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A Study on the Effects of Sinkage on the
Performance of a Rice Transplanter.
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Summary

Sinkage differences between the wheels of a transplanter which are caused by the
different hard pan of fields and land preparation affect the field performance of a rice
transplanter. In this experiment the relationships between the sinkage differences of
the wheels of a transplanter and the planting distance, planting angle, planting depth
and deviation from a straight transplanting line were investigated. The objective of
this experiment was to obtain some basic informations for the effective use of the rice
transplanter. The result of this experiment are as follows.

1. Transplanting distances became shorter as the sinkage differences increased. This
effect was greater on the side of the transplanter with a shallower sinkage.

2. The depth of transplanting increased as the differences in the depth of sinkage incr-
ease for the side with the deeper sinkage. An opposite trend was observed for the
side with shallower sinkage.

3. The angle of transplanted seedlings from the vertical portion increased slightly as
the sinkage differences increased. The variation in results were greater from the side
of the transplanter with deeper sinkage than with shallower sinkage.

5. The best postures of planted seedling were found when the water depth was 3cm for
the side of transplanter with deeper sinkage and 4cm for the shallower sinkage side.
The relationships between the postures of planted seedling and water depth., or y=
67. 62--10.69x—1, 76 x2 for the side of transplanter with deeper sinkage and y=66. 64
+11, 32x—1.50x? for the side with shallower sinkage, were found from this experi-

ment,
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Table 1. Grain size distribution of soil of the paddy
VCSs CS MS FS VFES Silt Clay Textural
2-1 1-15 .5-.25 .25-.1 . 1-.05 . 05-, 002 . 002- class
1.12 2.28 2.00 2.42 2.34 54. 41 35.43 iscl

sk Grain siez distribution was tested in accordance with the official methods of U. S. Department

of Agri.
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Table 2. Specification of the experimental rice transplanter.
Weight Planting Planting Planting Wheel
(kg) TOws width(cm) type width(cm)
230 4 30 Finger 66
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Fig.2. Measuring gauge system of wheel depth.
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