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SummaRy. Research on controlled-release fertilizers (CRF) in vegetable production
has been conducted in California for several decades, and commercial CRF products
have been marketed throughout most of that time. CRF remain niche products used
on only a small percentage of vegetable fields. The potential advantage of CREF is
maximized in production systems in which in-season nitrogen (N) leaching is
significant but beyond the control of the grower, and where there are cultural
constraints on in-season fertilizer application. Neither of those conditions is typical
of the California industry. Annual rainfall in the major vegetable-producing regions
averages less than 400 mm, with the majority of that received during winter months
when vegetable production is limited; in-season leaching occurs almost exclusively
from irrigation. The alluvial soils favored for vegetable production tend to be
relatively fine-textured, with high water holding capacity that reduces N leaching
potential. The widespread adoption of drip irrigation allows for efficient irrigation
and for multiple applications of less expensive N fertilizers in synchrony with crop
demand. Under representative California field conditions it has been difficult to

show a horticultural benefit from the use of CRF, and the higher cost of these
products has therefore limited their use. Future government regulation for
water quality protection may require more efficient N fertilization practices, but
significant expansion of CRF use is unlikely even under that scenario.

esearch on the wuse of
Rcontrolled—release fertilizers

(CRF) in California vegetable
production has been conducted for
more than 30 years. Since Lorenz
et al. (1972) evaluated CRF for
potato (Solanum tuberosum), tomato
(Solanum  lycopersicum), and musk-
melon (Cucumis melo) production,
numerous university and industry tri-
als have been conducted in California
on a wide range of crops. Despite this
extensive evaluation, CRF are cur-
rently used on only a small fraction
of the state’s vegetable acreage. This
minimal utilization can be attributed
to the higher cost of CRF as well
as to the environmental conditions
and field management practices char-
acteristic of the California vegetable
industry.

Although a number of types of
CRF have been developed [methyl-
ene urea, isobutylenediurea (IBDU),
sulfur-coated urea, and polymer-
coated fertilizers], one common char-
acteristic is the significantly higher
cost compared with conventional N
fertilizers. Commercially available
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CRF products have often been as
much as twice the cost of conven-
tional fertilizer per unit of N,
although advances in coating tech-
nology have lowered the cost dis-
parity for some newer products.
Therefore, voluntary grower adop-
tion of CRF use has depended upon
increased crop productivity or in-
creased N uptake efficiency, allowing
N rates to be reduced. Including CRF
use as a government-sanctioned best
management practice (BMP) for water
quality protection would provide an
additional incentive. However, man-
datory water quality BMPs have not
yet been established in California, and
due to the lack of demonstrated value
under California conditions, the use
of CRF has not even been included in
suggested nutrient BMPs (Pettygrove
et al., 2005).

The potential advantage of CRF
is maximized when in-season N leach-
ing potential is significant. Many
studies documenting CRF benefits
were conducted on sandy soils and
in environments receiving significant

in-season precipitation; CRF research
on potato production in Florida
(Hutchinson, 2005; Hutchinson et al.,
2003) and Minnesota (Zvomuya and
Rosen, 2001) fit this profile. Like-
wise, the value of CRF for citrus
(Citrus spp.) production in Florida
(Obreza and Rouse, 1993, 2006;
Paramasivam et al., 2001) has been
attributed in large part to reduced N
leaching potential in the sandy soils
and high rainfall characteristic of the
production areas.

In the main vegetable produc-
tion areas of California (the central
coast, and the San Joaquin and Impe-
rial valleys), rainfall is rarely sufficient
to cause significant leaching. Figure 1
shows monthly mean precipitation
from a representative location in each
area (University of California, 1983).
In the Imperial Valley, no month
averages more than 0.5 inch. In the
San Joaquin Valley, mean monthly
precipitation exceeds 1.0 inch only
in January and February, a period
with very limited vegetable produc-
tion. Only along the central coast is
the mean precipitation sufficient to
cause extensive leaching, and rainfall
is concentrated in the winter months
when relatively few vegetable fields
are under cultivation. In California,
in-season leaching is primarily caused
by irrigation management, not pre-
cipitation, and therefore is largely
within the grower’s ability to control.

