
Environ Monit Assess (2009) 158:307–314
DOI 10.1007/s10661-008-0584-z

A computer-based program for the assessment
of water-induced contamination in irrigated lands

Jesús Causapé

Received: 14 December 2007 / Accepted: 29 September 2008 / Published online: 30 October 2008
© Springer Science + Business Media B.V. 2008

Abstract The non-point characteristic of agrarian
contamination hinders its quantification and assig-
nation to a specific territory. The objectives of this
work were to unify methodological criteria for
agro-environmental evaluation and to propose
indices to quantify irrigation-induced contami-
nation. The computer program Irrigation Land
Environmental Evaluation Tool (in Spanish,
EMR; http://www.jcausape.es/investigacion/EMR.
htm) was developed to evaluate the quality of irri-
gation and the agro-environmental impacts, based
on the water, salt, and nitrate balances in the
hydrological irrigation basins. The behavior of the
proposed indices was analyzed using data regis-
tered in various irrigation districts in the Ebro val-
ley (Spain). The Salt and Nitrate Contamination
Indices (SCI and NCI, respectively) were based on
the unitary mass of exported pollutants, corrected
by the “natural and socioeconomic” conditions
of the irrigation districts evaluated. SCI and NCI
were related to water and nitrogen use, key factors
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in minimizing contamination. SCI and NCI admit
a greater mass of exported pollutants in disad-
vantaged irrigation districts, which does not allow
the exclusion of adequate management in any
evaluated irrigation lands. EMR is a user-friendly
tool at the service of the agro-environmental sur-
veillance of irrigation lands.

Keywords Agro-environmental evaluation ·
Water use · Agrarian contamination ·
Saline Contamination Index ·
Nitrate Contamination Index

Introduction

The non-point characteristic of agrarian contami-
nation hinders its quantification and assignation to
a specific territory, whereby agro-environmental
evaluation and irrigation surveillance are not sim-
ple tasks. Nevertheless, the loss of water and pol-
lutants in agricultural drainage can be assigned
to the hydrological basin of the corresponding
drainage and therefore associated to its climatic,
geological, and agronomic characteristics, offering
an agro-environmental diagnosis of the irrigation
area under evaluation.

To ensure that the measured drainage corre-
sponds to the assigned agrarian surface, water
balances must be carried out in which the inputs

http://www.jcausape.es/investigacion/EMR.htm
http://www.jcausape.es/investigacion/EMR.htm
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and outputs of water should be equal. A correct
closure of the water balance, along with the as-
signment of pollutant concentrations to each of
their components, allow the quantification of both
irrigation quality and agro-environmental impacts
induced by a certain irrigation land.

This methodology has been applied successfully
to different irrigation districts of the Ebro basin
in the framework of several research projects
(Tedeschi et al. 2001; Lasanta et al. 2002; Cavero
et al. 2003; Causape et al. 2004a, b; Isidoro et al.
2006a, b).

However, under the same general methodol-
ogy, several individualized versions emerge for
each particular study case. The working scale, the
presence of groundwater, the current irrigation
systems, and data availability are some of the
factors that condition the great methodological
variation, making it difficult to contrast the results
obtained in the different studied irrigation areas.

The current legislation in the European Union
(EU 1991, 1998, 2000, 2006) only refers to the lev-
els of pollutant concentration in waters, although
irrigation land studies (Causapé et al. 2006) have
demonstrated that the improvement in irrigation
efficiency can cause an increase in drainage con-
centration and a decrease in the mass of exported
pollutants.

When protecting the systems that receive irri-
gation return flows, the most important parameter
is the mass of pollutants exported in drainage.
Hence, the US Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) defines the Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) as the maximum of pollutants that each
water body can receive and still meet quality
standards without compromising its use (www.
epa.gov/, 2007).

Apart from the vulnerability of the systems
receiving irrigation returns, legislation should pro-
mote adequate irrigation management by comply-
ing with environmental indicators based on the
mass of exported pollutants, corrected by factors
of natural or socioeconomic origin.

In brief, the considerable quantity of data and
the complexity of calculations discourage the sys-
tematic execution of agro-environmental studies.
Frequently, organizations responsible for water
issues do not have the appropriate tools or criteria
needed to conduct environmental evaluations on

irrigation lands. Correct legislation for irrigation
management is thereby prevented and currently
no requirements exist for minimum levels of wa-
ter use or maximum levels of irrigation-induced
contamination.

