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ABSTRACT

METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING THE IMPACT OF ANIMAL"
TRACTION AT THE FARM LEVEL IN A SMIALL-SCALE
MULTI-CROPPING SYSTEM
(BASSE CASAMANCE, SENEGAL)

By

Alioune FALL

A methodology is presented along with an expert system program for evauating
the impact of animal traction at the farm level in a small-scale multi-cropping system. In
its actual version, the expert system program applies to oxen-cultivation using Ndama
species in the Basse Casamance region situation. The evaluation is based on a number of
models developed around the draft animals daily energy balance. The energy available
for the various field operations is calculated based on (1) the total liveweight of the
oxen,(2) the daily amount of feed given to the oxen and (3) the level of draft and power
required to perform the field operation. The liveweight of each ox is modeled by using an
empirical equation relating the actual liveweight in kg to the circumference in cm of the
thorax of the ox. The energy is estimated from the characteristics of the field operation
(type of implement, draft, speed, field time) in associaion with the number of working
days during the rainy season. An optimization module is used to model a cropping system
in relation to the economica environment and endogenous constraints of the farm (land,
labor and available energy). The expert system output agreed with current practices and

values found in the literature.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Mechanization ovérview

In contrast with farmers in industrialized countries, farmers in developing countries
are gener ally small holders who must contend w'th increasing population prassure on the
land and a low level of mechanization to promote effective crop intensification Population
pressure has changed most of tke traditional farming systems by forcing short fellov: and
permaneiit cropping. These new practices have led to moresoil degradation.

in order to absarb the impact of population growth, governments in develoving
countries Urge farmers to produce more food by improving agricultural productivity, Such
improvements depend iz zeneral, ON the combination Of avariety of energy sources:
mechanical {machines, animals, husnans), cheruical (fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, atc )
or biological (improved varieties, manure, compost, €tC.). As pointed out by Esmav and
Hall (1973), mechanization iS one of the most crizical production inputs { ¢ increase ¢rop
yields through better cdntrol of the soil water re ;ime (runoff versus infiltration), better zot!
preparation fOr soil aeration and nutrients availsbility, more efficient weed contrel, and
better timeliness. They defined agricultural me: hanization as “tke art and scientific

application of mechanical aids for increased production and preservation of food and fiber
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crops with less drudgery and increased efficiency”. Separate studies conducted in most
of the developing countries in Asia, Africa and South Ameri¢a have shown that human and
animal power are probably the most plentiful source of energy (Patrick, 19'93; Campbell,
1990) towards the establishment of a sustainable mechanized production system. The
switch from hand cultivation to an animal traction based production system is viewed by
Jaeger (1984) as a significant Step in creating more production opportunities and
increasing retums for farmers through better land. preparation and timeliness. The level of
investment involved in the technology is low corw.).. 2d 0 tractorization. Draft animals are
available and fed locaily and thus save foreign exchange (Roosenberg et al, 1987). The
energy provided by the combined two sources (draft animals and tractorization) represent
80% to 90% of the total energy used in agriculture throughout the world today (Campbell,
1990). The same study reported that there are over 1.5 billion animals used as working
animals in the world compared to 22 million tractors. The species used to generate the
energy needed for agriculture are mainly cattle, water buffalo, donkeys, mules, horses and
camels.

The level of mechanization and intensity of draft animals' utilization is highly

variable from one region of the world to another one. The focus of this research is the

gtuation in Sub-Saharan Africa and in Senega in particular.

1.1.1. Sub-Saharan Africa
In Sub Saharan Africa, animal traction is one of the most important energy sources
for agriculture (Table 1). In some areas it protides up to 90% ofthe power required for

crop production. The level of farmers' experience varies from one country to another. In

Ll
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Table 1: Estimated number s of draft animals in Sub-Saharan Africa

Region/Country Numbers
_ i i J__ _ _ Catle .o  Donkeys Horses |
| West-Africa
Benin 30-40,000 - -
Burkina Faso 75-80,000 50-60,000 3,000
Chad 105-130,000 - -
Cote d'Ivoire 30-40,000 -
The Gambia 18-20,000 25-30,000 5-7,000
Ghana 20,000 1,000 ‘
Guinea 100,000 -
Guinea-Bissau 4,000 - -
Mali 200-3 20,000 150,000 30,000
Niger 16-20,000 10,000 ;
Nigeria 100-200,000 -
Senegal 130-140,000 140-180,000 200,000
Sierra Leone 1,000 -
Togo 9- 10,000 -
East Afiica
Ethiopia 6,000,000 . -
Kenya 700,000 - -
Tanzania 600,000 - -
Uganda 600,000 -
Central Africa
Angola 300,000 5,000 -
Cameroon 50-55,000 4,000 -
C. Af Republique 8-10,000 - -
Zare 1,000 -
South Africa B B
Botswana 350- 360, 000 140,000 24,000
Lesotho 180,000 - -
M adagascar 260-330,000 - -
Malawi SO 70, 000 1,700 -
Mozarn'bique 100,000 - -
Zambia 180-315,000 - -
Zimbabwe 500-800,000 -

S e

Source: Starkey and Faye (eds), 1990
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Botswana, 80% of the farmers use anima traction for piowing. Zimbabwe has the largest

draft animal population in the region (Starkey and Faye, 1988). Falvey (1986) pointed out
also that one of the most significant impacts of the utilization of working animals is the
increase of cultivated area per active household member: 30 to 40% in Senega and 40 to

70% in Mali the neighboring country of Senegal.

In West Affica, animal traction was introduced before the era of independence in
the early 1960s through the implementation of various agricultural projects oriented
towasds the production and export of cash crops \groundnuts in Senegal, cotton in Mali).
The promotion of animal traction for cereal production at that time was amost non-
existent. The introduction of the new technology by the colonial administrations took
place between 1905 and 1945 in different places stretching between French Guinea,
Senegal and Nigeria The main actions taken were the integration of crop production and
livestock husbandry (mixed farming) in northern Nigeria (1924), the introduction of plow
farming in northem Ghana (1938), and the implennentation of research on animal-drawn
implements in Senegal (1928). In the process, most of the farm implementrs were
originated from France or specifically manufactured and adapted for African conditions:
the MANGA™ cyltivator for Burkina Faso, the ARIANA™, TROPICANA™ and SINE™
for Senegal,. the BAJAC™ moldboard plow for Mali.

Historical analysis shows that adoption rates by farmers were the greatest in the
first 10 to 20 years after the independence (1960 - 1980). This period represents the most
dynamic period in terms of anima traction projects implementation in the region (Le
Moigne, 1981) (Table 2). This period was also characterized by the creation and

development of animal-drawn equipment factories like SISCOMA (1961) in Senegal.




Table 2: Nymbers of animal drawn implemeﬁts in West Africa

(1957 and 1980/84)

Country Year gPlows rab.J Hoes [Harrow|[Seeder | MPT! |WTC?| Carts
low :
Senegal 1957 j51150 - | 3700 - 141000] - 200 | 4000
80/84 563000 - _|340000] 1270000} 9500% | n.a |135000
Mali 1957 }|25000] - | 120 | 3700 | 30 - - | 2000
80/84 j(:noooo - | 85000} 15500} 50000 - - | 110000
Guinea* | 1957 [10000] - | - | 5000 | - - 5 5
| 10000 | - - 5000 - - n.a na
Nigeria 1957 § 627 | 4 | 1250 ] 20 | 509 - 30 | 424
80/84 | 13000 | n.a | 4000 [ na | 4000 {26300] na | 31000
Burkina 1957 1 1350 | - | 173 | 520 5 - 395 | 470
Faso 80/84 { 61500 - [21000| na | na | 26500 na {64000
Togo 1957 | 88 - 2 20 - - - -
80/84 | 6000 | - - 700 | 400 { 4700 [ - | 2000
Benin 1957 | 33 - 2 4 7 - 1 30
80/84| na | - | na { 140 { 300 |14600{ na | 1400
Cote. 1957 1 1000 | - | 130 | 130 - - - -
d1vorre 80/84| na | - | na | na | 3100 [15500| - | 7000
Cameroon | 1957 1 2000 | 14 2 2 6 - - 1300
80/84s3 30000 na | na n.a n.a - - 3500
Chad 1957 378 | 5 15 25 18 - 5 50
80/84 | 75900 | n.a | 1,800 n.a - | na | 19800
"MPT- Multi-Purpose Toolbars o

2 WTC: Wheeied Tool Carriers
3 Arana multicuheur
* Figures from 1974
n.a: non available
Source: Extracted from Lawrence and Pearson, 1993
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‘The major research issues addressed during this implementation and adoption

phase to improve the technology were as follow:

- Draft animal selection (cattle, horse, donkey)
- Yoke design and fabrication (head, neck-yokes)
- Implement selection (single or multipurpose)

- Fidld operation techniques (tillage, weeding,)

1.1.2. Senega

In the case of Senegal, cattle were the first option for energy supply to agriculture.
The technology was tested in 1925 for the first time. In the castration and yoking of
ox, farmers were introduced to a new technology that could generate much greater power
than used previously. The technology was introduced through the French colorial research
system RAT. " e main objective was to improve land and labor productivity, and to
in-rease tot| cuitivated| areas and crop yield. The strategy was to produge enough
groundnuts and/or cotton for export with regard. to foreign exchange and also to use part
of the production to supply the grain to the emeaging nationa oil industry.

The major breskthrough in crop production with draft animals came around 1945
when equine and donkey traction were promoted at the farm level to perform light works
like cultivation and transport. Along with groundnuts, the cereal production (millet, maize,
and sorghum) reached satisfactory levels satisfying farm family consumption aswell as

supplying local markets with the production surplus. Progressively, bovine traction was
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oriented towards the exedution of heavier tasks like plowing in medium and heavy soils,

and carting of bulky loads.

The adoption of drift animal technology by farmers was mainly supported by the
rapid increase in areas cropped with cash crops (major source of incorne), the availability
oflocally manufactured implements and the existence of credit programs to help farmers
purchase their own equipment. The animal traction based production system appeared to
be reproducible, as the major components involved were all readily available to farmers.
Most importantly, draft animals like oxen were simply borrowed from the household or
village herds.

However, the promotion of animal traction by governmenta extension agencies
must face regional, cultural and environmentai diversities throughout the country
Congtraints related to these aspects have delayed for many years its implementation in the
Casamance area, located in the southem part of Senegal.

Thelatest survey conducted at the national level showed that thedraft animals’
population in Senegal was composed of 130-140,000 cattle, 140-180,000 donkeys and
200,000 herses (Lhoste, 1988). The Casamance province accounted for less than | 5% of
the national totals. Among other types of constraints to have delayed the implementation,
were the animal sanitary iconditions of the area in relation with the prevalance of the
sleeping sickness. This characteristic has prevented until recently {in the 1990s) the
introduction of donkeys iand horses for draft purposes.

In the Basse Casamance region, the prevalence of trypanomiasis disease
transmitted through the tse-tse fly turned out to be the major barrier as the sleeping

sickness introduces a seftous limitation in the working capacity of the draft animals. The
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most reliable source of draft energy is represented by the Ndama cattle, bos taurus, (87%

of the total), while the utilization of horses and dorkeys (3% and 10% respectively) is till
marginal. The Ndama breed has more tolerance to the disease and is well-adapted to warm
and humid climate. The castrated Ndama male oxen are used for traction whiie the cows
are kept in the herd for their milk production. The draft team is dways composed oftwo

oxen of similar weight.

1.2. Statement of problem

To date in the Casamance province, agricultural production based on animai
traction is below expectation. Its promotion initiated since the early 1960s did not bring
about the expected increase in food production. In fact, the level of adoption of the
technology by farmers appears to be very low for several reasons mostly sanitary and
economical’. in the process of adoption, fai-mers are very selective in choosing implements
in relation to the level of the first investment in terms of affordability (Ndiame, 1988). In
general, farmers justify the use of animal traction for land preparation because it is faster
and presents less drudgery than using hand tools (FALL, 1985).

Fat-mers in the South did not adopt the technology until some changes were made
to the yoking system. Farmers use different size and muiti-purpose yokes for both
cropping (head yoke) and transportation (neck yoke). Among other factors, the design of
the yoking system was found to affect the working capacity of oxen. In terms of

efficiency, the fitness represents an important criterion when evaluating the work output of

' The process and level of adoption of improved technologies by farmers in the Basse
Casamance region is being investigated by a PhD student at Kansas State University.
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draft anireals. The ydking System assures cornpatibility in the link between the animals

(power source) and the hitched farm equipment (implement or cart). A less effective
yoking system is expected to tum into an appreciable source of potential energy wastage
and {o cause rapid fatigue if harnessed animals are not working together as a team. A poor
teaming also, affects the quaity of the fieid operation in terms of timeliness, effective field
capacities, and poor work quality.

The real relationship between the design (width) of the yoke used and the working
conditions (type of implement and soil) is not known well enough. to help predict the
amount of pulling force and energy required to performing the different field operations.
In the deci_sicn-makiné process it isimportant to fit the job to the animnls by choosing the
more suitable team of oxen to perform the task. How does thesize of a head yokeaffect
the draft required to pull different types of implement in a sandy textured soif at different
moisture regimes? The determination of this type of relationship is very important in

evaluating the expectek! role of draft animais in! farmers' cropping System.

1.3.0hjectives

The objectives of this study were as follows:

1. To develop amethodology that will better assess the Impact of animal

traction at the farm level.

2. To develop an expert system computer program to evaluate and prediet
the impact of animal traction at the farm level by using a Knowledge

Base; Management System (KBMS);
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A. significant amount of information on anima traction is available through the

literature but is not systemized or structured into a standard tinm. The deveiopment of the
expert system appears to be the start of such improvement to ease decision-making. In
general, a fairly large number Of technical parameters are involved in the decision making
process. It is a real challenge for decision-makers to integrate local and scientific
knowledge into an accessible structured database. The expert system is expected to
provide the bridge between scientists and the rest of the comrnunity.

In combining artificial intelligence (Al) and conventional computer programming,
expert systems have been used in a wide range of applications (Raman et al, 1992).

The work presented in this study is organized as follow:

« Chapter 1. Introduc:tion.

The introduction presents an overview of agricultural mechanization in the world
and specifically in the developing countries and in Senegal in particular, with a focus on
small-scale farming systems. The statement of problem and the objectives of the study are
also introduced.

= Chapter 2. Presentation of the area of study.

This chapter describes the production and cropping systerns encountered in the

area of study. The notion of agro-ecosystem is introduced and discussed from the point of

view of animal traction utilization.
- Chapter 3: Determinants of performance of draft animals.

The discussion presents different relevant studies conducted on animal traction

evaluation in various parts of the world with an ernphasis on Senegal. The main
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determinants and paraméters of performance are presented.

- Chapter 4. Matdrials and methods.

The organization of the field data collection along with the expert system building
is presented chronologically with an emphasis on the different statistical designs.

- Chapter 5 Farm characteristics and system management.

- Chapter 6;: Working capacities of draft animals.

- Chapter 7 Fielfl operations and draft requirements

These three chaptérs deaf with the presentation and discussion of the analysis
performed. In the course of analysis, the results are: compared to existing results in the
literature for first hand validation.