Inefficient irrigation does occur.
Historically, CA vegetable produc-
tion was sprinkler- or furrow-irri-
gated, techniques that often have
poor water distribution uniformity.
Hanson (1995) reported that field-
scale sprinkler or furrow irrigation
often achieved a distribution uni-
formity <75%. This level of irrigation
inefficiency does result in N leaching,
but California soil characteristics tend
to reduce N leaching potential. N
leaching potential from irrigation is
greatest in soils with low water hold-
ing capacity and rapid water infiltra-
tion. In contrast to many vegetable
production areas elsewhere in the
United States, the major California
production areas are dominated by

Units
To convert U.S. to SI, To convert Slto U.S.,
multiply by U.S. unit Sl unit multiply by
254 inch(es) mm 0.0394
1.1209 1b/acre kg-ha™! 0.8922
1 ppm mg-L™! 1
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Fig. 1. Mean monthly precipitation for representative locations in the major
vegetable-producing regions of California. Data are 30-year averages (University

of California, 1983); 1 inch = 25.4 mm.

soils of medium to heavy texture, with
correspondingly high water holding
capacity and moderate to slow water
infiltration rate. Hartz and Johnstone
(2005) collected soils from 25 repre-
sentative coastal fields in long-term
vegetable rotations; soils of loam and
clay loam texture predominated. Sim-
ilarly, of San Joaquin Valley process-
ing tomato fields surveyed by Hartz
et al., (1999), most were loam or
heavier texture. Another factor miti-
gating in-season N leaching potential
from California vegetable fields is the
nearly universal practice of minimiz-
ing preplant N application and using
sidedress N application. Depend-
ing on the crop, as many as three or
four sidedressings may be applied
throughout the season, which limits
N leaching potential.

Furthermore, irrigation practices
are changing. To improve irrigation
efficiency as well as to increase yield,
many California vegetable growers
are converting fields to drip irriga-
tion. With drip irrigation, distribu-
tion uniformity >90% can be obtained
on a field scale. Drip irrigation also
removes cultural limitations on in-
season N application; multiple N fer-
tigations are commonly used to apply
N in synchrony with plant N uptake.
Currently, more than 30% of coastal
vegetable acreage is drip-irrigated, up
from less than 10% a decade ago.
Utilization of drip irrigation is
increasing rapidly in the San Joaquin
Valley as well, with more than a third
of tomato acreage now under drip
cultivation. Statewide, the pace of
conversion of vegetable production

to drip irrigation is accelerating; it is
likely that the majority of California
vegetable acreage will be drip-irri-
gated within a decade. As the utili-
zation of drip increases, irrigation
efficiency and N fertigation will
reduce the likelihood of significantly
expanded CREF use.

Environmental concern  over
nutrient loss from vegetable fields is
a factor stimulating interest in CRF
(Hutchinson et al., 2003; Zvomuya
and Rosen, 2001). In California, it is
in the central coast region where
interest in CRF has been strongest
and the current limited use of CRF is
centered. In this region, decades of
intensive vegetable production have
resulted in a significant N pollution
problem affecting groundwater and
surface water. Many bodies of water
in this region have a nitrate-nitrogen
(NO3-N) concentration in excess of
the Federal drinking water standard
of 10 mg-L!. Regulatory pressure on
coastal growers to improve nutrient
management is building. In theory, the
use of CRF could be a valuable tool.

The primary vegetable produc-
tion period for the central coast
region is March through October;
the vast majority of vegetable fields
are fallow for most of the November
through March period when leaching
rainfall is most likely (Fig. 1). To date,
CREF research has targeted the minor-
ity of fields under cultivation dur-
ing the winter rainy season. Table 1
summarizes nine commercial field tri-
als conducted under representative
coastal conditions, comparing N fer-
tilization regimes using CRF and
conventional fertilizers. In each trial,

Table 1. Results of controlled-release fertilizers (CRF) for winter vegetable production under California coastal conditions.