Therefore, the objectives of this study were:
(1) to unify methodological approaches for the
agro-environmental evaluation of irrigation land
by presenting them in a user-friendly computer
application called Irrigation Land Environmental
Evaluation Tool (in Spanish, EMR); (2) to pro-
pose agro-environmental indicators for irrigation-
induced salt and nitrate contamination; and (3) to
analyze the behavior of the proposed indices.

Irrigation land environmental evaluation tool
(in Spanish, EMR)

Software description

EMR is programmed in JAVA 5 (www.sun.com,
2007) and, although the installer is prepared for
the Microsoft Windows environment, it is a cross-
platform application, and can be used in Linux
or in any other operating system where virtual
JAVA can exist. The minimum technical require-
ments to use the program are: (a) Intel Proces-
sor Pentium IV or superior, (b) RAM, 256 MB,
and (c) hard disk, 25 MB. EMR installation file
“InstalarEMR.exe” and its user manual (Causapé
and Pérez 2007) can be downloaded free of
charge from the webpage http://www.jcausape.es/
investigacion/EMR.htm.

EMR executes daily water balances and quan-
tifies the mass of pollutants exported in drainage
(salt and nitrate). Based on this, it presents tempo-
ral groupings of the balances (daily, monthly, tri-
monthly, semiannually, annually or for any other
period selected by the user) and calculates a series
of indicators of irrigation quality and environmen-
tal impact on irrigation land.

To simplify usage, the program input and out-
put files are provided in Excel format, including
templates to guide the user. Once the data input
files have been created, the user assigns them to
his EMR project and selects the output data to be
used.

http://www.epa.gov/
http://www.epa.gov/
http://www.sun.com
http://www.jcausape.es/investigacion/EMR.htm
http://www.jcausape.es/investigacion/EMR.htm
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Data management

The first step towards environmental evaluation
of irrigation lands is to define precisely the irriga-
tion land to be evaluated and provide the neces-
sary data accordingly. The irrigation land under
evaluation can be subdivided into several “sub-
areas”, whose definition is quite variable since a
“subarea” may correspond to an entire irrigation
district, an irrigation sector, or a plot. For each
“subarea”, EMR requests geographical (coordi-
nates) and agronomic (crop) information, crop
coefficients (Kc) to estimate the potential evapo-
transpiration (ETC), water holding capacity of the
soils (WHC), and irrigation volumes applied, both
total (I) and for sprinkler irrigation only.

The program also requests information about
the geographical coordinates of the meteorologi-
cal stations involved in the project, as well as data
concerning precipitation (P), reference evapo-
transpiration (ET0), wind speed 2 m above ground
level (WS) and relative humidity 1.5 m above
ground level (RH).

The geographical coordinates of the meteo-
rological stations and subareas involved in the
project are used by EMR to interpolate the
climatic variables for each “subarea”, by using
the inverse-square distance technique (Isaaks and
Srivastava 1989) where the climatic data for a
specific “subarea” (XZ) obtained from n meteoro-
logical stations is equal to the sum of the climatic
variable (Xi) divided by the square distances (di)
of each meteorological station to the geographical
center of the subarea, divided by the sum of the
inverses of the same square distances.

XZ =

i=n∑

i=0

Xi

d2
i

i=n∑

i=0

1i

d2
i

; d2
i being = (xi = xz)

2 + (yi − yz)
2

Precipitation will be a direct input to the water
balance while ET0 will be used to estimate poten-
tial evapotranspiration (ETC) as ETC = ETO · KC

(Allen et al. 1998). Wind speed 2 m above the
surface (WS, m/s) and relative humidity 1.5 m
above ground level (RH, %) are used to calcu-
late the percentage of losses due to evaporation

and wind drift of sprinkler irrigation (EWDL,
%), according to the relationship established by
Salvador (2003):

EWDL = 20.34 + 0.214 · WS2 − 2.29 · 10−3 · RH2

With this information EMR can accomplish the
soil water balance (SWB) for each “subarea”, es-
timating daily: (1) the available water for plants in
the soil (AW), (2) the actual evapotranspiration
(ETa), and (3) drainage (DSWB).

