJ:*I;
end_pttcs-1J:«I+1;
IF end_pt[cs-13>start_pt[cs-1] THEN end_pt[cs-1]:«start_pt[cs-1J;

END;
PIcs,I3:«P[cs-1,n;

END;

END; <-of proc Shfft^tp)

PROCEDURE Shlft_down;
{•Shifts the current pressure curve down to meet the bottom of the envelope}

VAR
backcnt : INTEGER;

BEGIN
no_shift:«false;
tag[cs]:*I;
backcnt:«0;
shift_cnt:«shift_cnt+1;
«inlen_check:»True;
shif t_amt:«PIcs, I]-d^param.dp^inBxjInlet;
_»ode:*_up;
IF ahift_amt>0 THEN
BEGIN

I:»start_pt(csl;
Plcs,n:«P[cs#n-C(1-shift_amt/d_parftm.dp_pMin)*«hift_amt);

END
ELSE BEGIN

no_shift:=true;
minlen_check:=false;

END;

IF (CS>1) AND (NOT no_shift> THEN
BEGIN

IF new_dia=_up THEN
BEGIN

qEcs,I3:«q[cs,n*(1-shift_amt/d_pftram.dp_pHin);
WHILE (Ptcs,I]<=P[cs-1,n> AND (I<*startjDttcs-1])

AND (P[cs-1,I]>P[cs-1,I+1]) AND (q[cs#I]>0)
AND Cb»ckcnt<tag[cs]+2) DO

{•the last condition ensures that we dont go back too far
if we might get to the end >
BEGIN

calc_beck;
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beckcnt:«EUCC<backent);

END; C-of while)

IF <Prcs,I]>P[cs-1,I]> OR <I>start_pttcs-1]> OR

(qtcs,U<«0) THEN I : « I M ;

END

ELSE IF new_di«*_down THEN

BEGIN

qtcs,I+1]:«q[cs,I+1)*(1-8hift-amt/dj>aram.dp-pMin);

WHILE (P[CStn<«P[C6-1#I]> AND (P£cs-1,IJ<>0) DO

BEGIN

celc_fwd;

l:«I~1;

END; {-of while)

IF (P[cs,I]>P[cs-1,I]) OR <P[cs-1,I]*0> THEN I:«I+1;

END;

IF I«start_pt[cs] THEN

BEGIN

no_shift:«true;

minlen_check:*false;

END

ELSE

BEGIN

start_pttcs3:=I;

end_pttcs-1):«l+1;

IF end_ptlcs-1]>start_pt[cs-1] THEN end_pt[cs-1] :«startj>t[cs-13;

END;

PCcs,n:«P[cs-1,H;

END;
END; {-of proc. Shift_down>

PROCEDURE adjust;
{•Adust the start_pt of the current dia.
If after a shift the pressure moves outside the envelope)

BEGIN
minlen_check:*True;
IF tag[csj>l THEN tagtcs]:-!;
If jnode=_down THEN
BEGIN

IF cs=1 THEN
IF P[csfstart_pt[cs]]«djMrani.dpjnax_plnlet THEN

BEGIN

I:«start_pt[cs];

WriteSynopC Adj Chng Up • ) ;

Ptcs#l] :«d_param.dp_pMax;

_mcxle:»_up;

change_dia(_tp);

Exit;

END

ELSE

BEGIN

I:>startj>t[cs];
P[cs,l]:*0.995*P[cs,l];

IF Ptcsil]<d_param.dp_max_plntet THEN

P[cs,I]:=d_param.dp_max_pInlet;
END;
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IF (c«>1) AMD (rww_dlM_if» THEN

IF P[cS'1#start_pt[cs]*1]<Ptc*-1,start j>ttcs]] THEN

BEGIN

start_pttcs):«Btart_pt[cs]*1;

I:«start_pt[cs3;

end_pt[cs-1J:«I+1;

P[cs,n:«Plcs-1,I];

q[cs,I+11:«qtcs-1,M);

END

ELSE

BEGIN

WriteSynopC1 Adj Chng Up ' ) ;

jnode:«_up;

Change_dia(_up);

EXP-

END;

IF (cs>1) AND <new_dia*_down) THEN

IF PtcsM,start jrt[cs]-1]>d_j>aram.dpjnax_plnlet THEN

BEGIN

• tar t j r t [cs] restart_pt tcs] • 1;

I:«start_pt[cs];

end_pttcs-1]:»I*1;

qtcs#I+13:«q[cs-1fI+1J;

END

ELSE

BEGIN

WriteSynopC Adj Chng Up ' ) ;

Exit;
END;

END;

IF _»ode=_i43 THEN

BEGIN

IF cs=1 THEN

IF P[C8,start_pt[csn«d_p«ram.dpj3Hax THEN

BEGIN

I:«start_pt[cs];

WriteSynopC Adj Chng Dn • ) ;

Pics, I] :«d_j»ram.dp_pHin;

change_diaC_down);
Exit;

END
ELSE BEGIN

!:*start_pttcsl;
P[cs,I]:«1.OO5*Plcs,I3;
IF P[cs,I)>dj»ram.dpjDHax THEN

Ptcs.I] t̂ d ĵjaram.dp^pHax;

END;

IF (cs>1) AND <new_dia=_i^) THEN

IF P[cs-1,start_pttcs3-1]>Ptcs-1,start_pt[csl] THEN

BEGIN

start_pt[cs]:=start_pt[cs]•1;

I:«start_pt[cs];

endjstlcs-13:«l+1;
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P[ca,U:-Plc»«1,U;
q[ct,I*1):>q[cs-i,M];

END
ELSE
BEGIN

UrfteSynopC Adj Chng Dn •>;
jnode:*_down;
Change_dia(_down);
Exit;

END;
IF (cs>1> AND <new_dia*_down) THEN

If P[cs-1,start_pt[cs]+1l>d_param.dpjnax_plnlet THEN
BEGIN

start_pt tcs]: «start_pt [cs]+1;
!:«start_pt[csj;
end_pttcs-1):*I+1;
P[cs,U:«P[cs-i,13;
qtcsfl*13:«qtcs-1,l+i3;

END
ELSE

BEGIN
UrfteSynopC* Adj Chng Dn • ) ;
jnode:=_down;
Change_dia(_down);
Exit;

END;
END;

END; <-of proc. adjust)

FUNCTION 1nlt_hydro_des:Boolean;
OInitiate variables at the start of the design)

BEGIN
Init_hydro_des:«True;
_Stuck:*False;
WITH MDes[Half] DO

BEGIN
FOR cs:e1 TO 10 DO

BEGIN
8tart_pt[cs]:«0;end_pt[cs]:«0;
tog[cs]:«=0;
cdtcs]:=0;
m_tentcs]:*0;m_noof[cs]:=0;
FOR I:«1 TO Max_outlet DO

