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Table 1. Comparison between mechanical and manual plantings.

H H AR A7 I I E &% = B B
Items Plants per hectare Operation capacity Index
(plant/ha) (hr/ha) (%)
s 28,000-30,000 15 35.8
Mechanical planting
AL iEHE 28,000-30,000 ) 100
Manual
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Table 2. Cost analysis of using the small sweet-potato planter.
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H H B U ® B B BA
Items Unit Amount Description

BAER NTS 180,000 fE¥BEIET BN 2N E TR EEBER -
Purchasing cost
(& NT$ 18,000 LIBEA L% 10 %E+E o
Residual value
R ER Year 10 fEXERBEMERRTEMIEBEF
Estimated life time
EFPAERE ha 36 18 2N E/HA X2 /4 o
Annual planting area
BRAGE NT$/ha 5,140
Cost total
roE Y NT$/ha 450 (180,000—18,000) (36 /NEF/E X0 F ) o
Depreciation
M E B NT$/ha 50 AR A £ %8 10 %58 (118,000 7T/36 NEH/E X0 F ) o
Maintenance cost
WOk B NT$/ha 540 18 TT/AFE X8 AFH/INEE XS INE/ALE (Kl ) +54
Fuel cost gC () o
) B NT$/ha 350 H%{E 180,000%7/100+36 LNEH/AE o
Interest
T ‘B NT$ /ha 3,750  HEMHR/ERMT T8 2,000 75/ 8 /B X5 /NBE//AEE o
Wages
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Table 3. Comparison of profits between mechanical and manual planting.

HE & TER HERE  HeE e AF B B
Items Wages  Depreciation Maintenance  Fuel cost Interest  Total Comparison of profits
NT$/ha
BREE 3950 4so 50 540 350 5,140 +3.260
Mechanical planting
A L 8,400 8,400
Manual
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Fig 1. The small sweet-potato planter in planting operation
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Fig 2. The holding mechanism for sweet potato seedling
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Study and Improvement of Small Sweet Potato Planter

Chin-Fa Chang

Summary

A sweet potato planter was developed in this research. The planter was designed as an
implement attached to the 7 HP cultivator. The disk- -type planting mechanism allowed for
horizontal and shallow planting of sweet potato. The row spacing, planting distance and planting
depth could be flexibly adjusted from 100 - 130 cm, 25 - 35 cm and 3 - 7 cm, respectively. The
capacity of the planter was 15 hr/ha that is 27 hr/ha less than 42 hr/ha of manual operation.
Moreover, the use of the sweet potato planter substantially improved working conditions in the
field and avoided laborious manual planting operation. The cost analysis of the machinery usage
revealed that the total cost was 5,140 NT$ per hectare, which included 450 NTS$ of fuel, 350 NT$
of manual sweet potato planting cost per hectare, the application of the planter saved 3,260 NT$
per hectare, and effects of reducing labor time and operation cost by using the developed plant was
obvious.
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