Therefore, the daily irrigation inputs (I−
EWDL) and precipitation (P) are added to the
initial AW (estimated as half of WHC), and ETC

is subtracted only if there is sufficient AW in
the soil. It is considered that ETa = ETC if
AWinitial + P+ I−EWDL > ETC and otherwise
ETa = AWinitial + P + I− EWDL hence the soil
has a wilting point (AW = 0) level of humidity
at the end of the day. On the other hand, if
AWinitial + P + I− EWDL − ETa > WHC, the
program interprets that the field soil capacity has
been surpassed, obtaining drainage (DSWB) equal
to DSWB = AWinitial + P + I− EWDL − ETa−
WHC, leaving the soil at the termination of each
24 h with field capacity (AW = WHC). In this
way, EMR accomplishes the SWB successively
each day until the period indicated by the user is
completed.

Additionally, and taking advantage of the in-
formation generated by the SWB, EMR estimates
the effective daily precipitation (Pef) in each “sub-
area”, considering that if P < WHC + ETa− AW
then Pef = P, and otherwise Pef = WHC + ETa−
AW. This estimate does not consider the exis-
tence of preferential soil flows or the superficial
runoff that could be generated. Nevertheless, it
is considered to be a quite valid estimate, due to
the fact that agricultural plots are usually terraced
and intense rain is needed to generate superficial
runoff.

EMR also estimates the drainage volume pro-
ceeding from irrigation (DI), by considering for
the days and “subareas” with drainage that if
AW +P− ETa ≥ WHC then DI = I− EWDL and
otherwise DI = [I− EWDL] − [WHC − (AW +
P− ETa)]. The interpretation of this calculation is
that on any given day, rainfall will always occur
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before irrigation, and thereby irrigation drainage
takes priority over rainfall drainage. It is assumed
in this study that a farmer takes rainfall into ac-
count when deciding whether to irrigate, although
evidently weather forecasting is by no means
infallible.

Once the water inputs from I and P are ob-
tained, along with an estimate of the ETa and
losses due to EWDL, EMR requests hydrological
information about the basin where the evaluated
irrigation land is located. This information encom-
passes the superficial and ground water from the
incoming hydric flows (IHF) and outgoing hydric
flows (OHF), and the water content in the eval-
uated system at the beginning and at the end of
the balance period, both in soils and in aquifers.
The final data are necessary to calculate the water
storage in the system for the evaluated period (S).

In this way, EMR accomplishes the water bal-
ance of the studied irrigation land, in which
the inputs (IN = I + P + IHF) minus the outputs
(OU = ETa+ EWDL + OHF) minus storage (S)
should be nil. EMR checks the quality of the water
balance by means of calculating the error balance
as 200·[(IN − OU − S)/(IN + OU − S)], where
error balances of less than 10% can be considered
appropriate for this type of study. Likewise, the
drainage associated to the evaluated irrigation
land, calculated as D = IFH − OFH, should be
similar to the drainage estimated by the soil water
balance (DSWB), particularly during extensive pe-
riods when water storage in the system becomes
less important compared to other components.

Once the water balance is considered satisfac-
tory, the user assigns salt and nitrate concentra-
tions to each of the water balance components.
For salts, the result of IN − OU − S is not only
associated to the balance errors but also to the
quantity of dissolved or precipitated salts in the
system.

For nitrates, IN − OU − S also includes
the components of the nitrogen balance not ac-
counted for, such as the nitrate contribution
through fertilization, volatility, and nitrogen ex-
traction by the crops. In any case, EMR does not
seek to close salt and nitrate balances but mainly
to quantify the pollutants exported in drainage
as the difference between the pollutants exported
and imported through hydric flows.

It is necessary to emphasize that EMR is de-
signed to adapt as much as possible to the avail-
ability of data and different work scales. For
example, if in a particular irrigation land there is
no available data at plot level, subareas can be
defined at an irrigation district level, and if for
instance there is no data concerning daily irriga-
tion, monthly data can be entered. This allows
the evaluation of any irrigation system with such
minimum information, although it is evident that
a certain loss of precision occurs.

Results

Evaluation of irrigation quality

Working with the information generated in the
soil water balance, the results provided by EMR
are the net hydric needs and four indices that
seek to evaluate the irrigation quality for each
“subarea” and for the entire evaluated irrigation
land in any period of time defined by the user.