BEGIN
Ptcs,I]:=0;q[cs,U:-0;

END;
END;

dia_posntcs]:=l;
WHILE m_dia[dia_posntcs]]<d_param.dp_manif_dia DO

BEGIN
diaj>osntcs] :=dia_posn[cs]*l;
IF dia_posntts]«11 THEN

BEGIN
stuck(4);
Init_hydro_des:«Felse;
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EMD;

EMO; <-of while}

IF HOT _Stuck THEN

BEGIN

no_ihift:«f»lse;

I:*last_let;

ttart_pt[cs3:•!;

teg[cs3:«I;

tol_tag:«I;

fa1l_ttart:* I;

loop_cnt:«0;

tolerance:«0;

new_dia:«jjp;

shift_cnt:«O;

Ptc«,I] :«d_perain.dp_pHax;

•inlen_check:«False;

cdtcs3:*

Mat_Detail.int_dia[_classIndex,m_dia_index[dia-posntcs333;

start_dia:scd[cs];

END;

END; i-o1 with>

END; <-of proc. lnit_hydro_des>

PROCEDURE Check_m!n Jength;
<-Check that length of previous diameter is not less than stiputated minimum)

VAR
11:Integer;
Ien:Real;

BEGIN
UrfteSynopC ChkMfnLen ' ) ;

len:«0;

minlen_check:»False;

IF end_pttcs-i3>start_pt[cs) THEN

BEGIN

FOR i i :«star t j3 t tcs-1] DOWNTO end_pttcs-1] DO

len:*len+Hanif_out.outLet_spac[Halff11J;

END;

IF (len<d_param.dp_inanifjninLen) OR (ler>«0) THEN

BEGIN

cs:=cs-1;

I :«start_pttcs];

tog[cs]:«=i;

start_pt[cs+l):"O;

IF cs=1 THEN Ptcs#I]:*d_param.dp_pMax;

cd[cs]:»cdtcs+1];

cd[cs*1]:«0;

shift_cnt:«O;

dia_posn[cs]:«<iia_posn[cs+l3;

dia_posntcs+1]:«0;

_mode:«i_down;

new_die:=jjp;

WriteLnCt^synop,'Minlen fa i led: length « l
( l en :5 :1 ) ;

<•} <No« check for looping • three conditions: >

IF (C6>1) AND ((cd[cs]-cd[cs-i3)<»0.001) THEN

BEGIN

cs:=cs-1;
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I:«atart_pttcs);
tag(cs]:»I;
«tartj3t[C8*1]:«0;
IF cs=1 THEN Ptcs,U:«d_param.dpjDHax;
cd[cs+1]:«0;
tolerance:«tolerance+0.05;
Ioop_cnt:«succ(Ioop_cnt);

END
ELSE IF <<cs«1) AND (cd[cs]<start_dia))
OR C(cs>1) AND <I«faH_start)) THEN
BEGIN

tolerance:«tolerance+0.05;
Ioop_cnt:«succ(Ioop_cnt);

END;
Btart_dia;«cd[cs];
faU_start:«I;

END;
END; <-of proc. Check_min_length}

PROCEDURE Open_synopsls;
VAR

it_cnt,t_cnt:Integer;

Une:ARRAY[1..1OO} OF STRING[80];

BEGIN

t_cnt:«0;

IF ExistCDATAPATH-t-SYNOP) THEN

BEGIN

Assisn(t_synop,DATAPATH+SYNOP);

Reset(t_synop);

WHILE NOT SeekEof(t_synop) DO

BEGIN

IF t_cnt<100 THEN

BEGIN

t_cnt:«Succ(t_cnt);

ReadLn{t_synop,Iine[t_cnt]);

END

ELSE

BEGIN

FOR ft_cnt:=1 TO 99 DO line[1t_cnt] :=Une[it_cnt+1];

ReadLn(t_synop,line[1003);

END;

END;

Close(t_synop);

Erase(t_synop);

END;

Assign(t_synop,DATAPATH+SYNOP);
Rewrite(t_synop);
IF t,cnt>0 THEN FOR 1t_cnt:»1 TO t,cnt DO
Wr i teLn(t_synop#I\ne[it_cnt]);

END; <-of 0pen_6ynopsis>

PROCEDURE Phasei;
BEGIN (-main procedure)

Open_synopsis;

WriteLn(t_synop);

IF Half=1 THEN man: = ' a / b ' ELSE man^ 'c /d 1 ;

WriteLn(t_synop/DESlGN OF MANIF ^ m a n / Date : < .DateStr ing);
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Urit«ln(t_»ynop,'SECT DlA(m) Start Pt t P Current Pt t P NEXT Pt t P ACTION TOLERANCE1);

IF Initjiydro_des THEN

BEGIN

<-•) {--•win loop until designed>

IEPEAT

IF *Mft_cnt>10 THEN

BEGIN

•tuck( i ) ;

Exit;

END;

IF loop_cnt>5 THEN

BEGIN

stuck(S);

Extt;

END;

IF I<tol_tag THEN tol_tag:«I;

calc_fMd;

<-*> <--set up cases)

IF jnode=_down THEN

IF <Ptcs,I'1]>(1*tolerance)*d_param.dpj*ax)

AND <I<start_pt[cs]> THEN

BEGIN

IF P£cs,I+1]<Ptcs,I] THEN m:=1

ELSE m:=2;

END

ELSE IF Plcfi,l-1]>«(1-tolerance)*d_param.dp_iwx_plnlet THEN

n:*2

ELSE IF P[cs#I-1]<Ci-tolerance)*d_parara.dp_maxj)Inlet THEN

IF J»de=_up THEN

IF (PIcs#I-1]<(1-tolerance)*d_param.dp_inaxj3lnlet>

AND (Kstart_pt[cs]) THEN n:-1

ELSE IF P[cs,I-1]<«(1+toterance)*d_param.dp_pHax THEN m:«4

ELSE IF Ptcs,I-1]>(1+tolerence)*d_param.dp_pMax THEN m:=5;

{•> {-now Implement the cases >

CASE m OF

1:IF no_sMft THEN I:«I-1

ELSE

BEGIN

WriteSynopC Adjust ' ) ;

adjust;

END;

2:IF <I>«tegEcsn OR (del_ht<=del_hg) THEN I : - I -1
ELSE

BEGIN

WriteSynopC Shft Dn • ) ;

IF (I<tag[cs)) AND (del_hl>del_hg) THEN Shift_down;
END;
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3:IF (no_»Mft> AND (I>tag[cs]> THEN 1:«I-1

ELSE

BEGIN

no_shift:«false;