- Chapter 8: Expert System to evaluate the impact of animal traction in the Basse

Casamance region.

This chapter describes in details the process of building the expert system program.
It shows how the collected data and models developed in the analysis part are used. In
some cases, the collectedidata are reinforced by relevant secondary data from previous
studies conducted in the é.rea of study by the auther or by the ISRA/CRA Dijibelor's
Farming Systems Research Team.

- Chapter 9: Conclusions and recommendations

What are the perspectives in animal traction studies in the Basse Casamance region
and in Senegal in general? What. are the expectations placed on the expert system

program? Other similar duestions are addressed.



Chapter 2

PRESENTATION OF THE AREA OF STUDY

2.1. Presentation of the area of study

The Basse Casamance region is located in the southern part of Senega and covers
7,300 square kilometers (km?), extending from the Soungrougrou Valley to the Atlantic
Ocean (Figure 1). With population dengties ranging from 27 to 60 inhabitants per square

kilometer, there is increasing pressure on land use in relation to the weather (Table 3).

Table 3: Land distribution

_D_esi;nati on 3 .| area occTiéd (ha) Percent (%)
Cultivated areas 109,500 15
Mangrove (swamp wood) 124,100 17
Estuary and sedinnent 102,200 14
Forest | 189,800 26
Residence area 204,400 28
-‘T;)t:z;l 730,000 100 |

Source: PIDAC cited by A. FALL (1985)
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Figure 2. Rainfall distribution from North
(Bignona) to South (Oussouye) and during normal years

The Diola ethnic group represents 83 percent of the total population, foilowed by

Bainouck (6%), the Manding (5%) and others (6%).

The climate is sub-Guinean type with a targe maritime influence. The occurrence of
one rainy season per year from the month of June to October represents the main

characteristic.

The last two decades have witnessed a shortage of rainfal throughout the whole

country and in the Basse Casamance region as well, where the type of landscape has
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induced significant changes in the cultural practices. The amount of rainfall deoreased by

an average of 33%, from 1,500 mm during norma years to 1:000 mm (39.4 in) (Figure 2).
The lowest amount of rainfall, 800 mm (3 1.5 in) was recorded in 1983 in Ziguinchor,
capita  ofthe region.

The topography of Senegal is flat with an average land level elevation of 200 m.
The physical aspect of th¢ Basse Casamance regior: + “aracterized by a dense network of
swamps and srnall streamis flowing into the Casamance River. The landscape of the entire

region is dominated by a succession of upland and lowland areas. During drought periods,
the small streams offered; privilege waterways to sait intrusion from the Atlartic Ocean
through the Casamance River to the iniand valleys following the upstream-downstream
water movement.

With the increase in salt concentration throughout these years, combined with the
low pH of soil and watef, advanced chemical reacrionsstarted taking place in lowland
areas to compromise their agricultural productivity (especialy for rice production). Soil
surveys conducted in the region yieided the tremendous figure of 180,000 ha non-
productive, salty soils (Barry, 1986, ORSTOM, 1983). Most ofthese soils are located
along the Casamance River and its main tributaries (Guidel, Kamoubeul, Soungrougrou,
Baila).

According to their position along the transect, crops are designated as either
upland (groundnuts, maize, millet, sorghum) or lowland crops (mainly rice). All crops are
rainfed.

Several field studies have been conducted to approach the agricultural and ethnic

diversity of the area. One major finding was the: identification of five agro-ecosystem
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zones offering different agricultural production and cropping opportunities. Three criteria

were used t0 achieve this zoning (Equipe Systemes, 1984):

1. Labor erganization at the farm level between male and female in relation
to the crop to be grown and the agricultural operation to be performed
(tillage, weeding, etc);

2. Ratio of upland and iowland areas in terms of relative importance of
cultivated areas and types of crep;

3. Importance of animal traction utilization in the cropping system and the

associated level of rnechanization.

Each of these five agro-ecosystem zones presents different agricultural activities in
reiaion to the type of the natura resources available (type of soil, water quantity and
quality, forest) and the most dominant sthnic group (Equipe Systémes, 1983).

In response to the decrease in productivity, farmers developed new strategies to
meet their food security requirements Posner et al, 1988). The coping Strategies to deal
with the new climatic conditions (drought, shortening of the rainy season and shortage of
rainfall) were: primarily based upon a srogressive transfer of resources from lowland to
upland areas. These major changes ir farmer's traditional cropping system affected mostly
the use and land tenure at the villag: level. The very first noticeable effect on the
environment was the deforestation, vhich started taking place sirce the early 1970's to
induce a disequilibrium in the land alocation process to different activities. The objective

of the deforestation was t0 satisfy the increasing demand in cropping land. Through this
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type of management strategy, farmers tried in general to secure production through the

expansion ofupland crops rather than through intensification.

In an agro-ecoBystem characterized by an availability ofupland areas, the use of
animal traction tumed% out t0 be the factor contributing most towards the expansion of
fields cropped with cash crop (groundnuts) to the detriment of cereals such as millet and
maize. The cereals arel now mainly confined in backyards and compound fields. Within a
short period of time (less than ten years), this type of cropping system affected the
precarious equilibrium which has always existed between agricultural and livestock
activities marked by tHe progressive disappearance of long term fallow along with village
level grazing areas for! livestock.

In the process,, the mechanized field operations on newly cleared land brought
about advanced stages of soil degradation to compromise land productivity. In most cases,

the lack of good management practices has led. to aarming soil losses.

2.2. Types of Production system

The agro-ecosjstem zone is defined as a system in which farmers are carrying out
productive agricultural activities within their natural environment. The environment is
mainly composed of n&tnural resources (soil, water, vegetative cover) and represents an
area homogenous enofigh in terms of constraints and production opportunities. Themost
significant observation unit to evaluate interactions and performance of the system is the
farm level (Table 4). This level of aggregation represents a finalized production system in
itself as it comprises the center of the decision-making process which identifies agricultural

production objectives and decisions upon resources alocation (Sonko and Fall, 1992).
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Table 4: Average farm characteristics in the Basse Casamance region
Agro-ecosystem Average farm [Total population| Number of | Cultivated area |Cultivated Area
Zones Village size (ha) working adults |  (ha/capita) (ha/adult)
Oussouye Boukitingo 1.42 5.5 34 0.26 0.42
(Zone 1) Loudia-Ouocloff 1.80 75 44 0.24 0.41
Blouf Mahamouda 2.00 9.7 5.6 0.21 0.36
(Zone 2) Tendimane 1.54 7.4 46 0.21 0.33
Niaguiss Maoua 3.30 11.1 6.5 0.19 0.51
(Zone 3) Boulom 1.88 8.1 5.0 0.23 0.38
Sindian-Kalounayes Boulandor 5.01 11.0 6.2 0.45 0.79
(Zone 4) Medieg 5.01 10.7 6.0 0.37 0.67
Fogni-Combo Bandjikaki 3.20 9.1 50 0.35 0.64
(Zone 5) Suel 4.41 7.5 4.4 0.59 1.00
Regional Averages 2.86 8.7 5.1 032 0.55

Source: Jolly et al, 1988

81
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2.2.1. Agro-ecosystem 1 (Oussouye)

Located in the most/southern part of the region, this agi'o-ec:osystem IS compdsed
of a high proportion of lowland areas. The landscape is dominated by swamps, saine and
acid soils ("sol de tannes"),/and very few upland fields (village sites). The ratio of lowland
to upland areas favors by far lowland areas. Transpianted rice is the major agricultural
activity (Equipe Systemes, 11984).

Field operations are performed according to the Diola tradition of social labor
division by gender: men perform land preparation while women perform rice nursery
preparation, transplanting and harvesting. Women also help in weeding of upland crops
confined in small fields.

Land preparation is manual and starts whenever enough water is stored in the rice
fields. As the cumulative rainfall increases from the beginning of the rainy season, a
network of small dikes divi/iding the main rice fields into small subplots, 10 m” to 30 m’ in
area, is used to capture water runoff. Farm sizes are generally small averagirg 1.3 ha per
household. More than 60% ofthe fields are cropped with rice.

Other non-agricultural activities contribut: significantly to the totd farm revenue:
fishing, products from the forest (palm oil extrac:ion for example).

Livestock activiti‘es are very important; cattle, poultry, swine are produced. Animal
traction is not used in agricultural activities for different reasons. The primary constraint is
sanitary With the prevalence Of trypanomiasis (Felissier, 1966, Traverse, 1974). The
alternative to animal traction is to use rented pewer tillers from non-govemmental
organization (CADEF, AJAEDOQ). However, very few farm activities are mechanized

through this rental scheme.
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2.2.2. Agro-ecosystem 2 (Blouf)

Located in the northern part of the Casamance River; -agro-ecosystem 2 represents
a continuation of agro-ecosystem 1 but with more available upland areas. More than 30%
of fields produce upland crops which are mainly groundnuts and millet.

The labor organization at the household level is the same as in agro-ecosystem 1.
There is no use of animal traction since the big drought event in the late 1970s, which

significantly reduced the avaiiability of animals for draft pur-poses. Farmers are still very

open to the technology (Fall, 1988).

2.2.3. Agro-ecosystem 3 (Niaguis)

Agro-ecosystem 3 is located eastward of agro-ecosystem 1. The population of the
area IS composed of a multitude of ethnic groups living in different villages, which
continue to practice their original cropping system. Upland areas account for 60% of
cropped fieids.

The introduction of animal traction is il in progress: 30% of cropped areas are
mechanically tilled with animal-drawn moldboard plows. It is important to mention that
farmers located in this area were the first in the region to experience the use of motorized
equipment for rice land preparation with the MAC project (1969- 1973). The
governmental regional extension service SOMIVAC-PIDAC took over the project in 1984

and pursued the rental of mini-tractors and power-tillers to farmers.
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2.2.4. Agro-ecosystem 4 (Sindian-Kalounayes)

Agro-ecosystem 4 is located in tke northeastern part of the region.  This area has
been culturally under Manding ethnic group influences even though the population was
originally Diola. The sacial labor division according to gender is organized around the
type of crop to be grown. Men are in charge of all upland crops which occupy more than
84% of cropped areas, while women are specialize in rice and vegetable production.

The use of anjmal traction is well implemented and most field operations, from
land preparation to gfoundnut lifting, are mechanized. The average farm size is around 4
to 5 ha; more than 80% of croplands are mechanically plowed with draft animals,
especialy oxen.

Over the last five years, with the emergence of many local farmers’ organizations,
mechanization is becdming a major concern for the population. Farmers are getting more
involved in thepurchdse Of tractors Of different sizes (used and new) within awidepower
range (10 o 45 hp). The tractorization process is mainly orientecl towards improving the
timeliness of land preparation in the rice fields.

Different economical activities areconducted apart from the field crops. Livestock
(cattle, sheep, poultry), tree cropping (fruit and palm) and vegetable garflcsns represent

important sources of *venue.

2.2.5. Agro-edosystem 5 (Diouloulou)
Agro-ecosystem 5 covers thenorthwestern part of the region. Upland crops are

dominant, and occupy'75% to 80% of all cropland. Thelabor organization is Diola type
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based on division according to gender in relation to the type of field operaion to be

carried out. Men perform land preparation on both the uplarid and lowland areas.
The use of animal traction is also important but to a lesser extent than in the
previous agricultural situation. The level of mechanization barely exceeds land preparation

for 60% of all cropland.

2.3. Cropping systems

In norma rainfal conditions (1500 mm), the agricultural production of the Sasse
Casamance region is mainly oriented towards rice production. The amount of rice
produced was estimated to be around 75,000 metric tons representing 30% of the national
production. The shortage of rainfall py 20 to 45%, along with the correlated salinization
process of most rice field soils, has compromised the regional production to the noint that
the region has become a net rice importer since 1978 (Equipe Systemes, 1983; Jolly et al,
1988). The coping strategies developed by farmers to counteract the decrease in rainfall

were to move to more diversification at the regiona agricultura production system level.

Table 5. Cereal yields in Casamance (kg/ha)

Crops Average Yield (kg/ha)
Millet/Sorghum . 730
Maize 950
Upland rice 750
Lowland rice 1,000
Aauaticrice 1,250
Swamp rice 750

Source. MDR, 1986 “Etude du Secteur Agricole:
Plan Céredlier. "




23 !
A bigger emphasis was put on the cash crop (groundnuts) while areas cropped in maize
increased by 19% between 1970 to 1982. Other crops grown are millet and so;rghum.' The

yields measured in farmers conditions are generally low (Table 5).

2.3.1. Groundnut production

The draft animal badsed cropping system is mainly driven by groundnut production,
the only cash crop supporfed by an organized market system at the national level. The
cropping ofgroundnuts hds significantly contributed to the extension of croplands gained
by rapid deforestation and clearing of new lands: upland crops represent 75% to 80% of
all croplands in the region and fields cropped with groundnuts alone accounts for 45% to
55% of all upland crops area. The average farm yield is 954 kg/ha (Posner et al, 1988).

In the agro-ecosystems located North of the Casamance River (zones 3, 4 and 3),
groundnuts are grown either as the first crop in a 2 to 3-year rotation with millet/sorghum
production following landl clearing or altemating with an annual faflow (2-year rotation).
Whereas in the South (zdnes 1 and 3), the cropping pattern is continuous (1-year rotation:
groundnuts/groundnuts)/as land availability is a mgor constraint.

Three varieties of groundnuts are grown: 28-206 and 69- 10 1 (110 to 120
days/cycle). These are improved varieties introduced by agricultural research indtitutions
and governmental extension agencies. The third variety islocal and is called "Bourkouss"
by the farmers. [t isashort cycle variety (90 days/cycle) and is not supported by the
official market system. The local variety is widely used for late seeding. The improved
varieties are mostly grown for their high oil content and are cultivated as cash crops. 69-

101 in the North and 28-206 mainly in the South,
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Groundnuts are the only crop in the cropping system that is highly mechanized

through animal traction. In some agro-ecosystem zones, the level of mechanization
reaches the harvesting operation with the utilization of animal-drawn groundnut diggers or
lifters. The main difference in the cropping pattem among farmers resides in the type of

land preparation: either flat (with a moldboard plow) or ridged.

23.2. Cereals

Cereds (millet, sorghum, maize and rice) account for the remaining cropped area,
45% to 55%, of the total cropped area. Millet and sorghum can be in either a rotation with
groundnut or atemate with annual fallow. Sorghum is very seldom in a mono-culture

cropping pattem. It is generaly intercropped with groundnuts. All varieties used are local

Millet is important in agro-ecosystem zones with large Manding cultural influence.
The seeding starts at the very beginning of the rainy season. The varieties used are local
(Sanio) and have major pest management problems especialy with birds and stem borers
(Pentatomidae Coreidae). Millet is generaly seeded on ridge plowed land to protect the
seed and young emerged plants against excess moisture. The land preparation is either
mechanicaly or manually performed in relation to the timeliness of groundnut field
operations.

