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Development of a Computer Program for the Selection of

Agricultural Machinery by Farming Conditions
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Table 1. Number of work days and actual work day coefficient

1) plowing and rotavating
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AT gAY 44 129 ~ 54 2¢ 40 0.70
Az Ao %4, 9F 44 129 ~ 59 229 40 0.80
FEE U8 AY old, €%, &4, 9%, AH 49 129 ~ 59 229 40 0.79
FEE #Ht AY A=, 39 49 129 ~ 59 279 45 0.82
FAR 3 AY A A, AL 94 AA, BF | 49 169 ~ 69 1Y 45 0.79
F2 UE Ay A, A 49 179 ~ 5¥ 274 40 0.79
g8 WE Ay F, 3F, 34 49 179 ~ 69 69 50 0.73
g5 ot Ay 9%, A, A 49 129 ~ 69 114 60 0.76
B 3 Ay 2% 49 129 ~ 59 229 40 0.83
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3) harvesting
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Table 4. Possible work hours and
Table 2. Field efficiency Table 3. Shape factor actual work hour coefficients
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Fig. 4. Number of rows vs. tractor Fig. 5. Working capacity vs. Fig. 6. Number of rows vs. Tractor
power (Common plow) number of rows (Reversible plow). power (Reversible plows).
Table 5. Working capacity and tractor power Table 6. Working capacity and tractor power by
by number of rows (common plow) number of rows (reversible plow)
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10~13 50 4 15~24 40
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Fig.11. Working capacity vs. number Fig. 12. Number of rows vs. power

(Combined harvester).

Table 7. Working capacity by number of rows of Table 8. Working capacity by number of rows of
transplanter combined harvester
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