UrfteSynopC Chng Dn • ) ;

change_dia(_down);

END;

4: IF (I>«tagtcs3) OR <del_hl>«det_hg) THEN I := l -1

ELSE

BEGIN

WriteSynopC Shft Up • ) ;

IF ( K t a g l c s l ) AND (det_hl<del_hg) THEN Shift_up;

END;

5:IF (no_shift) AND ( I>tag[cs]) THEN I := I -1

ELSE

BEGIN

UriteSynopC Chng Up ' ) ;

change_dia(_ip);

END;

END; <-of cese)

IF _Stuck THEN Exi t ;

IF (minten^check) AND (cs>1) THEN Check_«in_length;

IF (tolerance>0) AND (I<tol_tag) THEN tolerance:=0;

UNTIL I«0;
END;

END; <-endof PhaseU

PROCEDURE Phase2;
BEGIN

IF _Stuck THEN Exit;
<••> <--now shift last dia>
IF (P[csln<0.99*dj»ram.dpj«ax) AND <new_dia=_ip)
AND (_mcxte=_up) THEN

BEGIN
WriteSynopC End Shft Up •>;
Shift^up;
WHILE l<>0 DO

BEGIN
calc_fwd;
I:>Pred(I);

END;
WriteSynopC Design Done • ) ;

END

ELSE UriteSynopC Design Done • ) ;

end_pt[cs] : « 1 ;

C-*> <--now set up lengths 4 no-of emitterss)

WITH HDes[Hatf] DO

BEGIN

FOR m:*1 TO cs DO

BEGIN

IF (m>1) AND (die_posn[m3<dia_posn[nM3> THEN

BEGIN
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FOR I:«10 DOUNTO dla_posnt»-1]*2 DO

•>_diatdie_posntii-1)+l]:»in_dia[diajy>tn[m]];

dia_posn[m] :«dia_j»sn[m-1)+1;

IF w*c* THEN

FOR I:«mM TO cs DO

BEGIN

IF diaj»snnj>*d!e_posn[ira THEN

die_posnfl] :«dia jMsnU]+1;

IF dia_posntl]>5 THEN

BEGIN

ca:« I -1 ;

stuck(Z);

Exit;

END;

END;C-of For !>
Update_diaccost;

END;
•l^noof [dia_posn[m]] :«6tsrt_pt[m]-end_pttm3+1;

FOR I:«start_pttm3 DOWNTO end_ptt«0 DO

>i_len Cdi a^posn tm] ] :«m_len [di a_posn [mj ] +

Mani f_out.outlet_spac[HaIf,I];
END; t-of for «}

<•update design counter)
«_des i gned:«True;

END; <-of with Des>
END; <-phase2>

BEGIN {-main procedure }
Instr<'Designing the manifold ' ) ;
Phasei;
Phase2;
Close(t_synop);

END;
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APPENDIX 2b: Pascal Listings of Uniformity Calculation Routines

PROCEDURE Uniformlty_calc(J:tnteger);
< Calculate the uniformity parameters for Unff[jl.lnletP >

VAR
Line:Anystr;
a,b,Let,e_cnt,quad,pass,n_CTiits,
I noof _cnt, l_cnt, wnoof _cnt, m_cnt: 1 nt ege r ;
dia/t_dist,«nit_q/HL,Slope,
O_tot#Q_curr,P_curriEndP,InP:Real;
InQ:ARRAY[1..2) OF Real;
InP^adjust.InO^adjust.early^edjust.lat^flagrBoolean;
hlfstr:STRING[31;
qdstr:STRING[13;

PROCEDURE SetVals;
BEGIN

WITH Unif[J] DO
BEGIN

IF pass=1 THEN
BEGIN
Av_q:cAv_q/n_emi ts;
q_variartce:«100*(q_«ax-q_min)/Av_q;
Avq_oomq_rat i o:*Av_q/d_param.dp_qNom;
IF noof_Mghlow=0 THEN
BEGIN

noof_highlow:=1;
highlow_laterals[1] i^'none1;

ENO;
END

ELSE IF pass=2 THEN
BEGIN
Unif-coef:«Unif_coef/(n_emits*Av_q);
Unif_coef:»ci-Unif_coef)*100;

END;
END;

END; < endof SetVals >

PROCEDURE CalcStats;
{•Calculate the statistics, once the discharges are established >
VAR

t_val:Reat;
BEGIN

WITH UniftJ] DO
BEGIN

FOR quad:=1 TO 4 DO
BEGIN

IF Eval_gen.noof_pquad[quad]<>0 THEN

BEGIN

IF quad«2 THEN Half:*1 ELSE Half:=2;

FOR Lat:«1 TO Eval_gen.last_lat[Half] DO

BEGIN

lat_fLag:=False;
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CASE quad OF

1:t_val:-qVallAtLat,e_cnt];

2:t_val:«qVal2AUat,e_cnt];

3:t_val:«€jVal3A[Lat,e_cnt];

4: t_va I : «<JVa 14* [Lat, e_cnt] ;

END;

WHILE (t_val<>0) AND (e_cnt<«Hax_outlet> DO

BEGIN

IF pass*1 THEN

BEGIN

n_emit»:«Succ(n_emfts);
IF t_val<qjnin THEM qjn!n:*t_val;
IF t_val>q_max THEM q_max:«t_val;
IF (t_val>
Exp(LnCd_param.dp-k)+d_param.dp_x*Ln(d_param.dp_p«ax)))
OR <t_val<
Exp(Ln(d_param.dp_k)+dj>aram.dp_x*LnCd_param.dp_pMin)))
THEN

IF NOT lat_ftag THEN
BEGIN

Lat_flag:eTrue;
noof_hiohlow:«Succ(noof_h(ghlow);
C * X make a string of lat no & quad >
Str(Let:3,highlow_laterals[noof_highlow]);
CASE quad OF

1:hfghlow_laterals[noof_highlow] :=
highlow_lateraUtnoof_hiBhlow] + lal;

2:h1ghlow_lateralfi[noof_highlou] :=
h1ghlou_laterals[noof_hfghlow]'t-lbl;

3:highlow_laterals[noof_highlow) :•
h i ghlow_lBteraIs[noof_h i ghlow] +'c';

4:highlow_lateralstnoof_highlow]:=
highlow_lateraUtnoof_highlow] + ldl;

END;
END;

Av_q:«Av_q+t_vaI;
END

ELSE IF pas6-2 THEN

e_cnt:*Succ(e_cnt);
CASE quad OF

1:t_vaI:«qVaI1AtLat,e_cnt];
2:t_val:«qVat2AtLatfe_cnt];
3:t_val:«qVal3A[Lat,e_cnt];
4:t_val:«qVaUAILatfe_cnt];