Maize production is crucial to farmers as it represents a relay food supply for their
consumption. In general, the harvest takes place during the rainy season and before the
end of the month of September. Maize is mainly grown in agro-ecosystem zones 3, 4 and
5. The cropping pattem is continuous mono-culture (1 -year rotation) in soils rich in

organic matter. Maize fields are mainly located in the backyards of the farmer’'s




25
compounds on relatively small areas (less than 0.5 ha). Lately, there is :a trend to cropping

maize out ofthe badkyard on! newly cleared land, but the major concern to farmers is soil
fertility and the need of field protection against pests to secure production.

During the last 10 to 1.5 years, high yielding varieties of 90 days/growing season
have been provided fo farmers by research ingtitutions and governmental extension
agencies: composite ZM 10 (yellow grain) and hybrid BDS (white grain). New high
yielding varieties (Synthetic (, Makka, etc.) continue to be distributed.

Maize is the second most commonly rnechanized crop after groundnuts. The level
of mechanization involves land preparation, seeding and weeding. The intensity of
mechanical cultivatioh is determined by the type of land preparation (flat or tidge).
Ridging takes place generally when farmers are having weed problems ar excess moisture
in relation to the topadgraphy. Maize seems to be the crop that offers the largest margin of
progress in terms of extension of cropped area and increase in level of production
(Ndiame and Fall, 1989).

Most of the ride production is carried out in lowland areas. The cropping system is
rainfed. There are three types of rice fields ranging from strictly rainfed (upland) to aquatic
(lowland). The aquatic rice fields depend greatly on the accumulation of water from runoff
within the watershed to low areas inside the valleys. The third type of rice field is assisted
by the rising water table, which provides enough moisture to the rice plant. The types of
soil used for rice production vary from sandy (upland) to clayey soil (lowland). A large
number of rice varieties (local or improved 110 to 120 days/growing season) are used
according to the field conditions in terms of soil moisture, sahnity, pH, fertiiity, etc.

Tmproved varieties are widely used by farmers: DJ 684D, IRAT 133, IR. 8, DJ 12-5 19
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Historically, the mechanization of rice production in the region started with the

introduction of the first series of power-tillers (DONG FENG™) from The Republic of
China through the MAC project (1969- 1973). One main objective of the project was to
improve productivity through better timeliness and good quality land preparation (FALL,
1985). The major constraint was related to the size and shape of the plots, which were too

small to facilitate the maneuverability of the power tillers.

The use of anima traction started earlier, in 1967-1968, but was mainly confined
to areas Where researchers and extension workers were conducting experimentation
(TRAVERSE, 1974). Farmers try to combine anima traction for land preparation and

seeding and tractors for land preparation whenever possible.

Rice is generaly direct seeded by hand broadcasting right after land preparation
except for the aquatic rice grown in lowland areas where transplanting is manually
performed by women when water is till ponding. Rice production requires effective land
preparation before seeding in order to improve weed control and to incorporate organic
matter into the soil. Thisfield operation depends largely on the water content of the soil.

Other crops are aso important a the farm level for their economical and
nutritional values. The area alocated to these types of crops is generaly small: cow-pea,

cassava, Sweet potatoes and vegetabies.

The Basse Casamance Agricultural Development Master Plan published the
prediction of production trends for major crops in relation to extreme weather conditions
scenarios (drought and norma) (Table 6). The potential increase in productivity to reach
these preciictions is red and depends mainly on how farmers will be able to improve their

capacity for carrying out field activities on time
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Table 6. Lower Casamance agricultural production trends
in thousand metric tons

e A st

Eo— )

Conditions Drought ‘Normal o
.~ - Year 1979 1985 1990 2000 | 1979 1985 1990 2000
1. Senegal

Millet 407 419 430 452 415 497 577 779
Rice 68 70 72 76 77 03 109 151
Maize 32 35 38 44 34 41 47 64
. _ Groundnuts 613 708 798 1015 749 946 1150 1699
[l. L. Casamance
Millet 25 26 26 28 26 31 36 49
Rice 22 23 23 24 38 46 54 74
Maize 6.6 7.2 78 9.0 6.8 8.1 95 128
Groundnuts 30 35 39 50 36 45 55 82

Source: Master Plan Report, Vol 1 by HARZA (1984).

2.4. Agricultural productivity

At the farm level, the increase in productivity to reach a sustainable cropping

systern is a major concern of farmers. A number of decisions are made towards meeting

their production objectives. These decisions are of two kinds (Jouve, 1986):

- gatbering and organizing available resources

. choosing the most appropriate production process and techniques in

rdation to the environmental conditions.

According to'the resources available, fat-mers use different strategies to meet their

needs. However, a number of limiting factors have an impact on their respective

performances and help explain why fat-mers do what they are doing.
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241. Land productivity

Three mgjor soil types, with slopes ranging from 2 to 8%, have been identified
through different studies, soil surveys and land evauation in the region (Charreau, 1974).
On upland areas, Oxisol and Alfisol soil typesdominate whereas in lowland areas, there
are three subclasses: Molisol (rice fields without salt), Entisol (sand deposit in the estuary
of the Casamance river) and peatsol in swampy areas. The Oxisol soil type (Ferralsol
according to FAO classification) is sandy-clay, red to reddish in color and characterized by
the presence of kaolinite and alow cation exchange capacity (CEC= 11 mmol/g). Mogt of
the upland crops are grown on this type of soil. The Alfisol soil type (beige in color) is
mainly located on the transition zones (from upland to lowland) along the transect
between the Oxisol (on top) and the Molisol types. Its organic matter content is low
compared to the Molisol but has a more silty texture than the Oxisol type. It dso has a
higher clay content and is recognized by its grey to blackish color.

A number of studies have shown that the increase in land productivity is primarily
bound by the drought Situation as farmers do not use mineral fertilizers due to the
shortage of rainfal (Equipe Systemes, 1984). In generd, the fertility level of these soils is
very low because of advanced weathering and lack ofgood management practices
regardless the amount of rnanure provided by the livestock to the cropping system. The
cereals grown in the farm backyard (maize) and at the village level (sorghum and millet)
usually receive manure and organic matter fi-om different origins, but most of the
groundnut. fields do not receive any type of fertilization. The extensive cropping on newly
cleared lands has generated advanced levels of soil degradation. The sand deposit in the

lowland areas by water runoff from upland fields tends to compromise rice productivity.

fffff
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The amount., regularity and distribution of rainfall during the growing season

represent important limiting factors towards reaching bettef land productivity. The
decision to start field activities, in terms of working days, for example, is mainly subject to
these twc factors. The date at which the rainy season begins remains the most
unpredictable factor.

Therain distribution pattern varies from North to South and from year to year.

The state of drought 'has introduced a significant variation in the amount of rains received
in different localities: 45% deficit in the northern areas and 26% in the southern areas. The
year-to-year variation is the most commonly used indicator by farmers to decide about the
cropping pattem (pribrities) and the field operations scheduling towards minimizing risk.
The soil rnoisture condition is gne important parameter considered by farmers to clecide
when and how to carry out the field operations. The rainfall pattem is a key factor in the
decison making progess to meeting timeliness of farmers' field activities,

Azronomic trials cond.ucted in on-station and on-farm conditions have
demonstrated the benefits of plowing on land productivity through significant yield
increases (Equipe Systemes, 1984). Usudly, land preparation on all cropland begins afl:er
-water has infiltrated the soil to a certain depth. The depth of the wetting front at which to
start the plowing opdration is mainly dictated by the amount of working power available at
the farm level in relation to the soil consistency (physical and mechanical properties). On
upland crops, draft ahimals are used when the wetting front is located at around 12 cm or
more after the usefulirain event (FALL, 1985). In lowland areas for rice production, this

limit is different depending on the type of rice fields described earlier,
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24.2. Manpower and labor productivity

The availability of manpower throughout the rainy. season is the most impo'rtant
factor for success in carryiing out field activities. The avaiiabili'y of manpower is mainly
affected by the migration of the young and active population. Cne way for farmers to
solve this problem is to turn to the mechanization of more and n Jre field operations.
However, the level of access to farm equipment and power unit- (anima or tractor) as
factor of production differ from one agro-ecosystem to another and from one farmer to
another (Fall, 1985; Sonko, 1986; Ndiame, 1987). This varia, »n in production
opportunities has induced very significant differences in farmers’ performance across the
region. Different studies used the level or degree of mechanization and the availability of

manpower at the farm to divide farmers into three distinct categories a the regional level

(Equipe Systemes, 1985; Fall, 1990; Sonko, 1990):

= Category 1. Non-equipped households (64%)
The manpower (men and women) ranges from 1 to 4. The peak labor demand is

located at the beginning of the rainy season during land preparation and requires 40% of

total farm seasona labor demand.

The intengity of the labor constraint is different from one cropping system to
anotlner. In agro-ecosystems with important use of animal traction, zones 4 and 5 for
example, some farmers rent a pair of oxen and plowing equipment for a day or two to
meet their field schedule.

For this category of farmers, the area cropped with groundnuts (cash crop) is small

compared to the ceredls: rice fields can occupy up to 60% of all cropped areas.
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- Category 2 Low-level-equipped households (29%)

This category of farmers is characterized by the amotint of manpower, ranging
between 5 and 8 farrh workers. The average is 6 active workers per household.

Land preparation is generally the only mechanized field operation. The remaining
field operations are rhanually executed which. shifts the peak labor demand from land
preparation to weeding and harvesting. The use of anima traction has a real impact on the
amount of cropland reserved to groundnut production (5 to 8 ha). The'majority of the
available farm workers is generally directed to the groundnut fields and penalizes the
cereals. Women involved in rice production according to the gender division of labor look

more. and more for other aternatives (power tillers or mini-tractors) to'improve timeliness.

« Category 3. High-level-equipped households (7%)

The number of farm workers involved in production during the year is large,
ranging from 9t0 2 | persons. These households are well equipped and have 2 to 5 draft
animals.

The area cropped Wwith groundnuts is very important, and averages more than 8 ha
This crop receives the equipment priority. Farmers are sometimes forced to use
supplemental external manpower to meet timeliness, as all the manpower is not available

during the weeding dperation of al] cropped land.

2.5. Summary
The identificdtion of the different agro-ecosystem zones at the regional level

represents a major step toward the analysis and understanding of farmers’ specific working
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conditions. The formulation of recommendations to improve their production techniques

has more chance of success ifbased on existing opportunities. The factors involved in
improving productivity in farmers  conditions are complex.

To increase productivity and sustainability, it is important to help farmers improve
the soil management practices and conservation techniques. Improving tillage practices is
an area to explore in order to reduce soil losses from upland areas and to mitigate the
induced and rapid decrease in soil fertility. To meet these objectives, farmers must be
involved a all phases of research and development. It is important, for example, that
farmers be able to evaluate the physical properties of soils and select the right tool and
implernent to perform any given field operation in a timely manner (Henin, 1990). To
achieve this level of decision-making involving prediction of the power required to carry
out field activities on time, the physica and mechanical properties of the soils found in the
region must be understood in terms of behavior under the influence of various factors.

Farmers in the same agro-ecosystem generally follow similar planting sequences as
a village's coping strategy against magjor pests. maize-millet-groundnuts-sorghum with
very little variation in the case of agro-ecosystems 4 and 5 (Equipe Systemes, 1986). The
cropping practices usually differ from farmer-to-farmer in terms of type and amount of
agricultural inputs used to carry out the field operations (Ndiame, Coulibaly and Fall,
1988). The degree of combination of these cropping practices also caled “itineraire
techniques’ explains the differences in agricultural production performance among
farmers.

The utilization of animal traction by farmers is viewed as an aternative to

improving labor productivity. The potential behind the technology needs to be investigated
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more to optimize the putput ofthe draft animals. It is important at this point to understand

the difficulty and diffdrence in levels of accessto farm equipment and draft animals.' As a
factor of production, the utilization intensity of farm equipment is expected to be different
from one agro-ecosystem to another and from one farmer to another. The variation in
performance among farmers belonging to different mechanization categories needs to be
better analyzed in order to be able to evaluate the impact of the technology at the farm

level and to capture all of the information available in a knowfedge-based system for later

utilization
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Chapter 3

DETERMINANTS OF PERFORMANCE~ OF DRAFT ANIMALS

3.1. Congtraints to animal traction utilization

Since the 1970s, development projects involving animal traction have flourished in
many developing countries around the world. The utilization of anima traction appears to
be very attractive for many small-scale farmers as an aternative way to agricultura
mechanization (Starkey, 1989). A quick overview of the promotion and implementation of
different animal traction-based projects has shown that the utiiization of draft animals is
not a panacea to solve the problem of all small-scale farmers in the Third World Countries
Eicher (1982) wamed about the “maximum potential benefits" approach used by many
agricultural researchers when carrying out animai traction project evaluation. He pointed
out the tendency of the approach to inflate the projected retums and long-run economic
profitability from the technology when data are mainly collected on experiment stations or
demonstration farms.

The failure of different projects has demonsirated that the diffusion and
implementation of animal traction have been limited by many factors. The most important
are tradition, climatic conditions, diseases, poor infrastructure, lack of appropriate

transportation and communicetion systems, inefficient marketing and credit Systems, poor

34
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training, long duration/of the learning process, inefficient extension serviges, cropping

systems types, and inappropriate veterinary services (Pelissier,.’ 1966; Munziger, 1982
Havard, 1937, Fal, 1990; Ndiame, 1990). Different studies have addresseéd these limiting
factors and their impact on the implementation of animal traction throughout the world.
One exampie reported by Starkey and Faye (1988) in relation to the sanitary constraints
was the Stuation in Cameroon Where the use of draft animals was confined to the
Northern cctton producing areas of the country with low tse-tse flies infestation. Similar
limitations &re also des¢ribed elsewhere: Central African Republic, Conga, Equatorial
Guinea and Gabon where the use of animal traction is limited to a few mission stations;
less than 1% of the farmers in Zaire make use of draft animals. In the Basse Casamance
region the diffusion of animal traction from North to South had to face bath traditions and
sanitary ‘constraints alohg with the cropping pattem (Pelissier, 1966; Traverse, 1974; Fall,
1985; Sonko, 1990;). Its utilization is mainly confined to the Northem part of the region
where 18% (in the Northwest) to 68% (in the Northeast) of the farmers own at least one
draft anima (Sonko, 1990). These generd constraints explain most of the variability in the
geographical distributidn of draft animals in developing countries. A number of well-
identified factors are involved in explaining the level of performance of small-scale farms

that have adopted thetéechnology.

3.2. Selection of draft lanimals
3.2.1. Availability
Farmers have a 'relatively wide variety of animal species to chose from for energy

supply. Goe and McDowell (1980) in their guidelines for animal traction's utilization gave
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the potential of different species ranging from dog to horse. There was a large variation of

daft potential among species. According to the survey carried out by Schmitz et al (1991)
in 32 countries of Latin America, Africa and Asia, it appeared that cattle were the most
commonly used animal breed for draft purposes.

An appreciable amount of quality research is being carried out throughout the
world to increase the work output and efficiency of working animals. Crossbreeding
within species is a widely used technique to improve draft potential. Different studies
comparing breeds have shown that it was highly recommended to farmers to use local
indigenous breeds as crossbred animal generally demonstrated inferior working
performance. This was especially true for tasks of long duration. For extended periods of
time, experience has shown the local breeds always produced the most steady output
(Goe, 1983). Another important advantage of the local species described in .he literature
is their availability in numbers and accessibility to farmers, and their adaptability to the
environment. An effective breeding program is always expensive to maintain in order to
produce enough crossbred animais for a continuous supply of draft animals to the farmers.
The supply aspect was found to be very important for the household in relation to the
replacement of injured, dead or sold animais, and for the overall stability of the
technology. In his investigation of the Basse Casamance Situation, Sonko (1985) analyzed
the diverse reasons of removing animais from service and the impact of the removal on the
household performance (Table.7).