1) Net hydric needs (HNn, mm) are calculated
as the difference between potential evapo-
transpiration (ETC) plus available water con-
tained in the soil at the end of the balance
(AWe) and effective precipitation (Pef) plus
available water contained in the soil at the
beginning (AWi).

HNn = (ETC + AWe) − (AWi + Pef)

The HNn estimate the volume of irrigation wa-
ter necessary to avoid crops from suffering hydric
stress and for the soil to contain the same initial
humidity conditions.

2) Water use efficiency (WUE, %) is calculated
as actual evapotranspiration (ETa) plus avail-
able water stored in the soil at the end of
the balance period (AWe) divided by the sum
of the available water resources for plants
(initial available water contained in the soil
(AWi), effective precipitation (Pef), and irri-
gation volume (I).

WUE=[
(ETa+AWe)

/
(AWi + Pef + I)

]·100
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This index refers to the level of water use by
the crops and it is greatly conditioned by irrigation
management. Thus, loss of water due to evap-
oration and wind drift in sprinkler irrigation or
through deep percolation would imply a decrease
in the WUE.

3) Water deficit (WD, %) is calculated as the
difference between potential evapotranspi-
ration (ETC) and actual evapotranspiration
(ETa) divided by potential evapotranspira-
tion (ETC).

WD = [
(ETC − ETa)

/
ETC

] · 100

This index evaluates to what extent irrigation,
as a complement to AWi and Pef, has been unable
to satisfy the hydric needs of crops. The greater
the WD, the greater hydric stress the crops will
have suffered as a consequence of inadequate
irrigation management.

4) Irrigation drainage fraction (IDF, %) is cal-
culated as the percentage of drainage pro-
ceeding from irrigation (DI) in respect to the
irrigation volume applied (I).

IDF = (
DI

/
I
) · 100

This index evaluates the “losses” of irrigation
water through deep percolation. It is conditioned
by the irrigation dose in relation to the soil humid-
ity at the moment of applying irrigation.

5) Irrigation efficiency (IE, %) is calculated as
one minus the relationship between the out-
put volume of irrigation water not used in
evapotranspiration by crops (drainage from
irrigation—DI plus losses due to evapora-
tion and wind drift from sprinkler irrigation—
EWDL) and the volume irrigation applied (I).

IE = [
1 − [(

DI+EWDL
/

I
)]] · 100

A theoretical IE of 100% would indicate that
the total volume of applied irrigation was used
to satisfy the hydric needs of the crops or was
accumulated in the water reserves of the soil for
later use.

This series of indices allows the evaluation of
the irrigation quality in each of the “subareas”
and for the group of irrigation areas assessed in
a specific period of time. High quality irrigation
will be experienced when the WD and the IDF
are nil and the WUE and IE approach 100%.
Techniques of controlled deficit irrigation can be
utilized to cause a deliberate WD, and likewise,
in certain circumstances, it may be necessary to
apply excessive irrigation (IDF > 0) to favor the
leaching of salt with the consequent loss of WUE
and IE.

Indices of agro-environmental evaluation

Lastly, EMR presents the results of three indices
that can quantify water use and also salt and
nitrate contamination (major agro-environmental
problems) for the irrigation land being assessed.
Water Use Index (WUI) is calculated as one
minus drainage associated to the irrigation land
evaluated (D) plus the losses due to evaporation
and wind drift (EWDL) divided by precipitation
(P) plus irrigation (I).

WUI = [
1 − [

(D+EWDL)
/
(P+I)

]] · 100

A high WUI implies highly efficient use of hy-
dric resources (precipitation and irrigation); while
a low WUI indicates low irrigation efficiencies
and/or scarce hydric regulation in the hydrological
basin, also leading to a waste of water within the
irrigation land assessed.

The agro-environmental impact is quantified
based on the Salt Contamination Index (SCI) and
Nitrate Contamination Index (NCI). Both indices
correct the unitary masses of pollutants exported
(masses exported per surface unit) by factors of a
certain “natural and socioeconomic” extent, such
as geology and the agronomic possibilities of a
specific irrigation land. Thus, SCI, was calculated
as the unitary salts exported (DS) divided by the
average electrical conductivity of the drainage
during the non-irrigation period (ECNI), a repre-
sentative parameter of the salinity of the geologi-
cal materials of a particular irrigation land,

The NCI was calculated as the unitary nitrate
exported in drainage (DN) divided by the nitroge-
nous fertilization needs for the system. EMR cal-
culates the annual fertilization necessities (FN)
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by working from the “subarea” harvest produc-
tion and the nitrogen extractions by the crops
(Orús and Sin 2006), except for leguminous plants,
in which the nitrogen extraction is considered
null because of their capacity to fix nitrogen
symbiotically.