END;
END;{ endof WHILE t^val >

GoToXY(3f21);
IF Half=l THEN h l f s t r : * ( a /b ' ELSE h l fe tp :« 'c /d ' ;
IF qued=1 THEN qds t r ^ ' a 1 ;
IF quad=2 THEN qdstr :« 'b ' ;
IF quad=3 THEN qdst r :« 'C;
IF quad=4 THEN qdstr :« 'd ' ;
Write('<Half ' . h l f s t r , 1 . Quad ' .qdstr ,1 , Pass ' ,pass:1 t

' , Lateral ' ,Lat:2, '> ' ) ;
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EKO;C tndof FOR l i t cnt >

END; i tndof IF tot_noof_«nit<>0 >

END; { endof FOR quad cnt >

END; i endof WITH >

END; < endof CalcStats >

PROCEDURE ChockJnP_AdJust;
{ check for adjustment of InP against InletP >

BEGIN

IF Abs(InP-Unif[J].InletP)>0.02*UniftJ3.InletP THEN

BEGIN

Lat:«Evel_gen.last_lattHalf];

GetLateraKHalf.Lat);

EndP:«EndP-((InP-Untfrj].intetP)

•(1-(Abs(InP-UnifrJ3.InletP))/Unif[J3. InletP));

END

ELSE

BEGIN

Unif[J].IntetQ:«Unif[J].InletQ+Q_tot;

InP_adjust:«Fatse;

END;

END; { endof CheckJnPJkd just >

PROCEDURE SetNextLat;
i establish fnP I inO for next lateral >

BEGIN

DialPipeCd_param.dp-_manif_code);

{. * > C get the head loss params >

FOR I:*1 TO 4 DO

Hlp[I]:>Mat_table[d_parafli.o>_ti8nff_code].headloss[I];

0_tot:«Q_tot+InOta3+InQtb];

t_dist :*Manif__out. out let_spac [Half fLat3;

Slope:«Manif_out.outlet_elevtHalf,Lat-13

•Manif_out.outlet_elev[Half,Lat3;
dia:»*at_Detai l . int_dia

[MDesti3.m_class_index,MDes[Half3.m_dia_indexCm_cnt33;

HL:«C(ExpCLn(HlpE13)+Hlpt23*Ln<Q_tot/CiOOO*Hlp[43))
+Hlpt33*Ln(dia)))*t_dUt)- (Slope);

InP:*InP+HL;

GoToXY(3,21);

IF Half*1 THEN hl fstP:* 'a /b ' ELSE h l f s t r : « ' c / d ' ;

IF quad=1 THEN qdstr :« 'a ' ;

IF quad=2 THEN qdstr:« 'b' ;

IF quad=3 THEN qdstr:« 'c ' ;

IF quad=4 THEN qdst r : * 'd ' ;

Urite( '<Half » ,h l fs t r ,» . Quad \ q d s t r , 1 , Lateral * fLat-1:2#

' , Inlet Pressure l
l ! n P : 6 : 2 , ' > ' ) ;

IF Lat<>1 THEN
BEGIN

Lat:«Lat-1;

GetLateral(Half,Lat);
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JnQ [a]:«LDes [ a ] . l_coef [13 *LDe* t a j . l_coef 12]• InP;

lnOCbJ:«LDestb3.l_coef[13*LOe«[b].l_coef[2]*InP;

•noof _cnt: ̂ moof _cnt+1 ;

IF pnoof_cnt>MDes[Half3.»_r>ooft»_cnt] THEM

BEGIN

KK»f_cnt :«1 ;

•_cnt:«Succ(n_cnt);

WHILE MDestHalf3.ii_nooftm_cnt]»0 DO ^ c n t t

END;

END

ELSE Lat :«Lat -1 ;

END; { endof SetNextLat >

PROCEDURE LateralCalc;
{ •Calculate the discharges In the current l a t e r a l >

VAR

etnitq:Real;

BEGIN

InG_adjust:«True;

REPEAT < u n t i l InQ_adjust>false >

P_curr:«InP;

l_cnt:«5;

WHILE LDes[quad].l_noof [l_cnt]«0 DO

l_cnt:«Pred(l_cnt);

lnoof_cnt:«0;

early_adjust:*FBlse;

DialPipe(d_param.dp_lat_code);

{ * > { pet the head loss porans >

FOR I:*1 TO 4 DO

Klp[I]:>Mat_tableCd_paraffl.dp_lat_code].heBdloss[I];

i • > C start the in-lateral loop >

FOR e_cnt:«1 TO Lat_flen.noof_enrittquad] DO

BEGIN

IF Q_curr>0 THEN

BEGIN

lnoof_cnt:•lnoof_cnt*1;

IF lnoof_cnt>LDes[quad].LnooflLcnt] THEN

BEGIN

lnoof_cnt:«1;

l_cnt:«Pred(l_cnt);

WHILE LDesIquad].l_noof[l_cnt]=0 DO l_cnt:sPred(l_cnt);

END;

dia:«Mot_Detail.int_dia

Csdialquad] ,_cless,6dia[quad] ._8index[l_cnt]];

< * > I t_dist >

IF (e_cnt<>1) AND (Lat_8en.pr_emit_spac[quad]>0) THEN
BEGIN

IF NOT Odd(e_cnt) THEN t_dist:sLBt^Qen.pr_emU_spac[quad]
ELSE

t_dist :«Lat_gen.erni t^spac [quad] -Lat_9en.pr_emi t_spec [quad] ;
END

ELSE IF e_cnt<>1 THEN t_dist:eLat_gen.emit_spac[crjad3;
IF e_cnt*1 THEN t_dist:=Lat_gen.First_emittquad];
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C • > i slope >
IF «_cnto1 THEN

Slope:«el [quad,e_cnt-1] -el [quad,e_cnt]
ELSE If e_cnt«1 THEN

Slope:^anff_out.outlet_elev[Half,Lat]-eUquadle._cnt];

< * > < head loss >
HL:«((Exp(Ln(Hlpt1])+Hlp[2]*LnCO_curr/(1000*Hlpt43)>
+HlpC3]*Ln{dia)))*t_dist)-(Slope);

P_curr: «P__curr • HL;
ewitq:*Exp(Ln(d_parafli.dp_k)+d_parflm.o>_x*ln(P_curr>);
CASE quad OF

1:qVal1A[Lat,e_cnt]:«emitq;
2:qVal2AtLat,e_cnt3:«emitq;
3:qVal3A[Lat,e_cnt]:««nitq;
*:qVaUAtLat#e_cnt3 :«eraitq;

END;

Q^curr: «O__curr • emf tq ;

END
ELSE early_adjust:=True;