Theanalysis carried out showed that thetechnolegy wasunstable for 71% of

animal <traction users who generally possessed one pair of oxen. The loss of one animal

during the growing season (26%) was likely to compromise the objectives of the farmers
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Table 7. Reasons for removing animals from service

e

Reasons Number of Percentages (%)
animals ,

Sales 93 46.5
Death 52 26.0
Trade 14 7.0
Saughter 13 6.5
Theft 8 4.0
Rented out 7 3.5
Out for training 4 2.0
Return to hetd 4 2.0
Gift 2 1.0
‘Unknown 3 1.5

Total 200 100

L

Sourde; Sonko, 1985

production systems, unless they decided to rent a team of oxen from better off farmers
For this rcason, he suggested that the optimal. number of oxen at the farm level is 3 to

secure at ‘east agricultural production.

3.2.2, Selectibn process

Specialists have agreed on most of the criteria used to select draft animals.
Usually, draft animald for a given breed or species were either selected from the herd of
the household or village, or bought from the rnarket. The conformation (physical form,
neck, legs and feet, horn, etc...), the character, the age, the sex and the weight were the
major criteria for the selection. They also presented the most important factors affecting

the work output and working career of a draft animal. The tractive potential of draft
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animals is gmeraliy determined by their liveweight LW in kg and their weight distribution.

In comparing crossbred and indigenous cattle, Goe (1983) pointed out that the amount of
weight distribution over the front legs should enable the crossbred animal to generate

more power. The format and age at which an anima started its working career were

determinant in its future performance.

The selection must be done from available species in relation to the expected task
to be performed by the animas in the given environmental working conditions. Crosseley
and Kilgour (1983) presented a list of advantages and disadvantages of the most
commonly used draft animas in crop production: horse, ox, donkey and dromedary.
Horses appeared to be very costly to maintain and easy to train while oxen were

characterized as easy to feed and to acquire.

3.3. Training of draft animals

The working capability of animals is determined by in large by the quality and the
level of training. An important number of publications on this topic are readily available to
farmers. These publications are generally used as guidelines by numerous projects during
their early implementation phases. The selection and training of animals are crucia for
their working career. The rnain objective of the training sessions is to build a working
behavior into the animals in terms of responsiveness and obedience. According to Conroy
(1992), the trainer and the animals must develop a relationship based on respect and
dominance, as animals deserve feed, rest, shelter and social interaction. During the training
sessions, it is important to manage the temperament of the dorninated animals. For this

purpose, animals should not be frightened and negative aspects of the dominance
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reinforcement must be avoided. One frequent negative aspect reported by Keith (1992)

was to put the animals in discomfort while working which could causeithem to associate
the trainer or eventual driver presence with pain and upcoming punishment. The castration
of bull is one comman technique used by fat-mers to calm down the anima and to reduce
their aggressiveness. The operation is performed between the age of 110 5 years in

relation to the age of! first selection and training.

The age at which animals are selected and trained varies amongiand within species:
1to 8 years for buffaloes in Asian countries and 2 to 4 years for cattle in genera (Goe.,
1983;). A 200d rule of thumb is to start the trait-ring when the body weight and physical
development of the animals have reached 50% to 70% of the matured weight (Goe, 1983,
Lee et d, 1993) (Table 8).

Lhoste (1990) reported that farmers with draft cattle in the Groundnut Basin (Sne
Sdoum) cf Senegal used different management strategies in relaion to the age of training
and length of working career of the animals on-the-one-hand. and the existing marketing
opportunities a the end of their career on the other. The training ages ranged from 2 to S
years, the longest car¢er was 6 years and the shortest 3 years,

In -he Basse dasamance region, studies conducted by Sonko (1990) and Ndiame
(1990) shewed that tHe training age ranged from (AGETRAIN) 2to 6 years and the
average working careér was 6 years. The training sessions were carried out one month
before the rainy seasoh. Keith (1992) working experience with cattle showed that weaned
calves between the agks of 2 to 6 months were easy to train as they trusted and quickly
accepted the trainer. In such cases, the training would require a firm commitment and

planning from the trainer as the useful work would really begin a 3 to 4 years of age.



Table 8 Age and weight to initiate training of cattle for work
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Breed Age Cas- Age Weight Mature
or trated trained (kg) Weight
Type (year) (year) 1 year 2 year (kg)
Adamawa - - 145 190 350-500
Azaouak - - - 350-500
Maure - 2.5-4.0 - - 230-350
North Soudan 1.5-4.0 80 135 300-410
Shorthom
Shuwa - 2.5-3.0 145 240 350-400
N'Dama 1.5-2.0 2.0-3.0 84-136 200-300 280-410
Senegal . 5.0 - - 300-415
Fulani
Ankole 2.2-50 140 225 300-410
Bukedi - 2.0-3.0 90-120 160-175 350-4<0
Bororo 2540 2.0-4.0 . - 350-490
Lugware - 3.0 85-100 150-200 300-35¢
Madagascar 4.0 175 260 300-450
Zebu
Kankre;j 0.5-1.0 3.0-40 175 250 360-550
Nagori 0.5-0.8 3.0 112 217 350-360
Ongole Sumba - 3.0-35 215 350 540-680
Khillari 5.0-5.5 2.0-3.0 - - 450-635
Lohani 3.0-35 3.0-35 . - 270
Sir 4.0 4.0 150-185 200-230 315-540
Krishna 3.0-40 2.5 150 250-275 490-519
Valley

Source: Goe and McDowell, 1980.
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All these factbrs are highly interrelated and contribute significantly to building up

the animals' willingness to work which turned out to be an important determinant of the
animals working performance. The willingness to work affects the perdentage of the body
weight (PF/LW in percent) available for potential power use. The willingness affects the

efficiency of the draft animals teamed through the hamessing system.

34. Harnessing systems and team constitution

3.4.1. Types of harnessing systems

The main objective of a hamessing system is to alow better transmission of energy
from the animal to the implement. The term “hamessing” is used in its general sense to
mean yoking as well (Le Thiec, 199 1).

A wide range of harnesses and yokes are being used around the world. Thistopic
has been addressed in depth by different researchers (Hopfen, 1969; Starkey, 1989; Le
Thiec, 199 1).

Generally, harnessing systems are divicied into two categories: horn or head yokes
and withers or shoulders yokes. The first type of yoke is tied in front or behind the horns.
In both cases ropes or leather straps are used to firmly secure the yoke around the horns.
As mentioned by Le Thiec (1991) and Starkey (1989) a better fit could be guaranteed by
carving the part of the yoke resting on the head of the animal. A head yoke must be strong
and light fer better comfort. The best features of cattle to fit the head yoke turned out to
be a short and strong neck, and strong homs. Impirical experiences have shown that this
type of hamessing system presented advantages of better coordinating the movements of

working animals specially when instantaneous maximum draft is required, by allowing a
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rapid adjustment’of the line of draftto reduce the angle of pull. The main disadvantage

found for continuous work was the more rapid state of fatigue induced by the rigidity of
the yoke attachrnent (Le Thiec, 1991). He warned also against the bad quality of some
ropes used by farmers, which gver time cut off the homs.

The shoulder yokes were mainly designed for forward motion. They are adjusted
to pull against the shoulder muscles or the front base of the hump for Baos indicus_cattle.
The simplicity of fabrication has caused them to be widely used specidly to pull different
types and sizes of carts for transportation. The main advantage of this design alows the
animals to move their heads freely which induces less fatigue than head yokes. Expericnce
has shown that animals hamessed with withers yokes refused to pull and try to get away

when maximum draft is required.

34.2. Efficiency of harnessng systems

The work efficiency of animals was found to depend primarily on the effectiveness
of the energy transmission. A subjective evaluation technique of this effectiveness by
animal traction users is the classification and codification of the energy transmisson mode
into (1) inefficient, (2) average and (3) efficient hamessing systems. According to Goe and
McDowell (1990), a good and well-design harnessing System would help increase animal
draft capacity by providing a the same time enough comfort to the animal. Starkey (1989)
stressed the quality of a good harnessing system to maximize its positive effects in terms
of mutual encouragement of teamed animals towards achieving a sustained work.

Researchers have been focussing on animal factor ergonomics to improve the energy
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transmission for better efficiency. One major step was the improvement of the yoke design

for a better attachment to the working animals (Le Thiec arid Havard, 1995; Roosenberg,
1992).

The potentia energy and pulling capacity were increased by teaming animals
through a harnessing system which coordinates their movement. The process of teaming
must star-t at the animal selection phase in relation to the task to be performed and the
assessment of the expected draft requirements. According to Conroy and Rice (1992),
oxen do not need to be identical in order to make up a successful working team. The
suggested selection criterian to focus on was animals ability to work together. They urged
oxen team trainers to look for similar temperament, agility, size, conformation, and speed
This position was not far from the recommendation made by most animal traction
specialists to select closely identical animas (CEEMAT, 1971, Watson, 198 1). In the case
of anirnas of different size, the strongest should aways walk in the furrow when working
with a moldboard plow in order to balance the draft demand between the two animals.

The pulling force potential expected fom a team of animals was found to be less
than the cumulative potentia of individual animal making up the team. Marks (195 1),
cited by Goe (1983), reported the results obtained with different teaming, scenarios. They
showed that the harnessing system induced a loss of efficiency amounting to 7.5% for a
pair, 15% for triplet, 20% for quadruplet, 30% for quintuplet, and 37% for sextuplet. The
researchers of CEEMAT had specifically addressed the case of teaming oxea and found
similar results (CEEMAT, 1972). Their findings showed that the potential of one animal
must be multiplied by 1.9 to estimate the expected potential from the pair of oxen (10% of

efficiency loss). Lee et al (1993) trandated Marks findings into a general formula to
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evaluate the efficiency of the team (TE) in relation to the size of the team (TS):

TE = 1-(TS-1)*0.075 (1)

The average liveweight LW of each anima working in a team can be determined if
the draft requirement DR for the task to be performed and the percentage of the body
weight (BWP= PF/LW) that an anima could develop into pulling force (PF) were known.
Watson (198 1) proposed another formula by assuming a 15% loss of efficiency for a pair
of oxen:

R 2)

LW =155+ BUP

The numerical default vaue of BWP used most often for cattle was 0.10 (10%) tor

long term traction (CEEMAT, 1975). This value needs to be validated with the local breed

used for traction.

3.5. Working capacities

In general, farmers intend to get the best performance out of their working
animals. The handling and care of draft animals (health, housing, feed) were found to be
an important consideration in order to keeping them in good working condition. When

conditions were bad or the management poor, animas would become more senstive to

stresses and diseases.
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3.5.1. Climiate effects

In the hot ahd humid climate ofthe tropics, exhausted animals will rapidly tend to
lose their tolerance to txypanomiasis and mortality will increase. Accenrding to Crossley
and Kilgour (1983), veterinary services must be made available especialy to farmers. They
must look daily for the morel common symptoms related to the appeanance and behavior of
the animals: urination, mucous membrane, temperature, pulse and respiration rate. Only
healthy animals were found to be able to produce the desired power output. Falvey (1986)
defined health as thé optimal functioning of animal body. This optimum could easily be
offset by the effects of stress on the animal's immune system and by injuries caused by the
harnessing and hitching system. He warned that stress could be created by overworking
animals which are in a state of malnutrition. This would impair the immunoglobulin
production due to deficiency of proteins.

Experience and tests conducted in different places suggests strict management
practices to minimize the drastic effects of ciimate on the work output of draft animals.
Besides the sanitary aspects, the environmental effects on working animals' needs to be
investigated more to help farmers select the best animal. Draft animals do react to changes
in working regime ahd envircnmental conditions by making physiological adjustments to
maintain their body heat. These adjustments caused thermal stress on the animais reflected
in their finture behavior (Singhal and Tomar, - ). A few studies have tried to show or
quantify how much tbe temperature and the humidity realy have affected the working
efficiency. These two factors relate directly to the ability of the animals to dissipate the
heat produced during the task performance. The heat transfer from the animal body to the

environment is a natural phenomenon. The heat exchange is generally conveyed through
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conduction, convection, radiation and secretion of sweat. Reported results from Premi

(1979) stipulated that the respiration rate of bullocks doub_léd with every 10°C rise in
temperature. Goe (1983) reported Sirnilar results with the Hariana; the respiration rate and
body temperature increased as the ambient temperature increased from 10 to 28°C. An
increase in relative humidity reported in the same Study affected the blood and respiratory
system as it accelerated the pulse rate. Zander (1972) gave the range of 30 to 70% for air
humidity to be a comfortable climate. The combinat:ion of these environmental factors was
found to play an important role towards the anima’s state of fatigue when a work (Table
9). Animd traction users agree that moming hours represented the best time period to
carry out field operations. These important results need also to be validated in different

working conditions.

Table 9: Environmental factors on draft animais

Type of Pulse Rate

Animal per minute Respiration Temperature
under jaw bone Rate per minute °’C

Cattle 40-50 1030 38.5-39.5

Horses 3 642 8-16 37.5-385

Donkeys 40-60 40-56 36.0-38.0

Source: Crosdey and Kilgour, 1983

The most detailed study available which reports the direct environmental factors

affecting physiology deal with the human body (Essay, 1969). Essay developed a linear
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model to evaluate a parameter called the Temperature-Humidity Index (THI) which is

related to the dry bulb témperature and dew point temperature. -‘For THI values between
70% and 79%,10% of 100 people were feeling uncomfortable. The THI can only be used
as an indicator and must ‘be set for draft animals working in a given environment. Other
empirical :methods based on management practices which included rest periods were
recommended by field researchers to optimize the output of working animals in a given
environmental condition. The level of fatigue of working animals was indicated through
physiologica and behaviora manifestations (Upadhyay, 1989): unwillingness to work,
frequent stops, respiratory problems, etc. In tropical climates, the maximum working time
ANWKHR in hours must not exceed 8 hrs per day. Devnani’s (198 1) investigation showed
that bullocks' work time during the summer must be kept between 5 to 6 hrs per day and
divided into two sessions (morning and evening). In the Basse Casamance region,
Traverse (1974) suggested that the Ndama cattle could be managed in relation to the

intensity of the work:

Light task: 7 hrs/day + rest at mid-day
Medium task: 7 hrs/day + rest at mid-day + 1 day off/week

Heavy task: 3.5hrs/day from 8:00 to11:30 am.

This classification was made possible in relation to the draft required to perform
different tasks. transport, harrowing and weeding were considered as light jobs; plowing
sandy soll (upland crops) as amedium jobs; and working clay soil (lowland rice fields) as

heavy jobs. The most recent studies conducted by Fal (1985) and Sonko (1986) have
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shown that in fact, farmers in the Basse Casamance region used draft animals for less

hours per day to perform field work.