SCI = DS
/

ECNI ; NCI = DN
/

FN

Fertilization necessities are dictated by the
planted crops, and therefore conditioned to
the climate and socioeconomic possibilities of
the irrigation land which are factors beyond the
farmer’s control. Along with greater fertilization
necessities comes a significant risk of nitrate leach-
ing, which the NCI compensates in the agro-
environmental evaluation.

The calculation of these indices from annual
data registered in studies of different irrigation
areas of the Ebro valley (Tedeschi et al. 2001;
Lasanta et al. 2002; Cavero et al. 2003; Causapé
et al. 2004a, b; Isidoro et al. 2006a, b) detects a re-
lationship between the WUI and the SCI and NCI

NCI = 3.80e-0.035·WUI

R2 = 0.70

SCI = 62.6e-0.0434·WUI

R2 = 0.83
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Fig. 1 a Relationship between Water Use Index (WUI)
and Salt and Nitrate Contamination Indices (SCI and
NCI). b Relationship between nitrogen efficiency (NE) and
the Nitrate Contamination Index (NCI)

(Fig. 1) demonstrating that adequate water use
is the key factor to minimize irrigation-induced
contamination.

Nevertheless, the relationship between WUI
and SCI (R2 =0.83) is considerably better than the
relationship between WUI and NCI (R2 =0.70),
demonstrating that in the case of nitrate it is
not only necessary to use water correctly, but
appropriate nitrogenous fertilization management
is also required, proven by the good relationship
verified between the nitrogen efficiency (NE =
fertilization necessities between applied nitrogen)
and NCI (R2 = 0.93).

Based on the previous relationships (Fig. 1), if
an objective value of SCI < 2 Mg/ha·year/dS/m
and NCI < 0.2 was given for irrigation, this would
assure a value of water and nitrogen in fertiliza-
tion use higher than 80%.

Table 1 shows a synthesis of the average annual
results of irrigation studies in the Ebro basin
(Tedeschi et al. 2001; Lasanta et al. 2002; Cavero
et al. 2003; Causapé et al. 2004a, b; Isidoro et al.
2006a, b), grouped in three large irrigation dis-
tricts (Bardenas I, Monegros I, and Monegros II).

Monegros II has proven to be an outstanding
example of a modern, well-managed irrigation dis-
trict (WUIMonegros II = 90%) with abundant salts
in the subsoil (ECNI = 8.4 dS/m), and a SCI 67%
lower than inadequately managed non-saline ir-
rigation districts (WUIBardenas I = 52%), despite
the fact that it exports 71% more salt. Thus, SCI
allows irrigation lands which are naturally more
saline to have a greater mass of exported salt.

In the case of the irrigation lands studied in
Bardenas I, where the exported salt comes al-
most exclusively from irrigation water, by sig-
nificantly improving irrigation efficiency (WUI
from 52% to 90%) it would be possible to al-
most double ECNI (from 0.85 to 1.7 dS/m) and
to halve the mass of exported salts (from 4 to
2 Mg/ha·year) and therefore minimize SCI (from
4.8 to 1.2 Mg/ha·year/dS/m) to attain values in
the same order of those obtained in well-managed
modern irrigation districts with a high content of
salts in the subsoil, such as Monegros II.

In NCI, fertilization necessities play a similar
role to that of ECNI in SCI, which is demonstrated
by the fact that the irrigation district of Bardenas
I has a higher NCI (0.74) than Monegros I (0.71)
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Table 1 Water Use Index (WUI), Electric conductivity of
drainage in non-irrigation period (ECNI), annual mass of
salts exported in the drainage (DS), Salt Contamination
Index (SCI), Fertilization Necessities (FN), annual mass
of nitrate exported in the drainage (DN), and Nitrate

Contamination Index (NCI) for irrigation districts studied
in Bardenas I (Lasanta et al. 2002; Causapé et al. 2004a,
b), Monegros I (Isidoro et al. 2006a, b), and Monegros II
(Tedeschi et al. 2001; Cavero et al. 2003)