END; { endof e^cnt FOR loop >

<*> <-test for satisfactory zero 0 remaining in pipe >
IF (Abs<0-.curr><0.1*(einitq))
AND (NOT early_adjust) THEN InQ_adjust:«Fal8e
ELSE

BEGIN
IF early_adjust THEN InQ[quad]:«InQ[quad]*1.05
ELSE InO[quad]:«InQ[quad]-(Q_curr*0.95);

END;

UNTIL InO_adjUSt*False;
END; C endof LateralCatc >

PROCEDURE Startup;
BEGIN

Inst rCStar t ing u p . . . ' ) ;

• _ c n t : = l ;

WHILE MDes[Hatf].m_nooftm_cnt]«0 DO rn_cnt:»Succ(iB_cnt);

•noof_cnt:*1;
Q_tot:«0;
InP:«EndP;

InQ [a] :«LDes [ a ] . l_coef [13+LDes [ a ] . l^coef [2] * InP;

InQCb] :«LDes[b] .l_coef [1]+LDes[b] .l^coef [2]* InP;
END; < endof Startup >

PROCEDURE FindLastLat;
< establish posn of last lateral on manif & initial endP >

BEGIN
Instr('Finding last lateral ' ) ;
Lat:»Des_hi8t.outlets[half];
Eval_gen.last_lat[Half];*O;
REPEAT

GetLateral(Kalf(Lat);
IF (Lat_gen.noof_emit[a]<>0) OR (Lat_gen.noof_e«iit[b)<>0) THEN

Lat
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ELSE Let:»Prad(Lat>;
UNTIL Eval_p«n.last_lat[Half}<>0;
EndP:-M>esCHalf].iRjndP+(UnffIJ].!nletP-IOesCHalf].nJnP);
InP_adjust:«True;

END; < endof FtndLastLat >

PROCEDURE FiushqVals;
{-f lush the nemory on the heap >

VAR

quad,L_t,Emit:Integer;

t_str:STRING [3 ] ;

w_atr:STRIHGC103;

BEGIN

FOR quad:«1 TO 4 DO

FOR L_t:«1 TO Max_outlet DO

BEGIN

str(quad:3,t_str);

str(L_t:3,t_str);

InstrCFlushing qVals on the heap for la tera l '+fli_str);

FOR Emit:«1 TO Max_outlet DO

BEGIN

IF quad*1 THEN q V a i r a . t . E m i t ] :«0;

IF quad=2 THEN qVat2Aa_t ,Emft l :«0;

IF quad«3 THEN e(Vat3AIL_t#EinitJ:«0;

IF quacW THEN c^«^A tL_t ,Emit] :«0;

END;

END;

Uni f [J ] . In le tQ:«0;

END; { endof FiushqVals >

BEGIN { main Uniformity Calc procedure }
IF _page<>1 THEN
BEGIN
_pege:«1;
LoadScreen(evaliscreen);
FOR t_psn:»1 TO 4 DO fiU_page(1ft_p6n);

END;
_COffScnCTrue);

WITH Unif[J] DO
BEGIN

InstrC'Uniformity evaluation in progress • ) ;
_Inverse;
TextColor<0+BLink);
TextBackground(7);
GoToXY(x_p[_page, J] ,y_p[_page]);
Write(InletP:4:1);
_Inverse;

< * > C now begin the main calc >
FiushqVals;
FOR Half:«1 TO 2 DO
BEGIN

IF Half*1 THEN
BEGIN
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END
ELSE

BEGIN
a:-3;b:«4;

END;
IF (Eval_gen.noof_pquadta]<>0)

OR (Eval_oen.noof_pquadtb]<>0> THEM

BEGIN

FindLestLat;
REPEAT i loop until inletP matches Unif[j).InletP >
Startup;
InstrC'Calculating the emitter discharges.... >);
REPEAK loop with each lat until manif inlet reached >

FOR quad:*a TO b DO< do current lateral In each quad >
IF Iat_gen.noof_efnfttquad]<>0 THEN LateralCalc;

SetNextLst;
UNTIL Lat*0; € all laterals done >

Check_InP_Adjust;
UNTIL lnP_adjust-False; < now InP matches Unif[j].IntetP >

END; <. endof IF half exists >
END; <. endof FOR half >

i • > i now calc the uniformity statistics >
Instr(•Calculating the uniformity parameters.... • ) ;

q_max:-0.0;
n_«ni ts: «0;
Av_q:-0;
FOR pass:*1 TO 2 DO
BEGIN

CalcStats;
SetVals;

END;

i * ) { restore the screen £ save the discharge values * qVals >
IF _page«1 THEN

Line:-1 •
ELSE

IF jsage=2 THEN

Line:«'Laterals with Pressure Profi les Beyond Allowable Limits1 ;

GoToXY(3,5);Write(Line);

GoToXY(3,20);Write(•':6O);

GoToXY(3,21);Write(•':6O);

SaveqFile(J);

END; < endof With >

_COffScn(False);

END; { endof Uniformity calc }
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APPENDIX 2c: Pascal Listings of Economic Evaluation Routines

PROCEDURE get_«con_*val;
(carry out the economic evaluation A display the results on pege 6)

VAR

EconFHe:FILE OF econ_eval_type;

Te:Char;

Period,Fr»c,t_frac,quad,Let,e_cnt#Half,epplfc_rem#

ltstate_ent,applic_cnt,prev_8tete:Integer;

CRF,PVF_prod,PVF_energy,PVF_earni ng,PVF_generaI,

k_ffxed,k__yield,k_operat,nett_earn,yield_ratio,yield_loss,

income,rox_yield:Real;

NPV_cost,

req_eff:ARRAYC1..Br1.-5] OF Real;

applfc:ARRAY[1..8(1..5] OF Integer;

cum_cost:ARRAY[1..5] OF Real;

feasfb_state:ARRAY[1..8f1..2] OF Integer;

*in_cum_cost:ARRAY[1..8,0..300] OF Real;

opt_applic:ARRAY[1..8,0..300] OF Integer;*- put on heap??? •>

opt_flag:Boolean;

ee:Char;

PROCEDURE Setup_Costs;
{•calculate CRF, PVF1* I cost factors)

FUNCTION PVF_calc(infLat:ReaL):Real;

VAR

rate,power_rate:Real;

BEGIN

IF inflat«0 THEN rate:«1+(page5_vars.PV_interest/100)

ELSE rate:«(1+{page5_var6.PVjnterest/100))/(1+(inflat/100)>;

IF rate«1 THEN PVF_calc:«page5_vars.PV_period

ELSE PVF_calc:«(power_rate-1)/((rate-1)#power_rate);

ENO;

BEGIN

CRF:*1/PVF_calc(0);