352, Pulling force potentiai

The potentia pulling capacity PF in N or daN of a working anima was found to be
mainly determined by the animal species and breed, weight, age, nutritional and health
condition, level of supervision and training, and methods of harnessing. A well
documented research program showed that the pulling capacity was directly proportiona
to the animal body weight (CEEMAT, 1974; Goe and McDowell, 1983; Starkey, 1989;
Campbell, 1990) which in turn was affected by the body condition of the anima and the
harnessing system (Table 10).

The potential was expressed in animal body weight perceniage (BWP in "5). The
average long ter-m pulling force (PF in N or daN) developed by working animals was
found to be within the ranges of 15% to 20% for donkeys, 12% to 15% for horses and 9%

to 12% for cattle (CEEMAT/FAOQ, 1972). Goe (198'7) mentioned a draft potentia of 18%

to 23% of the body weight from Ethiopian draft oxen.

Table 10: Work potential of man and various animals

ltem Man Horse Ox Donkey
Weight (kg) 80 400-700 300-900 100-300
Pull () 100 500 500 400
Speed (m/s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Power (kW) 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.4
Daily work hours (h) 6 6 5 4
Daily work output(MJ) 2 10 9 6

Source: Crossey and Kilgour, 1983
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Research findings showed that during their growth phase, the closer the draft

animals' liveweight approached their mature, or genetic weight, MATURELW in kg, the
heavier the type of work they could perform. This point has been emphasized by
Upadhyay (1989) who stipulated that heavy animals possessed more pulling capacity than
light animals but were less suited to speedy work. In evauating this potential and taking
into account the morphological aspects, Goe (1983) and Lee et al (1993) suggested a
body weight parameter called the condition score CS. The condition score excludes from
tract.ion any anima storing less than 1 (after rounding off). This corresponds to less than
50% of the body weight ratio depicted in the following equation where LW in kgf and

MATURELW in kgf were respectively t he animal live and mature weight:

)-0.4)

CS =S ATURELW

The liveweight LW could be measured by using proper scaling devices generally
avallable at the veterinary services or the governmental extension agencies. In areas
lacking infrastructure and effective technical support services to farmers, researchers have

developed different models to help estimate the weight of cattle based an the

morphological features of the animal (CEEMAT, 1974, Watson, 198 1):

- 4
(girth )7+ L )
A S

Lw: 300
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Where the ginh (in inches) represents the circumference (CIRCUMF) of the torso

a the point of heart and L (in inches) represents the length of the animal from the point of
shoulder to the rump. However the applicability of this formula was limited to non-
castrated oxen. Cows were also used in areas where they were culturally accepted. The
pulling capacity of cows was found to be approximately 5% lower than for male animais
(Lindsay, 1986). Also cows needed special care and more attention than maies in order to
maintain their reproductive capacity and milk production. In the Sine Sadloum region of
Senega (known as the Groundnut Basin), survey reports indicated cows were 26% of the
draft cattle and were used as a second or third team member to support the aready
existing draft oxen (Lhoste, 1990). In the Basse Casamance area, only male cattle were

used for traction (Sonko, 1985).

353. Work potential and energy requirements
353.1  Instrumentation

The evauation of work output and energy expenditure was found to require from
smple to highly sophisticated instrumentation in relation with the type of parameters to be
included in the energy determination. Research efforts were mostly centered around the
development of different sensors to help measure integrated parameters as heart beat,
pulse rate, respiratory rate, draft, speed, oxygen consumption, body temperature, efc.
Substantial resources were put into the development of new methods integrating
physiological and physical parameters. At the same time, the classic approach using a
smple dynamometer and integrating distance traveled DISTRAV with animal speed

ANS PEED measurements was still widely used because of its simpiicity compared to the
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new methods. The new methods were divided into direct and indirect measurements.

These twc techniques were well documented by Lawrence and Pearson (1989).

The direct method involved the measurement of heat output dissipated from the
animal’s body. The heat generated during the task performance was produced by the
oxidation of carbohydrates, fats and proteins to carbon dioxide, water and urea. The
method presented some serious limitations. The animals must be kept enclosed in a
chamber. The theoretical and practical aspects, of the measurement technique need to be
investigated more in order to make the results usable in field operations.

The indirect meethod took the measurements one step further by addressing not
only the heat production but also the amount and the quality of gaseous exchange
involved. The technique was based upon the calculation of the heat dissipated by the body
using a measurable parameter represented by the amount of gaseous exchange. The
underlying principle was that no heat was produced without gaseous exdhange. Oxygen
(O1), carbon dioxide (CO2) and respiratory quotient were the parameters mostly
concerned. Two types of apparatus were used by the Center for Tropical Veterinary

Medicine (CTMV) a the Universty of Edinburg:

- Classic Open Circuit System for use on the animal at work and a rest.
The system was not portable and the use of a treadmill was necessary to ‘enable the animal

to work while staying in one place.

- The Plortable Rreath-by-Breath Anayzer in the form of an artight

facemask fitted with a flow meter was to measure the volume of each breath. Samples of
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expired air were to be analyzed in the laboratory with the application of correction factors

related to temperature, atmospheric pressure and hurnidity.{"l"hé apparatuscould not be
used in the field because of the laboratory intervention, representing a serious

disadvantage.

The AFRC instrumentation package was also developed for continuous
measurement of both physiologica and mechanical work performance variables (O'Neil et
a, 1989). The data stored in the data logger during the work session were: draft force,
angle of pull, speed, heart rate, breathing rate, body temperature and stepping rate. The
only disadvantage resided in the non-availability and high cost of sensors used to collect
the data. The CEEMAT package put more emphasis on the mechanica variables.

Other methods to estimate the different levels of energy required of working
animals are indicated in the literature.

These levels of energy have been designated as maintenance, work and liveweight
gain by many authors (CEEMAT/FAQ, 1972; Goe, 1980, Lawrence, 1985; Favey, 1986;

Pearson, Lawrence and Ghimire, 1989; Lawrence and Zerbini, 1993).

35.3.2. Energy at work
FAO (1972) reported the energy requirements for ruminants at work to be about
2.6 fold the maintenance energy. Pearson and Fall (1993) believed that the FAO method
overestimated the energy required. For the specific case of cattle, the values published by
Lawrence and Zerbini (1989) were the most recent. The technique used the factorial

method and was found to be feasible for long measurements in the field. It was based on
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determining the extra dnergy E used by working animas of liveweight LW (in kg) when

walking on a horizontal distance HD (in km), carrying loads LC (in kg), doing work W (in

kJ) while pulling loads, and walking uphill a vertical distance VD (in km):

W _98I*(VD)*(LW) )
C D '

E = A*HD)*(LW)+ B*(HD)*(LC)+

The coefficients given by Lawrence and Zerbini  1989) were matnly for cattle:
= 2.0 kJ/kg of LW per kmof 11D
3.0 kJ/kgof LCperkmof1iD
3.3 kJ/kJof W

A
B
C
D = 0.033 kJ/kg of LW per km of VD

The vaues of the coefficients were obtained through laboratory experiments,
which represented a major disadvantage compared to measurements performed in the

fidd. The coefficients need also to be evaluated for local breeds.

3533. Energy for growth

Most draft animals reached maturity during their working career Energy was
required to foster their growth while at work. The level of energy was found to vary in
relation to the management practices and the task to be performed (work-only versus
work and fattening). Goe (1983) wamed that the energy used by working animals for
growth needed more investigation as the values, published in the literature presented
important discrepancies. He presented research results obtained in West Africa reporting a
rate of growth of 1 kg/day for cattle trained at 0.5 to 3 years of age. Experiences

conducted in farmersJ condition in Senegal showed that the oxen used in the Groundnut
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Basin areas gained an average liveweight of 33% per year or 0.16 kg/day, 25% per year or
0.11 kg/day and 17% per year or 0.05 kg/day. This was observed for draft animals trained
a age 2-3 years and weighing 170 kg, 3-4 years and weighing 220 kg and 5-6 years and

weighing 300 kg (Lhoste, 1990).

3534. Energy for maintenance
The energy required for maintenance has been investigated by numerous scientists
and appears in most anima traction manuas and guidelines. Lawrence and Zerbini (1993)
presented MAFF (1984)'s contribution in evaluating the energy required for maintenance

MAE (in MJ/day) for cattle ofliveweight LW (in kg):

MAE =036 * (L w )*”’ (6)

The working capacity and the source of energy required for draft animais at work
were described to be largely dependent upon the availability of quality feed and the

efficiency with which this feed was transformed into potential energy .

3.6. Feeding systems

36.1. Feed quality and availability

An important amount of information was published in the literature to present
research carried out towards improving draft animal feeding systems. The rationale behind
providing working animals access to better feed was the maximization of the amount of

work obtained from the limited available resources. Feed is the main source of energy for
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animals. One important aspect of that research was to increase the nutritional value in

order to provide the nutrients required for the execution of various physiologica functions
as work. As presented earlier, working animals rely on feed to provide energy I*or
maintenance, growth and work. ‘The necessary amount of feed for a working animal could
be calculated if all the required energies were known. The only limiting factor identified in
the literature was the non-availability of a reliable feed supply (Eicher, 1982). This was
found to be 4 major technical constraint as feeding practices commonly used by
smallholder farmers were simple and dependent on naturally available feed resources:
grazing and utilization of seasonal crop residues and by-products. But mos: crop residues
were regarded by nutritionists as, poor quality feed (Wanapat, 1989). Ffoulkes and
Bamualirn (1989) suggested that the quality of straw feed must be improved by the
addition of urea. A limited number of natural forages species were found to be high
protein: Leucaena, Cassava, Sweet potato and banana (Table 11). Beside the mineral
requirements, draft animals need high energy feed mainly based on glucose and fat to
satisfy the energy demand of different physiologica functions as sustained muscular
activity. According to Teleni and Hogan (1989), work was achieved through the
combination of various systems ‘based on adenosine triphosphate (ATP) gtneration,

respiratory and cardiovascular functions.

3.6.2. Diet for working animals
Current research results on nutrition are yet to be transferred to farmers. |n the
West African region with a long dry season, reports show that farmers are still
experiencing a shortage of energy as land preparation occurs at the end of the long dry

season when animals are in their poorest condition. For most farmers, the diet ofworking
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Table 11: Composition and digestibility of feeds (DM basis)

Minerds
‘ (g/kg DM)
Types of feed DM CP CF Fat DMD
% % % % %
Ca| P | Niyf S
Crop residues
Rice straw 33-95 | 4-6 33 1 51211 |3855
Maize stover 85 6 32-46 1 4121012 54
Sorghum  straw 91 4-8 33 2 3(2(1 |- (4248
Sugarcane tops 28 6 35 2 512114 62
Cassava leaves 26 20 21 4 2013 (1 |2 72
Banana leaves 24 12 23 4 7131 |2 |45-66
Potato forage 11 13 14 4 143 (<1|3 93
Tree legumes
Leucaena 30 29 21 4 191311 | 4 |5160
Glyricidia 27 24 18 4 712113 67
(Concentrates
Rice grain 86 10 10 2 L3 ]! 63-95
Rice bran 86 10 20 | 11221 Ju8{ 1 |2 43
Maize grain 86 10 2 5 03|11 65
Soya bean meal 90 37-48 5 4 316 (<1]3 25
Kapok seed med 90 31 30 8 5 |13 50
Cotton seed meal 86 44 14 8 4 11 28-50
Molasses 75 4 0 0 1wyt 1919 { 100
Tapioca waste 90 2 3 4 6 |2 69
Palm kernel cake 89 19 13 5 3471 21 2

DM: Dry Matter; CP: Crude Protein; CF. Crude Fiber;

DMD: Dry Matter digesibility.

Source: Extracted from Ffoulkes and Bamualim, 1989
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animals is mainly based on roughage and browse. The loss of weight during this dry period

represents a serious limitation to performing heavy fieldwork a the beginning of the
cropping season (Starkey, 1989). As pointed out by Wapanat (1989), ver-y few
experiments on feed rations were conducted in on-farm conditions, in order to evaluate
the feasibility and acoeptance of the rations by the farmers.

The literature is documented well in methods and techniques of evaluating the
amount of’ feed necessary for working animal:;. In genera, all the authors take into account
dl forms of energy involved in satisfying the demand of physiologica furctions. Lawrence
and Zerbird (1989) included in their estimation the energy for milking cows at work based
on MAFF (1984)'s model. Crosdey and Kilgour (1983) partitioned the energy content of

feed into gross energy (GE), digestible energy (DE) and metabolizable energy (ME). It

was only at the stage of metabolizable energy that the animal could redly use the energy

to perform work. All these levels of energy were interconnected:

ME =0.8*DE (7)
For poor feed (straw for example):

DE = 0.45*GFE (8)

For good feed (grains for example):

DE =0.85*GE )
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The energy content of feed was generaly determined on a dry matter basis (DM)

and largely depended on the percentage of digestible dry matter (DMD). Crossley and
Kilgour (1983) indicated in their anaysis that the approximate maximum amount of DM

caled the Appetite Limit (AL in kg of DM per day), was related to its liveweight:
AL =0.025*LW (10)

3.6.3. Forage Unit

Goe and McDowell (1980) reporting different nutritional research activities
conducted around the world used the concept of total digestible nutrient (TDN) and

forage unit (FU) to convert the amount of feed into GE and the ME'. For the West
Affican region, most of the research activities have been performed by the French
indtitutions CEEMAT and JEMVT. A comprehensive list of nutrient sources for working
animals and their energy content using the feed unit (FU) concept has been published

(CEEMAT, 1975). Average estimates of feed unit for maintenance (FUM in kg)
published by CEEMAT (1975) could be modeled (R*= 0.999) into a relation between the

liveweight (LW in kg) and the number of forage unit FU to provide the required level of

energy’:

FUM = 6.321* 10°* (LW) -- 0.7089 (11)

' TDN = carbohydrate+ protein + 2.25 * fat
1 kg of TDN = 4.409 Mcal or 18.447 MJ of DE
= 3615 Mcal or 15.125 MJ of ME

_ 1kgof FU =0.74 k:g of Barley
° The raw data used to develop the linear model are presented in the appendices.
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The model output gave the same TDN results as the values published by Goe and

[

McDowell (1980) and Goe (1983) for West Afiica

3.7.. Implements selection and characterigtics

Implement selection described by different authors was revealed to be as important
as the selection of draft animals (Le Moigne, 1981; Starkey, 1989). For many farmers, at
the earlier stage of adoption, the selection could be very complicated, as a variety of
equipment designs are available on the market. The introduction of farm equipment in the
cropping system by development agencies was not neutral and was done as a means
towards achieving production objectives. The major chalenge in the process was to fi
most of the tasks to the draft animals by selecting the right implements, Once the
implement was selected, its utilization would likely predetermine the execution mode of all
the following field operations.

Animal-drawn implements were generally designed with ergondmic considerations
for comfort and efficiency. They were mainly composed of three major! parts: working
compenents (moldboard, ridger, tines, and shares), frame or beam (equipped with or
without uheels) and handles. ‘The shape and sharpness of the working components were
mostly responsible ofthe draft required (DR in kgf or daN) to move the implement in the
soil in the horizonta direction of travel. Each farm impfement had its own requirements in
terms of draft and energy in relation to the type of soil. A number of draft tests conducted

in different areas of the world have been reported in the literature (CEEMAT, 1975; Goe

and McDowell, 1980) (Table 12).