WUI ECNI DS SCI FN DN NCI

% dS/m Mg/ha·year Mg/ha·year/dS/m Kg N/ha·year Kg NO−
3 N/ha·year –

Bardenas I 52 0.85 4 4.8 146 108 0.74
Monegros I 48 1.78 20 11.4 155 111 0.71
Monegros II 90 8.40 14 1.6 145 31 0.22

despite exporting smaller nitrate masses in drain-
age (108 compared to 111 Kg NO−

3 N/ha·year).
However, when considering the almost identi-

cal fertilization necessities in the three irrigation
districts (Fig. 1), it was observed that the NCI of
Monegros II is 70% lower than that of Bardenas I
and Monegros I, where agro-environmental prob-
lems are solved by using more adequate irrigation
and nitrogenous fertilization management, thus
minimizing the mass of exported nitrate.

The calculation of these indices, based on the
mass of pollutants exported per surface unit, al-
lows a comparison between irrigation districts of
different sizes. Nevertheless, the study scale can
influence the results obtained, since the greater
the area, the greater the possibilities of re-using
water within the evaluated system, leading to a
consequent increase in the WUI and decrease in
SCI and NCI.

Summarizing, these indices are more permis-
sive with disadvantaged irrigation lands, i.e., geo-
logically more saline and where crops with greater
fertilization necessities are cultivated—therefore
with greater “natural” risk of salts and nitrate
leaching. Nevertheless, all irrigation lands re-
quire good administration which can be achieved
through adequate agronomic management at plot
level and/or through appropriate water manage-
ment at irrigation district level.

Conclusions

EMR is a user-friendly tool for agro-environmen-
tal evaluation of irrigation, supported by results
obtained in research projects based on the same
methodology. The methodological unification

incorporated in EMR for the agro-environmental
evaluation of irrigation land allows the compari-
son of irrigation quality and agro-environmental
impacts in a wide variety of irrigation districts.
The possibility of utilizing the program on differ-
ent scales and with minimum data availability fa-
cilitates its systematic use by technicians in charge
of water management.

The agro-environmental indicators proposed
for salt contamination (SCI) and nitrate con-
tamination (NCI) are related to water and ni-
trogen use, key factors for the minimization of
the environmental impact induced by irrigation
land. In this way, if an irrigation land has in-
dices of salt and nitrate contamination lower than
2 Mg/ha·year/dS/m and 0.2 respectively, this indi-
cates that irrigation uses more than 80% of the
hydric resources (irrigation and precipitation) and
of the nitrogen incorporated by fertilization.

The fact that SCI and NCI are based on the
exported unitary mass of pollutants corrected by
factors representative of their “natural and so-
cioeconomic” conditions, means that these indices
are more permissive with disadvantaged irrigation
districts, which does not allow the exclusion of
adequate management in any evaluated irrigation
lands.

The Irrigation Land Environmental Evaluation
tool (in Spanish, EMR), distributed free of charge
(http://www.jcausape.es/investigacion/EMR.htm),
is an effective tool at the service of the agro-
environmental surveillance of irrigation land. The
attainment of objective values leading to more
efficient agrarian systems with greater respect for
the environment can be achieved by imposing
the incorporation of the calculated indices into
current legislation.

http://www.jcausape.es/investigacion/EMR.htm


314 Environ Monit Assess (2009) 158:307–314

Acknowledgements The author wishes to express his
gratitude to the Ebro Basin Authority and to the Education
and Science Ministry within the framework of the project
AGL2005-07161-C05–01/AGR (Project entitled “Network
of agricultural experimental basins for research on non-
point pollution induced by irrigation”). Special thanks to
Sergio Pérez, the computer specialist responsible for EMR,
and to Ignacio Clavería, the agricultural engineer who
tested the computer application.

References

Allen, R., Pereira, L., Raes, D., & Smith, M. (1998).
Crop evapotranspiration. Guidelines for computing
crop water requirements (300 pp.). FAO Irrigation and
Drainage Paper No. 56. Roma (Italia): FAO.

Causapé, J., & Pérez, S. (2007). Evaluador Medioambien-
tal de Regadíos. EMR 1.0. Manual de Usuarios (26
pp.). Available in: http://acebo.pntic.mec.es/jcav0026/
investigacion/EMR.htm.

Causapé, J., Quílez, D., & Aragüés, R. (2004a). Assessment
of irrigation and environmental quality at the hydro-
logical basin level. I: Irrigation quality. Agricultural
Water Management, 70, 195–209.