PVF^energy: =PVF_ca I c( page5_vars ,PV_i nf I at_engy);
PVF_earning:*PVF_calc(page5_vars.PV_inflat_earn);
PVF_generel:»PVF_calc(page5_VBrs.PV_inflat_gnrl);

k_fixed:«page4_vars.total_fixed^costs
+((page4_vars.total_maint_costs
+page4_vars.fixedj3rod_costs)*PVF_prod); {R/Ha>

k_yield:«PVF_prod*page4_vars.yfeld_prod_costs; {R/ton>

k_operat:=((page5_vars.tot_energy_cost*PVF-energy)
+(Cpage5_vars.water_base_cost
+page5_vars.water_opport_cost)*PVF_prod))

•(10*page3_vars.block_area/100)*(100/page3_vars.gross_effic); <R/mm)
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nett_earn:»(pege5_var*.earnings*PVF_earning)*k_yield; {R/torO

CoToXY(5f7);Wr1te(lPVF_productlon«l,PVF_prod:5:2,1 PVF_energy •»iPVF_energy:5:2);

CoToXY(5#8);Write(lPVF_earnin8s •l,PVF_earning:5:2,' PVF^enerat^PV

GoToXY(5,9);Ur1te<»CRF»\CRF:5:2);

GoToXY<5,10);Urite('PV of fixed costs « R',k_fixed:7:2,»/Ha');
GoToXY<5,11>;UriteC'PV of yield-production costs • R',k_yield:7:2//ton');
GoToXY(5,12);Write('PV of operating costs • R',lc_operat:7:2,'/mm');

END; <-endof Setup_Costs>

PROCEDURE CalcDP_matrlx;
C-catc application ( in units of 5mm), yield loss

t loss_cost matrix)

VAR

t_val:Real;
t_nax:Integer;

BEGIN

FOR Period:«1 TO page3_vars.no_periods 00

BEGIN

FOR Frac:«1 TO 5 DO

BEGIN

req_eff[Period,Free]:=0;

<>Calc tot l application in each period for each free,

to nearest 5mm. Cannot exceed max system capacity •>

applic[Period,Frac]:«Trunc(0.5+(Eval_gen.epplic_frac[Frac]

•page3_vars. Reqmt [Per i od] *page3_vars. cycl es [Per i od]));

tjttx:Bpage3_yars.max_appl ic*page3_vars.cycles [Period];

IF epplic[period,frac]>tjnax THEN applictperiod,frac]:*t_max;

•pplic.remi'applic^eriod^rac] MOO 5;

IF eppUc_rem<3 THEN

epplfcrPeriod#Frac]:«epplic [Period, Frac]-applic_rem

ELSE

appl1ctPeriod,Frac] :*appllc[Period,Frac]+(5-applic_rein);

{-establish yield loss & associated cost matrix-}

yield_loss:«0;

FOR quad:«1 TO 4 DO

BEGIN

IF qued<=2 THEN Half:-1 ELSE Half:=2;

IF Eval_gen.noof_pquad[qu8d]<>0 THEN

8EGIN

FOR Lat:=1 TO Eval_gen.last_lat[Half] DO

BEGIN

e__cnt:«1;

CASE quad OF

1: t_val reqVal^CLat^^cnt] ;

2:t_val:«qVal2A[Lat,e_cnt];

3:t_val:"qVal3A[Lat,e_cnt];

4:t_val:«qVaUA[Lat,e_cnt];

END;

UHILE (t_val<>0) AND (e_cnt<=Max_outlet) DO

BEGIN

A2.22



Appendix 2c: Pascal Istlng of economic evaluation routines

yield_ratio:«

(t_vat/Eval_gen.Avq_select)

*<applic[Period,FracJ

/(page3_vars.Reqrnnt[Period]*page3_vars.cycles[Period]));

IF yield_ratio>1 THEN yield_ratfo:«1;

req_eff [PeHod,Frac]:«

req_eff[Period,Free]+yield_ratio;

yield_toss:*yield_loss

•(<1-yleld_ratio)*pege3_vars.lCy[Period]

*{page3_vars.cycles[Period]

/pege3_VBrs.total_cycles));

e_cnt:«Succ(e_cnt);

CASE quad OF

1:t_val:«qVal1A[Lat,e_cnt];

2:t_val:«qVel2AUat,e_cnt);

3:t_val:«qVal3*[Lat,e_cnt);

4: t_va I: «qVa U A [Lat, e_cnt] ;

END;

END;t-WHILE t_val>

END;{-endof FOR lat cnt>

EMD;{-endof IF noof_pquod<>0>

END; {-endof FOR quad cnt)

yield_loss:eyield_loss/page3_vars.total_noof;

req_eff [Period,Frac3:«
req_eff [Period,Frac]/page3_vars.total_noof;

NPV_cost [Period,Frac]:«(nett_earn*yield_loss

*page3_var8.iiiBx_crop_yield*pege3_vars.block_area)

•(applic[Period,free]*k_operat);

CoToXY(5,13+Frac);Write('Period '.Period: V ; ',1OO*Eval_oen.applic_frac[Frac) :4:0,

•X application; Yield loss='f100*yield_losst5:2,'X');

END; {-endof FOR frac cnt>

END; {-endof FOR period cnt>

END; {-endof CalcDPjwtr ix)

PROCEDURE PerformDP;
{•dynamic programming algorithm}

BEGIN
{-establish range of possible avail water levels at each period}
FOR I:*1 TO 8 DO
BEGIN

IF 1*1 THEN
BEGIN

feasib_state[I,1] :epage3_vars.avaU_waterjmi;

feasib_state[I,2] :spage3_vars.avaU_waterjmi;

END;

IF (I>1) AND (I<page3_vars.no_periods+1) THEN

BEGIN

{•max state)

feasib_statenf1] :»feasib_state[I-1,1]-applic [1-1,1] ;
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{ - • in atate>

faas1b_atate[l,2]:*feasib_atate[I-1,2]-appUcn-1,5];

END;

IF I>page3_vars.no_periods THEM

' BEGIN

feasfb_state[!,1]:*0;

feasib_state[I,2]:«0;

END;

IF feasib_statetI,1]<0 THEN feasib_state[I,1J:«0;

IF feasib_state[I,Z]<0 THEN feasib_state[I,2]:«0;

END;

<-now do cost calcs for e&ch possible avail water state

In each period}

FOR Period:«page3_vars.no_periods DOWNTO 1 DO

BEGIN

{•establish cm. cost for each frac of each state

Note: 1. only cun costs for period 1 will be saved

2. state_cnt in single integers •>

FOR state_cnt:«feasib_statetPeriod,2] DIV 5 TO

feasib_state[Period,1] OIV 5 DO

BEGIN

FOR Frac:=1 TO 5 DO

BEGIN

IF Period<page3_vers.no_periods THEN

BEGIN

prev_8tate:«state_cnt-(applic[Period,Frac] DIV 5 ) ;