L e, es———

60

Table 12 Draft requirements for farm implements (Equatorial Africa)

Implement Draft Speed (km/hr)

Plow

Indigenous 0.14-0.70 kg/cm’ 1.61-2.42

Mol dboard 0.21-1.12 kg/em® 2.42-4.84

Disc 0.31-1.00 kg/em® 2.42-5.65
Disc harrow

single action 0.45-1.50 kg/cm 1.61-4.03

double action 1.20-2.70 kg/cm 1.61-4.03
Rotary tiller 0.70-3.50 kg/cm 0.81-2.42
Harrow

spike or peg 1.80-2.70 kg/peg 1.61-4.84

spring tine 10.0-25.0 kg/tine 1.61-4.84
Roller or puddler 0.15-0.90 kg/cm 0.8-4.03
Leveler, float 0.30-0.70 kg/cm 1.61-4.84
Row-trop  planter 30.0-70.0 kg/row 1.61-4.84
Grain drill 6.0-22.0 kg/row 1.61-4.84
Transplanter 10.0-20.0 kg/row 0.8-2.42

Source: Goe and McDowell, 198 1|




Enawp———— ]

61
For given working conditions, the draft required was found to depend on the type

and condition of soil, and the angle of pull (y in degree angle).” All farm equipment
involved in crop production were mainly characterized by
working width (IMPLWWD in cm) and depth (IMPLWDP in cm). If PF in daN is the

anima pudling force, the draft required DR in daN can be expressed as:

DR = (PF)*cos(7 ) (12)

Drfferent studies have shown the importance of the angle of pull y and its
dependenzy on the type of draft animal and the harnessing system (Dibbits, 1993; Le Thiec
and Havard, 1995). The optimum angle of pull was found to give the true line of draft.

The line of draft or traction was defined as the straight line connecting the point of draft
located at the hamess level (yoke clevis) and the

center of soil resistance on the working component of the implement (Watson, 198 1). Le
Thiec and Havard (1995) found the angle of pull for Ndama cattle to be between 15" to
18° and 19° to 23" for Zebu. The variable horizontal and vertical hitch points located on
the implement hitching bar are used to adjust the line of draft and the pulling angle in
order to balance the soil forces acting upon the working components and the weight of the
implement .

The utilization of animal-drawn implernents requires skilled operators to minimize
energy losses. Different studies found farmers differing in skills and years of experience.

Eicher (19'82) reporting Barrett et ] in a study conducted in Burkina Faso pointed out
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that there was a slow leaming process for farmers who were using donkeys or oxen for

the first time. It took about three to four years before a farmet-knew how to use a
complete package of equipment. Implements were provided with different control systems
and adjustment devices. Besides the horizontal and vertica adjustments previously
mentioned to adjust the working width and depth, the whedl was designed to provide
better stability. Adjustments by triai and error were commonly used to reach the point
where the wheel was not pressing too hard on the soil surface and cutting into the ground
to increase the soil resistance (rolling resistance and bearing friction) or not lifting off the
soil surface (Watson, 198 1). Handles were also provided to help steer and tilt the
implement to correct the line of draft while in motion. A good adjustment was achieved if
no force was felt at the handles to prevent the operator from steering the implement and

contrcrlling the working animals (Crossley and Kilgour, 1983).

3.8. Soils

3.8.1. Soil types

The draft DR in daN is mainly defined in relation to the resistance of the soil
against advancing implements working components (WKGCOMP). In other words, draft
is the force required in the horizontal direction of travel as stipulated by ASAE Standards
(1984) to initiate and sustain movement. In crop production, the physical characteristics of
the soil were found determinant in the evaluation of the amount of force required for
pulling a given implement.

In the US system, soils are generally classified into textural classes or orders.

There are 12 major textura classes according to the size and distribution of the primary
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particles (percentage of sand, silt and clay). Soil structure relates to the arrangement of the

particles into peds or aggregates (shape and size) (Foth, 199'(;).. The different soil classes
are summarized in the commonly used textural triangle. Within the categories of soil
taxonomy, soil orders represent the highest category. There are 11 orders divided into
subgroups, family and series.

As pointed out by Charreau (1974), the soil survey and classification of the West
African region had been made possible by a group of more than twenty French researchers
(IRAT and ORSTOM) who hel ped train African soil scientists during a twenty-year
period. They used the French system elaborated in 1967 by the CPCS to develop the West
African scil map. The classification was made of 12 classes subdivided into subclasses,
groups and subgroups, families, series and types. The family was composed of soils
formed from the same kind of parent material. The series related to the position on the
toposequence and the types relate to the texture of the surface horizon. They also

presented five vast zones originated from the following parent materias:

"a. Inthenorthern part of Senegal, Mali, Niger and Chad: sandsand sand dunes
b. In the Niger River's arc and a great part ofthe Chad basin: alluvial deposits
ranging from pure sand to fine clay
c. Westward, south-westward, and eastward of the Niger River's arc in Burkina
Faso, in two-thirds of Senegal and in Southem Chad are found the Termina

Continental formations. . The materials generally went through astrong

ierralitic  alteration.
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d. In the southern part of Niger River's arc, in the central part of Mali, and in the

western part of Burkina Faso is a vast area of Co:rhb‘ro-Ordovician sandstones
overlanded by an ancient “lateritic” iron pan . . .
e. In the southem part of Madli, in Burkina Faso, in the central part of Chad:

crystalline shidld made up of plutonic rocks, :etzmorphic rocks and volcanic

rocks. ... "

The soil map showed that large areas were occupied bv grey and yellow-to-beige
ferrugineous soils, and red férralitic types of soil. The soils were also characterized by a
field capacity (SFC) of 15 to 20% v/v and a wilting point « *VP) of 7 to 9% v/v.

The oxic horizon of the ferrugineous and ferrditic soiis are mainly made of a
mixture of three elements. kaolin, amorphous hydrated oxides (iron and/or aumirum), and
quartz. The amount of kaolinite is highly variable. The soils are desaturated and
characterized by a low cation exchange capacity CEC due to the presence of kaolinite. As
described by many soil scientists, they have aimost reached the end point of weathering in

their evolution (Charreau, 1974).

These two types of soil are dominant in the southem part of Senega (Ducreux,
1984). The gray ferruginous soils (“Beige soil”) presents a sandy to coarse loamy texture
in the upper horizon with a subangular blocky structure and a -fine loam to fine clayey
texture in the deeper horizon with angular blocky structure.

The ferrditic soils aso called “Red soil” (due to the presence of amorphous iron
oxides) present some Alfic characteristics with subsurface horizons of clay accumulation

and medium base supply. The texture and structure are similar to the grey type.
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3.8.2. Mechanical and physical properties

3.8.2.1. Physical properties

Nicou (1975) and Ducreux (1984) presented, in their respective studies, the
ferrugineous and ferralitic soils to derive their physical characteristics and mechanical
behavior from the predominance of kaolinite and sandy to sandy-clayey texture of the
surface honzon. The dry climate through the wetting and drying cycles had significantly
affected the aggregates and structure stability. The stability refers to the ability of the soil
aggregates to resist the disintegrating effects of water and mechanical manipulation (Jury
et al, 1991). Thelow clay content in theupper horizons (8 to 12%) and the presence of
kaolinite were described to confer to the soil surface a massive to structureless behavior
when dry. Ir this situation, the aggregates tended to harden and a cementation of the
whole soil mass takes place (Charreau, 1974). This process of increasing cohesion called
“prise en masse” during the drying phase of the cycle is a well-known soil characteristic of
the dry tropica regions. The phenomenon has been studied mainly by penetrometry by
different researchers, in relation 1o the soil texture, water content and porosity. The soil
cone penetrometer was designed and validated as a standard device used to measure the
penetration resistance of soils caled the "cone index” (CI in kgf or daN per cm’). The
cone index Cl is used to compare mechanica properties of different soils, and to develop
performance and prediction relationships. ASAE Standard (1984) has recommended two
cone base diameter sizes: 20.27 mm with 15 9 mm shaft diameter for soft soils, and 12.83
mm with 9.5 mm shaft diameter for hard soils. The hand-operated cone penetrometer used
by Charreau (1974), Nicou (197 S) and Ducreux (1984) is described as a simple graduatecl

and sharp metallic shaft (15 to 20 mm in diameter) with a 60" cone and a sl:ding weight
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(SLWGHT in kgf or daN). The diding weight faling from a given height (HGT in m)

drives the shaft into the soil to a certain depth (DEP in m) (Ducreux, 1984). If SR in kgf

or daN is the soil resistance to the shaft penetration, then the penetration energy Eoer

corresponding to the depth DEP is given by:

E pee = (SWGHT) * (HGHT) = (SF) * (DEP) (13)

The penetration forces were found to be 5 to 10 times higher when the soil was
dry than wet. At various moisture regimes above the wilting point, field observations and
soil manipulation in the laboratory showed that the sandy texture of the surface horizons
tends to give to these tropical soils a non-sticky, non-plastic and friable state of
consistency (Charreau, 1974; Ducreux, 1984). The mechanism involved in this hardening
process during the dry season and after intermittent rainfalls followed by dry spells during
the wet season is till under investigation. Nicou (1975) and Ducreux (1984) defined a
textural index caled the “hardening index” HI to characterize this physica behavior. The
index was expressed as the ratio of the clay content over the coarse fraction (coarse silt +
coarse sand). They found that there was a linear relationship between the hardening of the
soil upper horizons and the index HI for soils studied in Senegal and Niger: the higher the
index, the higher the tendency of the soils to harden during the drying cycle. The
phenomenon was found to be important in relation to crop production (tillage and root
penetration). For land preparation, Char-r-eau (1974) wamed that during this hardening
process, the draft required by these ferrugineous and ferrditic soils appeared to be too

high for draft animals found within the area of study (donkeys, horses or cattle). A draft
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value of 240 kgf or daN from a plow working at a depth of 15 cm in a ferrugineous soil

was recorded in the southem part of Senegdl.

3.8.2.2. Resistance to traction

The most frequent parameter used to characterize the mechanical behavior of
different soils is the specific soil resistance SSR in kgf or daN/em’. It represents the sum
of the soil and crop resistance and the implement rolling resistance. The draft per unit of
furrow cross-section given by the ASAE Standard (1984) relates high-speed (greater than
3 km/h) field operations with implement types and soil types. With animal power,
experience bas shown that draft depends mainly upon the soil moisture conditions and the
type of implements used.

The specific resistance was found to be highly variable among soils. Smith and
Mullins (1991), cited by Lee et al (1993), classified the soil specific resistiance in relation
to their textural characteristics. They used the clay content as a criterion to divide the soils
into 5 classes of specific resistance, ranging from 30,000 N/m’ for coarse sandy soils (0%
to 8% of clay) to 130,000 N/m* for clayey soils (50% to 100 % of clay). In these
conditions, the draft required (DR in daN) to pull an implement with working width
(IMPLWWD in cm) and depth (IMPLWDP in cm) in a soil of known specific resistance

(SSRin daN/cm®) is as follows;

DR,,,! = (IMPLWWD)* (IMPLWDP)* (SSR )., (14
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The main limitation of this approach was found to be that the soil specific

resistance was not correlated to the soil rnoisture regime. Different studies on monitoring
field activities revealed that farmers carried out field operations at non-optimal soil water
content in order to meet thelr production objectives through better timeliness (Charreau,
1974; Fall, 1985; Lee et al, 1993).

The occurrence of the first useful rain event is usually a signai for farmers to
schedule their field activities according to the number of working days available during the
cropping season. The number of working days was considered to be highly determinant in

the process of evaluating how farmers achieved their production strategies in relatio:: with

the climate and soil type.

39. Working days

3.9.1. Seil moisture regime

The soil moisture regime described by many authors as the main criterion is used
to evaluate a working day in relation to the type of soil and weather. It is generally
described by soil physicists to be highly dependent on temperature through
evapotranspiration (ET in mm/day), rainfall (RF in mm), slope of the soil surface through
runoff (RO in mm), drainage characteristics (DN in mm) and type of field operation to be
performed (ASAE Standards, 1984). For every soil, a characteristic curve can be
developed to relate the soil matrix potentid W. in MPa or bar and the soil moisture by

volume 6v in %v/v. The soil water content can be determined either by in-situ

measurements or estimated by using prediction models.
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The first technique described in many procedures of determining soil water content

in-situ involves the use of ether soil moisture sensors (tensiometef, porous blocks,
psychrometer, TDR) for volumetric soil water content (VSWC in % em’/em’), or sol
samples with laboratory facilities for gravimetric soil water content (GSWC in % g/g).
These methods are complementary. Once the soil particle density (SPD in g/cm'a), the soil
bulk density {(SBD in g/cm®) and the water density (WAD in g/em’) were known it
becomes easy to determine the other related soil parameters (Hanks, 1992).

The second technique used by crop modelers was mainly based on equations (soil
water balance) to predict on a daily basis the soil moisture status. The prediiction equations
were generally derived from the hydrologic balance which states that the water stored in a
given volume of soil (root zone) is equal to the difference between the amount of water
added (rain and/or irrigation) and the amount ofwater withdrawn (evapotranspiration,
runoff, drainage) (Hillel, 1982). In absence of irrigation, Hunt (1986) proposed the
following equation to determine the soil water content (SWC in mm) during day n (the

other variables have been previously defined):

SWC, = (SWCo1)-(ET,)+ (RF,)~(RO,)-(DN,) (15)

Two main characteristics of the soil water system given as boundary values, are the
field capacity (SFCin % or mm) and the wilting point (WP in % or mm). The field
capacity is defined in the literature as the soil water content, sometimes ¢alled drained
upper limiz (DUL in % or mm), reached in a few days after wetting of the soi.1 layers

located near the soil surface (Ritchie, 1972).
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At field capacity, the soil water drainage DN from the lowest soil layer of the root

zone is generally considered negligible. Jury (199 1) argued that atrue field capacity. does
not exist, as water will aways continue to drain under gravity reaching an insignificant
level after a few days (two days for rnost sandy seil). The water content at field capacity
corresponds to a soil matrix potentia ranging from Yy= -0.1 bar (-0.01 MPa) {0 Wn= «
0.33 bar (-0.03 MPa). During the desiccation process, the wilting point is described as the
lower limit (LL in % or mm) of soil moisture at which water is not available to plant. Only
adhesion water around the soil particles is retained by the soil matrix (Foth, 1990). The
soil matrix potential a this stage of desiccation is Wm= « 15 bar (- 1.5 MPa).