Causapé, J., Quílez, D., & Aragüés, R. (2004b). Assess-
ment of irrigation and environmental quality at the
hydrological basin level. II: Salt and nitrate loads in ir-
rigation return flows. Agricultural Water Management,
70, 211–218.

Causapé, J., Quílez, D., & Aragüés, R. (2006). Irriga-
tion efficiency and quality of irrigation return flows
in the Ebro River Basin: An overview. Environ-
mental Monitoring and Assessment, 117, 451–461.
doi:10.1007/s10661-006-0763-8.

Cavero, J., Beltrán, A., & Aragüés, R. (2003). Nitrate ex-
ported in the drainage water of two sprinkler irrigated
watershed. Journal of Environmental Quality, 32,
916–926.

European Union (1991). Council Directive 91/676/EEC of
12 December 1991 concerning the protection of waters
against pollution caused bay nitrates from agricultural
sources. Official Journal, L375, 1–8.

European Union (1998). Council Directive 98/83/CE of 3
November 1998 imposed to the surface waters devoted

to the production of water for human consumption.
Official Journal, L330, 32–54.

European Union (2000). Directive 2000/60 of the
European Parliament and of the Council establishing
a framework for community action in the field of
water pollution. Official Journal, L327, 1–72.

European Union (2006). Directive 2006/118/EC of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 12
December 2006 on the protection of groundwater
against pollution and deterioration. Official Journal,
L372/19, 19–31.

Isaaks, E., & Srivastava, R. M. (1989). An introduction
to applied geostatistics (p. 561). New York: Oxford
University.

Isidoro, D., Quílez, D., & Aragüés, R. (2006a). Environ-
mental impact of irrigation in La Violada District
(Spain): I. Salt export patterns. Journal of Environ-
mental Quality, 35, 766–775. doi:10.2134/jeq2005.0064.

Isidoro, D., Quílez, D., & Aragüés, R. (2006b). Environ-
mental impact of irrigation in La Violada District
(Spain): II. Nitrogen fertilization and nitrate export
patterns in drainage water. Journal of Environmental
Quality, 35, 776–785. doi:10.2134/jeq2005.0065.

Lasanta, T., Mosch, W., Pérez-Rontomé, M. C., Navas, A.,
Machín, J., & Maestro, M. (2002). Effects of irrigation
on water salinization in semi-arid environments: A
case study in Las Bardenas, Central Ebro Depression,
Spain. In J. M. García-Ruíz, A. Jones, & J. Arnáez
(Eds.), Environmental change and water sustainability
(pp. 198–218). Instituto Pirenaico de Ecología.

Orús, F., & Sin, E. (2006). El balance del nitrógeno en la
agricultura. In Fertilización Nitrogenada. Guía de ac-
tualización. Informaciones Técnicas (196 pp.). Centro
de Transferencia Agroalimentaria. Ed. Gobierno de
Aragón.

Salvador, R. (2003). Estudio de las pérdidas por evapo-
ración y arrastre en los sistemas de riego por asper-
sión: Diferencias entre riegos diurnos y nocturnos.
Proyecto fin de carrera de Ingeniería Agrónoma
(206 pp.). Universidad de Lérida, Escuela Técnica
Superior de Ingeniería Agraria. Departamento de
Medio Ambiente y Ciencias del Suelo.

Tedeschi, A., Beltrán, A., & Aragüés, R. (2001). Irrigation
management and Hydrosalinity balance in a semi-arid
area of the middle Ebro River Basin (Spain). Agri-
cultural Water Management, 49, 31–50. doi:10.1016/
S0378-3774(00)00117-7.

http://acebo.pntic.mec.es/jcav0026/investigacion/EMR.htm
http://acebo.pntic.mec.es/jcav0026/investigacion/EMR.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-006-0763-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/jeq2005.0064
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/jeq2005.0065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-3774(00)00117-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-3774(00)00117-7

	A computer-based program for the assessment of water-induced contamination in irrigated lands
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Irrigation land environmental evaluation tool (in Spanish, EMR)
	Software description
	Data management

	Results
	Evaluation of irrigation quality
	Indices of agro-environmental evaluation

	Conclusions
	References




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
    /DEU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [5952.756 8418.897]
>> setpagedevice