IF applic[Period,Frac]>state_cnt*5 THEN

cun_cc*t [Free] :«10000*NPV_cost [Period, Frac]

ELSE

cun_cost[Frac]:*NPV_cost[Period,Free]

+inin_ciin_cost tPeriod+1 ,prev_state];

END;

IF Period=page3-_vars.no_periods THEN

BEGIN

IF applictPeriod,Frac]>state_cnt*5 THEN

cim_cost[Frec3:*10000*NPVwcost[Period,Free]

ELSE cun_cost[Frac]:«NPV_cost[Period,Frac3;

END;

{-establish min cun cost £ associated frac for each

state -J

IF Frac=1 THEN

BEGIN

min_cii!i__cost[Period#state_cnt] :*cun_cost[Frac];

END;

IF (cun_costtFrac)<Biin_ciJn_costCPertod,state_cnt)) THEN

BEGIN

mi n_cun_cost [Period, stete_cnt3:«ciiii_cost [Frac];

opt_epplic[Penod,state_cnt] :»Frac;

ENft;

END; {-endof FOR frac cnt>

END; {-endof FOR state_cnt>

END; {-endof FOR period cn t )

END; {-endof PerfomCP)
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PROCEDURE SortDepth;
<*»ort the f W t depths t associated rtsults Into Increasing order >

ver

i,J:Integer;

PROCEDURE _Swap;

{•swap 2 sets using t_vars>

var

t_depth: Integer;

t_voltt_yield_pHa,t_yietd_pni5:Real;
t_applic_effic,t_re<jmt_effic: Integer;
t_eaw_pHa, t_eaw_pni3 :Real;

BEGIN
WITH Econ_vars DO

begin

<-depth>

t_depth:«depth[i3;
depth [i]:«depthtj] ;
depthtj]:«t_depth;

t_vol:«vol[13;
volti]:«voltJ3;
vol[J]:«t_vol;

<-yield_pHa)
t_yield_pHa:«yield_pHa[i];
yfeld_pHati]:*yieldj>Hatj];
yieldj)Hatj]:*t_yieLd_pHa;

<-yield_pm3)
t_yield_pm3:«yieldj3m3 I i ] ;
yield_pra3£i]:«yield_pm3tJ3;
yieLd_pni3EJ] :*t_yieldj»i3;

<-applic_effic>
t_apptic_effic:«applic_effic[i];
applic_effic[lj:*apptic_efffctj3;
applic_effictj3:«t_applic_effic;

<*reqmnt_effic>
t_reqnnt_effic:»reqnnt_eff\ct13;

<-eau_pha>

t_eaw_pha: «eaw_pha C i 3;

eaw_phati3 :«eawjDha[J];

•aw_pha[j3:«t_eaw_pha;

<-eaw_pm3)

t_eau_pnS:«eow_pm31i j ;

eaw_p»n3[i3 :*eaw_pmS[j3;

eaw_pm3[j3 :«t_eaw_pm3;

end;

END;{-endof _Swap>

{•sort econ_vars.depth and friends on key=depth>

BEGIN

for i:*1 to A do

for j:«i+1 to 5 do

if econ_vars.depth[i3>econ_vars.depth[j] then _swap;
END;{-endof SortDepthJ
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<- Now GetDP_results produces:
a)the results for each yield fraction, assuming appttc

fraction to be constant In each period, except for the
optimal frac fn period 1 which then follows the optimal
path through the DP Matrices.

b)the optimal operating depths In each period.-}

PROCEDURE GetDP_resutts;
{•calculate results of DP)

VAR
yldloss_cost,t_reqeff:Real;

BEGIN
WITH Econ_vars DO

BEGIN
FOR I:«1 TO 8 DO opt_applic_pCycleH] :*0;
cpt_applfc_total:«0;

FOR Frac:«1 TO 5 DO
BEGIN

{•1st period-}
state_cnt:«page3_vars.avail_waterjnn DIV 5;
opt_flag:«CFrac*cpt_epptic[1,state_cnt]);
depth [Frac] :*appl ic [1, Frac] ;
IF opt_flag THEN

BEGIN
opt_applic_pCycle[1J :•

trunc(0.5+<applic[1, Frac] /page3_vars. cycles [1]));
opt_applic_total:«

<opt_appl ic_pCycle[1]*pege3_vars.cycles £1]);
END;

t_frac:«Frac;
t_reqeff:«req_eff[1, Frac] •page3_vars. cycles [1];
yldloBs_cost:«NPV_cost[1,Frac];

<*each other period-}
FOR Period:«2 TO page3_vars.noj3eriods DO

BEGIN
stete_cnt:«state_cnt-(epplfc[Period-1,t_frac] DIV 5);
t_frec:«opt_applictPeriod, statement];
IF opt_flag THEN

BEGIN
opt_appl i c_pCyc I e [Per 1 od]:»

truncCO. 5*(applic [Period, t_frac]/page3_vars. cycles [period]));
opt_appl ic_total :«opt_appl ic_total+

(opt_appt ic^pCycle [period] *pege3_vars. cycles [period]);
t_reqef f :«t_reqef f •( req_ef f tPeri od, t_f rac] *

page3_vars.cycles[Period]);
END

ELSE
BEGIN

depth [Frac]:«depth[Frac] *applic[Period,Frac];
t_reqeff:=t_reqeff+(req_eff[Period,Frac]*

page3_vars.cycles[Period]);
yldloss_cost:*yldloss_cost+NPV_cost[Period,Frac];

END;
END;

IF opt flag THEN
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BEGIN

depthtfrac] :»opt_appUc_totel;

yldloss_cost:Bcim_cost[frflc];

END;

{•now establUh the values*}

vol[Frac):«depthtFrec]*page3_VBrs.block_area*10;

atate_cnt:«page3_vars.avaH_waterjm DIV 5;

i ncome: • (net t_es Pn*page3_vars. »ax_c rop_y i e I d

*page3_var8.block_erea)

•<yldloss_cost)'(k_flxed*page3_vars.block^area);

EAW_pHatFracJ:«1nccme*CRF/page3_vars.block_area;

EAU_pfn3[Frac]:«income*CRF/voltFrac];

max_yield:«page3_vars.max_crop_yield*page3_vars.block_area;

yield_loss:«

(ytdloss_cost- (depth tFracJ*k_operat))/nett_earn;

yield_pHa[Frac]:«

(nax_yield-yield_loss)/page3_vars.block_area;

y»eld-j3ni3CFrac]:«1000*(inax_yield-yield_loss)/volCFrac3;

reqnnt^eff IcCFrecJ : •

Truic(100*t_reqeff/page3_vars.total_cycles);

applfc_eff tc[Frec]:»

Trunc((page3_vars.total_re<|T)nt/depth[Frac])

*reqmnt_eff ic[Frac]) ;

IF applic_«ff1c[Frac]>100 THEN applic_effictFracJ:«100;

END; C-endof FOR frac>
SortDepth;

END; <-endof WITH)

END; {-enoof CetDP results}

BEGIN { main procedure }
IF (NOT ReadPage6) OR (NOT Evat_gen.econ_eval_ex1sts) THEN
BEGIN

LoadScreen(Evat6Screen);
Setup_Costs;
CalcDP^matrix;
PerfonrDP;
GetDP_results;
SavePage6;
Eval_gen.econ_eval_exists:»True;

END;

END; {ofproc}
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Appendix 3 : Glossary and Notation

Application rate. The rate of application of water to the plant from an operating irrigation

system. Normally expressed in mm/hr.