The soil water balance can be determined with the measurement in-situ of the soil
volumetric water content at DUL and LL. The soil water holding, capacity (SWHC in % or
mm), sometimes called extracrable water is defined as the difference between the soil

water content at field capacity (SFC) and the soil water content a wilting point (WP)

SWHC = (SFC)-(WP) (16)

The average extractable water in the root zone is 13% for most mineral soils. This
is related to the texture, as plant water uptake also takes place during the drainage process
(Ritchie, personal communication). The soil water content at which the execution of
different animal traction field operations are recomrnended lies within the soil water

holding capacity range in the upper 30 cm of soil and 15 cm.
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3.9.2. Weather factors
The weather related factors induce a probabilistic aspect into the evaluation of the
number of working days. The technique developed was based on determining the
precipitation probabilities (P in percent) or frequency (Frain in decimal). The probabilities
of occurrence was caculated by using the em.pirical equations adopted by the American
Society of Civil Engineering (ASCE) and referred to as the Gumbel’s equation (AID,

1977, Schwab G.O., Fangmeir D.D., Elliot W.J. and Frevet RK., 1993):

m
Fran= (;H—;) (17)

Pram = 100 * (1' me;) (18)

Where m is the order assigned to the precipitation event ranked in ascendiny order
and n is the total number of data points, The associated return period is the reciprocal of
the frequency Fen.

The probability values for working days (PWD in decimal) during chosen period
intervals (weekly, bi-weekly or monthlv) have been caculated and tabulated according to
different geographical locations. The probabilities are used to help estimate the number of
working days (NWDAYS in days) a specific field operation can be performed within the
time intervals at a certain level of confidence.

Le Moigne (198 1) had carried out a Similar analysis for the West African region

He proceeded by detérmining the number of non-working days. For monthly period
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inter-vals, he based his analysis on hypotheses built around soil/tool relationships. He

identified four large zones characterized by one rainy season within Senegal, Mali, Niger,
Burkina Faso and Chad. For each zone he used the number of rainy days per month

(Table 13) with the following hypotheses:

Scenario 1.

He considered two predominant types of seil: sandy and clay soils. The sandy soils
are located at the highest position of the toposequence and are mainly used for upland
rainfed crops. Their physical characteristics are the same as the ferrugineous and ferralitic
soil types described earlier. Generally, these sandy soils have a good drainage systems.
They drain well and fast. In contrast, the clay soils are found in lowland areas located
within the watersheds along the main West African rivers (Niger, Senegal, Volta, Lake
Chad, Casamance, Gambia). They can stay saturated for longer periods of time compared

to the sandy soils and prevent any tillage operation.

Scenario 2:

He identified the different field operations and cropping practices that are
significantly affected by the amount of rainfal in terms of soil-implement working
component interactions and ground trafficability.

In sandy soils, all fields operations involving the utilization of cultivator tines were
classified as quasi-impossible to carry out for rainfal events amounting to more than 50
mm/day. For plowing and ridging, the execution was difficuit for rainfal between 30

mm/day to 50 mm/day. Seeding and weeding required 1 day of drainage after rainfall
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Table 13: Non-working days for the West African region

A §

Zones (rain) /Field operations

<= 350 mm
Plowing
Tines land preparation
Seeding
Weeding - Ridging
350 10 600 mm
Plowing
Tines land preparation
seeding
Weeding - Ridging
600 to 800 mm
Plowing
Tines land preparation.
seeding
Weeding - Ridging
800 to 1200 mm
Plowing
Tines land preparation
Seeding
Weeding » Ridging

SO O
cooco

oo
coo o

SO C O
co oo

O O o o
[ I e B e N e

=z |
| > |
=

Ioooo
IOOOO
o
ol

Ioooo
o
ol
—

IOOOO
o
(Sa)

B35 [ 1 2.'5

<= 350 mm
Plowing
Tines land preparation
Seeding
Weeding. - Ridging

IOOOO
cooco

coco
coocoO
o

3.50 to 600 mm
Plowing
Tines land prepar.
Seeding
Weeding - Ridging

O O O o
O OO O

600 to 800 mm
Plowing
Tines land preparation
Seeding
Weeding - Ridging

O O O o
OO o o

800 to 1200 mm
Plowing
Tines land preparatidn
seeding
Weeding « Ridging 0

o O o

DO O o

Source: Extract from Le Moigne, 1981

Sandy ils

J

]

_—— O O

05

O

o
N

—
n

OSSO OO

SO OO

o o

<

OO O

SO OO

th

O —
A

b
Pl

oo O

ilS

ololola;

(eololeoNe)

(eoloNeoNe)

<1 00 N W

QO OO0




¥ ¥
¥ H

74
events between 10 to 50 mm. In clay soils, he found that trafficability was greatly limited

by thelevel of soil wetness near saturation. For field operations, the amount of all rainfall
event thresholds found for the sandy soils were shifted upwards by 10, 20 and 30 mm.
The major limitation of his work resided in the fact that detailed studies on rainfall
incidence on the execution of field operation did not exist. He did not consider the
limitations induced by the soil desiccation and hardening processes near the lower limit of
soil water content (LL in %). The 30 to 50 years rainfall data collected in research stations
throughout the region have never been analyzed in terms of linking amount and
distribution of rainfals to limitations in using the different farm implements present at the

household levdl.

3.10. Land use and cropping systems

3.10.1. Animal traction and cropping sysems

The main objective of the implementation of animal traction projects around Third
World Countries was to increase agricultural productivity through yield increases and
labor savings. The challenge facing many agricultural policy makers was to produce more
than subsistence production levels. The transition from hand hoe to animal-drawn
implements has led to an increase of farming intensity. New cropping scenarios and
agricultural production opportunities have been created as more energy has been made
available to farmers through the utilization of draft animals. At the same time, timeliness of
field activities has improved. Farmers view the labor savings objective in another way, a

means of reducing drudgery (Campbell, 1990; Ndiame, 1988). Ndiame (1988) reported
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that the majority of farmers (79%) in the Southern part of Senegal were using animal

traction for plowing because it was easier and faster than hand tools.
Animal traction has made significant progress and has produced changes in

cropping systems driven at least by one cash crop. The fast spread of animal traction in

different parts of the world was mainly due to the introduction and expansion of cash
crops (Eicher, 1982). In the Sub-Ssharan region most of the cash crops were introduced
and developed by the colonial system for export: groundnuts in Senegal, cotton in Mali,
Burkina Faso, and Ivory Coast, €tC... These cash crops represented the main source of
revenue to farmers involved in these cash crop oriented cropping systems.

Also, anima traction has brought about significant changes in cropping pattems.
Two non-desirable major effects have been the decrease in fallow through the extension of
croppedl areas and the acceleration of land degradation process through erosion. The
extension cf cultivated areas was made possible by the capacity to do more work in the
time available (Crosdey and Kilgour, 1983). In. order to use animal-drawn implements on
new fields, not only must the land be cleared, but stumps and big roots also must be
removed which resulted in accelerating water and wind erosion (Pingall et a, 1987). More
detailed studies on the impact of animal traction utilization on the environment need to be
made.

The literature is rich in experiences showing that working animals were involved in
different field operations a the farm level: primary tillage, ridging, seeding, weeding,
harvesting, transport, etc. Farmers have found the utilization of animal traction for field

activities very attractive. Spencer (1988) pointed out that the degree of adoption by
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farmers was limited by the availability of the different components making up the package

and by the production costs involved in their utilization.

To carry out all field operations required to grow a given crop, farmers must make
strategic decisions in allocating available resources in combination with a variety of
implements present at the farm level to achieve a finalized production system (Equipe
Systemes, 1984). Sebillote (- 1983) addressed this question in terms of cropping practices
and introduced the terminology of “itineraire technique”. The “itineraire technique” was
defined for a given crop cycle as the combination of different cropping practices executed
in sequence, from tillage to harvest. Two "itineraires techniques" were considered differenr
if a change was made in the mode of execution of any field operation. An “itineraire
technique” involving the use of a ridge or moldboard plow for land preparation with the
remaining post-tillage operations manually executed would be different from another
“itineraire technique” using a moldboard plow and a seeder, or a moldboard plow with a
seeder and a cultivator (Equipe Systemes, 1984). The level of energy and amount of labor

used were found to be significantly different among "itineraires techniques’.

3.10.2. Field performance and crop yields

Different field studies have tried to correlate the level of energy used for crop
production and yield. The power used per unit of cultivated area was a common indicator
used to demonstrate the benefit of animal traction over hand tools. Morris (1983) argued
that the yield increase induced by more energy per hectare was mainly due to improved
timeliness and better quality or precision of the field operation execution. Most

agricultural policies and decision-makers have always looked at mechanized cultivation as
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an effective way to significantly increase the income of the household. To this perspective

many African governments have encouraged the permanent bécﬁpation of land by farmers
but prevented at the same time any form of private ownership of the land. As pointed out
by Charreau (1974), the Government of Senegal, for instance, passed a legislation to
declare the Law of Nationa Domain stating that any land in the country is nationally
owned. The main objective ofthis government legidation was to give incentives to

farmers involved in the nationa agricultural program of intensfication tbrough animal
traction utilization. They urged farmers to rernove all the stumps in their fields in exchange
of 400 kg of rock phosphate (produced in Senegal) for each hectare cleared.

Agronomic research institutions have carried out field investigations to establish
and quantify the benefits of the technology. The introduction of the anima-drawn plow for
land preparation had given more opportunities to farmers to perform deeper tillage to a
depth of 10 to 20 cm compared to the superficial traditional hand cultivation. The yield
increases brought about by this cropping technique were mainly due by the combination of
different factors. These factors are related to the improvement of the soil structure for
better water infiltration and root development: better weed control and crop residues
incorporation into the soil, better seed bed preparation for good conditions of plant
germination and emergence, and better plant use of water stored in the soil. A fairly large
number of technologies have been developed and, as shown by the percentage of yield
increase over traditionai practices, and most of them make significant contributions to
productivity. Jaeger (1985) presented a summary of station findings widely used to

demonstrate these beneficid effects (Table 14).
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Table 14: Percent yidd increase with animal traction plowing.

Sources Millet |Sorghum |Maize | Cotton | Groundnuts | Rice
Senegal
Charreau and Nicou 30 30 30 27 19 50
In Sergent (198 1)
Nicou 19 24 50 17 24 103
In Le Moigne (1979)
Charreau  (1971) 24 25 35 25 23
Ramond and Tournu (1973)|
50 130 -
Tourte (1971)
- Plowing only
- Plowing + OM 25 44 43 41 20
49 42 85 39 9
Mali
SRCVO (1978)
In Sergent (1981)
- Donkey -12 24 18 2 2 ;
- Oxen 6 36 37 9 17 -

source: Jaeger, 1985




P | g e o——

79
‘The benefits gained from the utilization of the plow have been demonstrated in

different parts of Africa. Especially in French-speaking counifi.eé of West Africa, plé& use
appears to be highly variable depending on the type of soil, the year and the type of crop.
The depressive effects of plowing were mainly explained by poor plowing,.

Field experiments conducted in farrners conditions in the Casamance region for 8
to 10 years showed a rnodest trend of benefits (Equipe Systemes, 1984) when plowing
was cornplemented with different levels of mechanized post-tillage operations like seeding,
weeding, and harvesting. For groundnut production for example, the combination of
mechanized plowing, seeding and weeding (“Itineraire 4”) gave 59% more yield than
plowing (“Itineraire 1 or 2") aone while mechanized plowing and seeding (“Itineraire 3")
gave 13% more. These yield improvements were essentialy due to better timeliness of the
field operations, the efficient eradication of weeds and the physical stirring of soil for
better aeration and water distribution in the root zone. In this process, labor input per

hectare was also reduced by, as much as, 20% to 25% (Sonko and Fall, 1,992).

3.11. Summary

The exhaustive review of literature presented on the determinants of performance
of animal traction's utilization for crop production has shown a variety of research
activities carried out in different parts of the world Most of the well-published research
activities and results found in the literature were from French (CEEMAT, IRAT), English
(ARC, AFRC, CTVM) and German (GTZ) institutions, American universities
(Department of Animal Science at Cornell University) and NARS in Third World

countries. Investigations were conducted in different directions without really following



80
any predetermined standard or procedure. The area of research appears to be new and

open to more investigations. Lawrence and Pearson (1993) have addressed the issue of
standardization in terms of (a) length of pre-experimental periods to allow draft animals to
reach a ‘steady stat€’ (training, fitness, diet and climate) before measurements can be
performed, (b) number of animals needed in an experiment for level of statistical
significance ofthe results, (c) work and performance tests to evaluate continuous and
instantaneous maximum efforts, (d) instrumentation and units to be used, and (e)
physiological tests to understand the difference in draft animal performance when at work.
The lack of standards in the measurement procedures introduced a factor of variability to
explain the discrepancies found in published research results. The nature of the study
involving living species made the task difficult for all researchers to agree upon the default
vaues of different indicators used to predict working animal performance.

The main constraints limiting animal traction utilization a1 1 impleme:tation around
the world has been presented under different aspects, from climatic conditions relared to
the cultural behavior of target groups. The difficulty in laying out experimental designs
involving weather as a variable made it quasi-impossible to rigorously compare draft
animals working in different environmental settings. Along with weather, local sanitary
conditions were described as a mgor issue in promoting animal traction. The prevalence
of trypanomiasis in many wet and warm areas of the tropical region for example, has been
considered by many authors to be a significant factor which slowed down the diffusion of
the technology. The recommendation gained from the hterature was to help farmers
develop well-organized and feasible work plans to avoid over working their animals. More

important was fitting the job to the draft animals capacity in relation to the draft
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requirements and working conditions, the type of impiement, the efficiency of the

hamessing system, the type of soil (SWC) and its resistance to traction, and the
probabilities of working days.

The new methods of energy evaluation presented have been mainly impaired by the
laboratory determination of important parameters. This fact was described to represent a
major disadvantage in the evaluation of some components of the energy baance in
comparison to field measurements. For non-field measurable amounts of energy required
from working animais, these parameters can be used to calculate the default values until
the development of new, more realistic methods.

The quantity and qudity of feed given to animal must meet the draft animal
nutritional needs. In genera, the right amount and composition of feed stuff was often
reported not available to farmers. Most of the feed was mainly obtained through grazing
on natura pasture. As pointed out by Ffoulkes and Bamuaim (1989), when browsing,
animals naturaly tended to select feeds that were likely to enhance ther body condition
Nevertheless. additional feed must be given on working days to avoid weight loss during
peak work demand.

The use of draft animals for field work (plowing, seeding, weeding and harvesting)
has demonstrated opportunities and potentials to generate substantia revenue to farmers
through better productivity (yield increase and labor saving). This is made possible
through better seed bed preparation, weed control, timeliness of field operation,

improvement of soil moisture regime, reduction of labor.



Chapter 4

MATERLALS AND METHODS

41. Research stes

This study was conducted in distinct phases including both on-station an 1 on-farrn
sites and focussed on the use of a pair of oxen as draft animals. Part of the human
resources (animal scientist and soil scientist) needed to conduct the field work were
provided by the Senegaese Agricultural Research Institute (ISRA) through its loca
Agricultural Research Center (CRA) of Djibelor located 7 kms South of the regiona

capital city Ziguinchor.

4.1.1. On-dtation

The on-gtation facilities were mainly used for the evaluation of the draft
requirements of different field operations (plowing, ridging, seeding and weeding).