Seasonal nitrogen

application (Ib/acre)”

Precipitation =~ Grower CRF CREF yield
Year Location Crop Soil type (inches)” standard” treatments® advantage Reference
1996 Santa Maria  Celery Not given 11.0 300 265-290 Yes® Bendixen, 1998
1996 Santa Maria  Celery Loamy sand 3.1 320 270 Yes Bendixen, 1998
2000-01  Salinas Broccoli  Not given 8.8 250 250 No Smith and Hartz, 2003
2001-02  Salinas Broceoli  Not given 4.7 230 230 No Smith and Hartz, 2003
2002-03 Salinas Broccoli  Loam 5.8 200 200 No Smith and Hartz, 2003
2001 Salinas Lettuce  Silt loam 8.5 239 224 No Smith, 2001
2001 Salinas Lettuce  Sandy loam 7.3 224 224 No Smith, 2001
2002 Salinas Lettuce  Sandy loam 2.1 200 200 No Smith, 2002
2002 Salinas Lettuce  Silt loam 2.7 248 248 No Smith, 2002

71 inch = 25.4 mm; 1 Ib/acre = 1.1209 kg-ha™'.

"Includes preplant and sidedress nitrogen (N) application of soluble N fertilizer.
*All trials included preplant CRF treatments alone, and in combination with in-season application of soluble N fertilizer.
“One or more treatments using CRF resulted in significantly higher yield (P < 0.05) than the grower’s regimen of soluble N application.
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the grower standard fertilization prac-
tice (no CRF) was compared with
treatments using preplant CRF alone
or in combination with sidedressed
conventional N fertilizer.

The use of CRF resulted in a
significant crop yield response only
in the two celery (Apium graveolens
var. dulce) trials. The crop response in
the first celery trial was undoubtedly
related to the abnormally high rainfall
received during that trial (more than
40% above normal). The factors respon-
sible for the crop response in the second
trial are less clear; presumably, the
combination of sandy soil texture
and inefficient irrigation resulted in
significant leaching and insufficient N
availability for at least part of the
season in the grower standard plots.
More typical of the California experi-
ence with CRF were the broccoli
(Brassica olevacea var. italica) and
lettuce (Lactuca sativa) trials in which
no yield advantage was observed at
any of the seven sites. The lack of
agronomic response to CRF use in
the lettuce and broccoli trials may be
attributed to several factors. The
grower standard practice used high
N fertilization rates, with N applied
preplant and in multiple sidedressings
(asis normal in the industry), thus the
likelihood of even a transient N defi-
ciency was remote. Also, Winter 2001—
02 was abnormally dry.

The failure of CRF to consis-
tently improve crop productivity,
even under winter conditions most
conducive to N leaching, has limited
grower interest in this technology
from a horticultural perspective. The
potential environmental benefits of
CRF use have not been extensively
evaluated under representative coastal
field conditions. While there is little
doubt that intelligent use of CREF
could reduce N loss to the environ-
ment compared with current fertiliza-
tion practices, it is not clear that CRF
use would be the most efficient or
cost-eftective way to reduce N pollu-
tion potential.

As outlined by Hartz (20006),
there are several BMPs that coastal
growers could employ to drastically
reduce N usage in vegetable produc-
tion without incurring the added
costs of CRF. First, employing sea-
sonal N rates in line with crop N
uptake could cut N application in
some fields in half. Breschini and
Hartz (2002) reported seasonal rates
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for lettuce as high as 338 Ib/acre N,
while lettuce seasonal N uptake aver-
aged less than 120 Ib/acre (Hartz
et al., 2000). Second, pre-sidedress
soil nitrate testing (PSNT) could
identify fields in which sidedressing
could be delayed or reduced; across
26 commercial field trials, PSNT
reduced seasonal N application to
lettuce by >40% (Breschini and Hartz,
2002; Hartz et al., 2000). Lastly,
conversion to drip irrigation can dras-
tically reduce in-season leaching vol-
ume and allow N application in
synchrony with crop uptake, further
reducing N leaching potential.

In summary, CRF is most appro-
priately employed in field situations in
which significant in-season leaching is
likely, but beyond the control of the
grower. Such situations in the Cali-
fornia vegetable industry are uncom-
mon. CRF use is unlikely to expand
substantially unless CRF becomes
more cost-competitive with other fer-
tilizers, or environmental regulatory
pressure provides an additional incen-
tive for use.
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