Producers’ Risk Perceptions and the Choice of Nitrogen Application Rates for Carrot Production UF | IFAS
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Background Data: Carrot Production Experiments
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- 4 plots for each rate
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* How can producers’ risk attitudes be accounted for when e . = 4,000
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e Significant interest in carrot production in Florida
- Total acreage - while still small
- expanded two-fold in 2012-2017
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Impact of producers’ risk perceptions Minimum payment for producers to switch to
on N rate decision N = 150 Ibs/acre

The most preferred rate for all Risk neutral Extremely risk averse
risk aversion levels producers producers
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$1.2 billion in agricultural output Net Return = Total Revenue Total Cost ' $122.2/acre $276.7/acre
: .. : . . : e Carrot Yield * Sales Price N fertilizer price + N application cost + Other input cost

Carrot is being introduced into existing crop rotations « N
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Water quality protection and restoration is an important priority o2 Monte Carlo simulation to capture production and market risks water quality credit trading, taxes, etc.
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UF/IFAS has been developing nutrient management

recommendations for carrot Jumbo Yield Variability in weekly sale price for jumbo carrots

Variability in historical price for ammonium nitrate fertilizer

Conclusions
Optimize yield Protect water quality

Average N fertilizer price =50.616/Ib of N
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Total fertilizer (except ammonium nitrate) $130.59

Herbicides Application 3 $2504  $75.12 - Risk-neutral producers $377.6/acre

Fungicides Application 17 $22.11 $375.87
Insecticides Application 2 $18.36 $36.72

N Nematicides Application 1 $287.25  $287.25
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., |Average cello price: $0.30/Ib Other input costs (monitoring labor, interest, etc.) $75.42

M 0 AR WS APz A0 R0 S ShO SIT st sk Harvesting costs Unit Cost/Unit - Only 2 years of carrot production experiments Ana|yze a more comprehensive
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Source: USDA-ANS, 2018 S e - Limited weather variability dataset to simulate carrot yield
- Limited data to differentiate two carrot varieties

. To examine the effect of N application rates ! ] ] ! \ y . . o Account for crop rotation
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lll. To discuss implications of risk analysis for
Florida’s agricultural water quality policy

Regional
Economy

* Certainty equivalent (CE) is calculated ' * Minimum payment for producers to
- assuming specific utility switch to a lower N rate is calculated

Results represent work in progress and are not yet peer reviewed. They are based upon work that is supported
by the National Institute of Food and Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture, under award number 2017-

68007-26319. Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this publication are those of
Floridan Aquifer Collaborative Engagement for Sustainability the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the view of the U.S. Department of Agriculture”.