Block. An area of land commanded from a single point in the irrigation system and irrigated

together in one irrigation set. The command point is normally a valve and the block or in-field

irrigation system consists of a manifold pipe from the valve, distributing into several lateral

pipes along the manifold.

Depth of irrigation. Represents the amount of water applied to the plant. Irrigation

quantities are normally expressed in terms of volume per unit area or "depth". Usually

expressed in mm.

Design process. The series of procedures whereby the irrigation system components are

established.

Design criteria. Values of the various design parameters by which the adequacy of the

design is measured.

Design objectives. A predefined set of values used as the basic aims of the design

process.

Design parameters. Factors which are used as pivots in the design process in order to

establish the various system components.

Evaluation. The process of determining the expected performance of the designed

system. See chapter 3.

Irrigation quality. A generic term representing the extent to which an irrigation satisfies

the plant requirements. Measured in terms of several parameters such the coefficient of

uniformity and the various efficiency values. See chapter 3 for a full discussion.

Performance. A generic term representing the extent to which the designed system

meets the design objectives. See chapter 3.

Efficiency. A measure of the extent to which water applied by an irrigation system is

effectively used by the plant:

Application efficiency. The fraction of the total volume of water applied during an

irrigation that becomes available to the plant rather than being lost through evaporation

or deep percolation in the soil. Normally expressed as a percentage.
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Requirement efficiency. The fraction of the total plant water requirement that is met by

the water that becomes available to the plant after an irrigation.

Emitters. The devices through which water is discharged from the irrigation system, to the

plant environment. They may be sprinklers, micro-sprayers or drippers, and are located on

the lateral pipes.

Emitter spacing. Two dimensions representing the spacing of emitters olong the lateral

and between laterals respectively.

Evaluation. See under "design process".

Evapotranspiration. Represents the combined rate of transpiration and evaporation of water

from the plant environment. It can be considered as an expression of the crop water

requirements needed for growth. Normally expressed in mm/day.

Actual evapotranspiration. The actual rate of transpiration of a specified crop grown

under specified agronomic conditions which may or may not include adequate water.

Maximum evapotranspiration. The maximum rate of transpiration of a healthy crop

grown in a large field under ideal agronomic conditions and in particular with adequate

water.

Irrigation.

Cycle. The period of time between irrigations on a particular block. Thus each irrigation

is intended to apply enough water to last for the duration of the cycle period.

Set. The length of time of a single irrigation on a particular block, i.e. the duration of a

single water application.

Shift. The same as a "set". There are normally several shifts within a cycle, and different

blocks are irrigated in each shift.

Laterals. The pipes which run parallel to each other at regular intervals in a field and onto

which the emitters are attached, also at regular intervals. The laterals are connected to the

"manifold" or "branchline".

Mainline. The network of pipes, usually buried, which carry water from the source to all the

block command points. These command points are usually valves which control delivery to

the manifolds.
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Manifold or Branchline. The pipe running from the block command point (usually a valve)

and distributing water to the laterals, which are attached to the manifold at regular intervals

along its length.

Objectives. See under "design process".

Performance. See under "design process".

Quality of irrigation. See under "design process".

Soil.

Moisture holding capacity. The amount of water that can be stored by the soil and

made available to the plant.

Infiltration rate. The rate at which the soil can absorb water from its surface. Normally

expressed in mm/hr.

Soil/plant/water relationships. A generic term which refers to the various relationships

governing the interactions between water, the soil, the plant and the atmosphere respectively.

These relationships determine firstly the plant water requirements and secondly the

availability of the water to the plant.

System components.

Hardware. The physical elements of an irrigation system, such as the pipes, the

emitters and the accessories (pumps, valves, fittings, etc.)

System characteristics. All of the non-physical attributes of an irrigation system, such

as the operating regime, the pumping requirements and the capacity of the system.

See chapter 2 for a full discussion.

Valve.

Sequencing. The order in which the irrigation block valves are operated within an

irrigation cycle. The cycle is divided into a number of "shifts", and the valves which are to

be grouped together to operate in each shift must be determined.

Schedules. The list of valves in each shift are refered to as "operating schedules", and the

sequencing operation is sometimes termed "valve scheduling".
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Notation

In general:

0 = flow in a pipe section (m3/h)

q = discharge from an emitter (/ph)

J - friction headloss gradient (headloss per unit length)

HI = actual friction headloss

Hg = actual head gain (or loss) due to topographic slope

RAW = readily available water which can be extracted by a plant from a soil that is

wet to field capacity (mm)

7V m a x = maximum irrigation interval (days)

£ag = gross application efficiency (%)

^max = maximum peak application per irrigation, due to agro-climatic factors (mm)

Nb - number of blocks to be irrigated in a field

Td - t ime per day available for irrigation (hrs)

^ m a x = maximum system application rate (mm/h)

q n o m = nominal emitter discharge

^ a c t = actual system application rate (mm/h)

AT = total area of system (ha)

Als = area irrigated per set (ha)

Ne - number of emitters per set

O c a p = total discharge capacity of the system (m3/h)

In the Linear Programming m o d e l :

QP(I) = pump discharge in shift or loading / (m3/h)

XP(I) = pump pressure in shift or loading / (m3/h)

XPM = maximum pump pressure (kpa or m)

Xjjm = the length of candidate diameter m in link i j (m)

L,-j = length of link i j (m)
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In the Evaluation m o d e l :

Ya = actual yield/unit area (tons/ha)

Ym = maximum potential yield/unit area (tons/ha)

Eta = actual evapotranspiration (mm)

Etm = maximum potential evapotranspiration (mm)

ky = yield response factor

IA = average irrigation application depth (mm)

IR = irrigation requirement

Afi = application factor for emitter i

YZ-i = yield loss for emitter i

YLb = yield loss for block

ar = application ratio
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