The Djibelor Agricultural Research Station (ISRA/CRA research center) is the
major research station in the southern part of Senegal. Until 1979, research activities were
mainly oriented towards the development of rice production techniques in relation to the
amount of rainfdl, the type of relief and the importance of hydro-agriculturai production

potential of the region. Since the events of the drought Situation (1978-82), research

T
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activities were adjusted to reflect the new production strategies developed by fat-mers to

counteract the effects of the shortage of rain. Multidisciplinary research teams were
constituted at the station level to approach the diversity of the production systems found
in the region from the perspectives of integrated agricultural and livestock activities, and
mixed cropping systems. Following the new dynamic, research operations on upland crops
(cereals and cash crops) and animal traction were given more emphasis at both on-station
and on-farm levels.

Djibelor research station has several research facilities: soil and water laboratory,
equipped farm shop, experimentation plots, pest management and plant genetics
laboratories. The experimental units of the research station are located along the
toposequence. The lowland plots are mainly used for the development of rice cropping
techniques and the upland plots for the improvement of the rain-fed cropping systems
(maize, millet, groundnuts., and sorghum). For this study, the on-station’s research
activities were conducted on the upland areas in the way animal traction is mainly used by
farmers' circumstances (Posner, Kamuanga and Sali, 1988). The soils are “red soil" of the

ferrdlitic type, representative of most upland soils found in the region.

41.2. On-farm

Two research activities were progranmed on-farm: survey on animal-drawn
implements and test for maximum pulling performance along with a follow up of the draft
animals’ activities during the rainy season.

The on-farm taaget group was represented by farmers located in the two agro-

ecosystem zones 4 and' 5 in the northern part of the Basse Casamance region where animal
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traction is well established. A sample of fat-mers using animal traction for cultivation from

four representative villages (two from each zone) was drawn for'the field research
activities. An important database about the target group is readily available which consists
of information collected by the Farming System Research team (Equipe Systemes) of the
Agricultural Research Center (CRA) of Djibelor during several years since 1982. Data are
mainly related to field operations, production techniques, cropping systems, and calendar
of agricultural production activities (Posner et a, 1985; Ndiame, 1990; Equipe Systemes,
1983). This database will be used as a reliable secondary data source.

The villages of Boufandor and Bougoutoub in agro-ecosystem zone 4, and
Kagnarou and Suel in agro-ecosystem zone 5 were chosen for this on-farm study

consisting of equipment survey and maximum performance trials.

4.2. On-farm equipment survey

As part of the methodology, an animal traction survey was conducted at the farm
level (unit of observation). The farm is defined as an autonomous family composed of
members who produce and consume together (Jolly, Kamuanga and Sall, 1988). The farm
can be made of different dependent households. The center of decision making process in
terms of management and resources alocation is located at the main farm level.

The focus of this study was put upon different aspects related to the use ot animal-
drawn eguipment at the farm level. This type of survey could easily fit into a Rapid Rural
Appraisal (RRA) approach (PRAAP, 1992). It was important to complete this survey in
order to identify the range of implements used by farmers before any draft measurements

and other energy estimation was performed.

P
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The enumerators to conduct this survey had to undergo technica training to be

able to identify the implements currently used by fat-mers.

4.2.1 Objectives

The objectives of the survey were:

1. Identify the types of equipment actualy involved in field operations for
which more detailed technical information was needed towards energy
requirement estimates.

2. Evaluate fat-mers' learning process for animal traction use.

The null hypothesis (Ho) was that there was no difference in fat-mers' level of
equipment A farmer was considered to be equipped as long as he owed a least one farm
implement (moldboard plow, ridger, cultivator, seeder, cart, etc.). The level of equipment
encompassed two aspects of the mechanization process. The first aspect dealt with the
total number of implements possessed by farmers and used to carry out field operations.
The second aspect specified the possible combinations of implements used to perform field
operations from tillage, seeding, weeding to harvest. The higher was the number of
different types of implements, the higher the level of mechanization. Fat-mers with highet
level of equipment were expected to perform better in the production system in terrns of

quality and timeliness of field operation.
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4.2.2. Data collection

The questionnaire was designed to help collect thrgé ‘categories of information:
type, management, and utilization of animal-drawn implements present at the farm level

(Questionnaire in Appendix Al).

4221. Type of farm equipment and draft animals

The main characteristics of anima-drawn implements retained in this survey were
the type and shape of the working components. The configuration and aspect of these
components were generally described to be responsible for the draft required to pulling the
implement in given working conditions (type of soil, moisture regime).

The most popular working components expected to be found at the farm level
were the moldboard plow, ridger with adjustable wings, furrow opener, cultivator tines
equipped with various size of sweeps, duck foot shovels, or chisel points, and groundnut
lifters.

Multipurpose farm ecluipment is also available in the market for farmers. These
were designed and used for different field operations from tillage to harvest (groundnut
lifting). This was made possible by smply changing the type of working component
attached to the tool-frame. These multipurpose types were also sized to fit the job to the
draft animals through the selection of suitable working components. In genera, they
require more skill from farmers- compared to an implement with a smple frame design.

A second important characteristic was the type of traction used to pull the
implement (pair ofoxen, horse or donkey). The stability coefficient of the technology

(STABCOEF in percent) under farmers conditions was determined by evauating the
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difficulties felt by farmers who have the minimum number of draft animais for field

operations and in particular when these animal are oxen. The te¢hnology is considered to
be unstable for farmers with only one pair of oxen, as the loss or unavailability of one
anima will compromise the production objectives. The stability coefficient can be
expressed as one minus the probability of farmers of having only one pair of oxen

(PBPAIR in decimal):

STABCOEF o = [1 - (PBPAIR)] (19)

The readiness of draft animals at work time was considered as a determinant
indicator for better timeliness of field operations. Draft animal reliability ANIREL in
percent was introduced at this point to report the probability that the draft animals were
not available to petiot-m field operations on time. It was computed as one minus the

probability of draft anima unavailability, which is the probability of farmers of having one
ox only at the beginning of the rainy season (ANNAVAIL in percent) when both

probabilities were expressed in decima form:

ANIREL = [1 - (ANNA VAIL)] (20)

In general, farm implements are designed and built with ergonomic considerations
to fit height and draft requirements for the working animals. Fortunately for the farmers,

most implements are interchangeable among draft-animals species through smple
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adjustments of the harnessing system. Switching from a pair of oxen to a single draft

animal (donkey for example) requires the use of an evener.

The types ofhamesses used by farmers to hitch the implements for their fieldwork
were characterized in terms of attachment and size to help analyze the efficiency of the
energy transmission mode.

The third characteristic was the type of the design and the pur-pose of the
implement. Animal-drawn implements are generally built to fulfill specific purposes like
land preparation, secondary tillage, seeding, weeding, cultivation, groundnut lifting,
trangport, etc. The utilization of one type of implement usually predetermines the
execution mode of the following field operations. For example, if the land preparation is
done with aridge plow, it is likely that all remaining field operations (seeding, weeding,
etc.) will be manualy executed. It is important a the farm level to identify the function of

each piece of equipment.

4222. Management

The status and utilizetion rate of each animal-drawn implement found at the farm
level was diagnosed to help understand its working conditions. The farm structural
characteristics in terms of family composition (number of farm workers NFMWKERS,
household dependency) was expected to dictate the type of ownership and explain how
priorities were set up in the process of alocating available farm implements to different
fields and crops.

The mode and date of acquisition in relation to the benefits generated were

expected to give indications of the number of years of farmers experience.
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4223, Utilization and maintenance

‘The level of use of farm implements during the growing ‘season was generallly
reflected by the wear and the number of maintenance performed every year. From this
information it was expected to be able to determine the frequency of equipment
breakdown or the probability of equipment failure or the reliability (IMPLREL in percent)
for each type of implement. The farm equipment reliability is defined by ASAE (1984) as
the “statistical probability that a machine will finction satisfactory under specified
conditions at any given time. It iS computed as one minus the probability of a failure’

(PBRKDOWN in decimal)-
IMPLREL= [1+(PBRKDOWN )opytomen | 1)

Farmers' ills in adjusting and using the implements, and the physiical aspect and
nature of the fields (presence of roots and stumps) are described in the literature. These
working conditions shorten the life expectancy of farm equipment in farmers' conditions
(FARMLIFE).

13lacksmiths established in the villages were dso contacted t0 evaluate their
capacities for maintaining implements used by farmers in good working conditions.

It was important at this point in the survey to have the farmers' opinion about the
efficiency of the technica support provided by the extension service and farm equipment

dedlersin terms of traihing, spare parts availability, and access to any type of credit.
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42.3. Sampling techniques

The first step in the process was to determine the sample size n in order to have a
good egtimation of the population mean ;. This must be done in relation to the amount of
error d that can be tolerated and the level of probability that this error was expected to
hold (Bhattacharyya and Johnson, 1977). Farmers equipped with animal-drawn equipment
represented the target population. The sample was drawn at random in the four
representative villages of agro-ecosystem zone 4 and 5. The sample size n for the survey
was determined by using the concept of standard error (S.E) and length of confidence
intervals (C.I). At this level of planning, the sample size must be calculated in order to
achieve more precision in the estimation of the different statistics. In this procedure, it was
kept in mind that in general, a survey using a large sample size was more costly to
implement and much more time consuming in terms of data processing. Without loosing
too much precision in the results, the sample was sized large enough for the Central Limit
Theorem to apply. The theorem states that, if n is large enough the distribution of the
sample mean is approximately normal. In the case of non-norma distributions because f
smal n, the Chebyshev's inequality is still applicable. It stipulates that the probability that
the difference between the population mean p and an observed random variableX mean is
less than a congtant d, is greater or equal than 1 minus the variance of the observed

random variable mean divided by the square of the constant d.

P X~ ) <d)21-(0? +nd?) (22)
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If the levei of confidence is 100( 1 -¢)%, then the upper bound of the sample size is:

n= (;%) (23)

In :his present study. the standard deviaion g of the population was determined
from previous studies conducted in the same area (FALL, 1985; Sonko, 1986). The
amount of error d that could be tolerated was set to 10% or 0.1 as suggested by Le
Moigne (1984). The probability that the error of estimation would not exceed 0.1 was put
to 90% level for o= 0 10. Since the population variance ¢ Was equal to 0 2, one

calculated upper bound of the sample size was:

0.2°

s ————=
! 0.1%(0.1)

40 (24)
To implement the survey, n (total numiber of observations per variable) was

equally divided into the four villages: ni= 10 for i=11to 4 (i= village number)

4.2.4. Data analysis

The data collected in this survey were analyzed with the package MINITAB
Statistical Software of Release 8 PC version. MINITAB is a registered trademark™ of
Minitab Inc. Basic statistics were performed on the data collected regarding each type of
equipment: frequency and distribution, mean, standard deviation and standard error, 90%

t-confidence Interval for the mean (Bhattacharyya and Johnson, 1977).
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The factor levels b (number of implement types for EQTYPE) and ¢ (number of

different yoke sizes for YOKE) were determined from the dﬁ'tp'ut of the survey. The factor
level a (number of soil water content levels for SWC range) was function of the rainfall
profile and the soil water status. The soil water content was determined by the gravimetric
rnethod (GSWC in % g/g) and was converted into the volumetric soil water content if
necessary (VSWC in % v/v). Different studies on monitoring Of field operations have
shown that farmers never carried out field activities at optimal soil water content. Land
preparation was generaly performed at the beginning of the rainy season just after the first
useful rain. Three levels of factor a were arbitrary chosen within the range of a working-
day’'s soil-water content during the period alocated to land preparation and weed control.
These three leveis of soil water content corresponded to three days of fieldwork: one day
was chosen in the month of June and two days in the month of July.

The analysis of variance was performed to determine the significance of each

factor and combination of factors on the pull force PF (Table 15).

The overal F-test was performed to detect treatment differences acng with 100( 1-

a)% simultaneous Confidence Interval (Cl) to compare specific pairs of treatments.

. MS.iscasacsc.ase
. a - 5
! MSE .

111 (26)

CL=(F,-F o)y
» VH, ny
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The data analysis was oriented towards approaching the variability among farmers
in terms of the different types of possible implement combinations t0 conduct field

operations from land preparation to harvest

4.3. Estimates of energy requirements

4.3.1. Objectives

The objective of this research activity was to estimate the average energy required
in carrying out field operations.at the farm level. It wasperformed through the
measurement of the amount of draft needed to pull an implement in a given work 1g
condition. The dreft evaluation was carried out at different soil moisture regimes.

The null hypothesis (Ho) was that the amount of draft required to pull farm
implements in given working conditions was mainly affected by the soil moisture regime
and did not depend on the type of energy transmission system used to hitch the implement

(wid'" of head yoke).

43.2. Experimental desigu

For this purpose, a 2 x 3x 3 factorial in randomized blocks design wasla:d out to
help determine the combined effects of three factors: A= soil water content SWC range,
B= type of implement EQTYPE and C= size of YOKE on the amount cf pull force PF in
daN measured. The :hree factors had respectively a, b and c levels and m observations
(number of repetitions) taken for each combination of the three factor levels, for a total of

abcm observations.
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Table 15: Analysis of Variance

Source Sum of Méan

of Variation Df Squares Square F
A (a-1) SSA SSA/Df(A) MSA/MSE
B (b-1) SSB SSB/DA(B) MSB/MSE
C (c-1) ssc SSC/DA(C) MSC/MSE
AB (a-1)(b-1) SSAB SSAB/DffAB)  MSAB/MSE
AC (@1)(c-1) SSAC  SSAC/DRBC) MSAC/MSE
BC (b- 1)(c- 1) SSBC SSBC/DBC)  MSAC/MSE
ABC (& 1)(b-1)(c-1) SSABC  SSABC/DfABC) MSABC/MSE
ERROR abc(m-1) SSE SSE/Df(ERROR)

Corr. Totd abem- 1

Mean !

Total abcm TSS I

The general linear statistical model associated with this factorial experimental

design was stated in the form of: (Stapleton, 1995):

Ta=Xh =Xy = X(af), =y ) =Z(Py )i =Llafy ), =0

Where:

1,‘1“:y+a’—;ﬂj+}/k¢-(aﬂ)q‘_(a:/)lkq‘_(ﬁ}/)jkf(aﬂ},)xjk*—8’]“

and gix are random errors independently distributed: giji~N(0,0).

(27)

(28)
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It was also assumed that the observations Yii (PF in daN) were normally

distributed as Yige~ Nfpije, o) and independent.

Yijiu represented the puiling force PF in daN or kgf and 1 the expected average
dreft in daN or kgf. The parameters o, B, and y were unknown parameters caled the
interaction effects of A, B and C respectively The first and second order interactions
among factors were also included in the formulation of the regresson model as well.

The general mean p was calculated.

E(7 ) = Hy (29)

M= The DI (30)

There were a total of 18 different combinations applied each to a 200 m’ to 300
m’-experimental unit.

Besides this experiment, additional draft measurements were performed to
determine the power requiremerts and energy expenditure for other post-tillage field

operations. seeding, weeding.
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43.3. Draft measurements

The measurements performed on each experimental unit were:

Weight of each animal LW in kdf,

Amount of pulling force PF indaN or kgf,

. Angle of pull y in degrees (°d),

. Oxen working time or field time FDTIME in s,

. Oxen working speed ANSPEED in mvs,
Distance traveled DSTTRAV inm,

Implement working depth IMPLWDP in cm,
Implement working width IMPLWWD in cm,
Soil gravimetric water content GSWC in % g/g.

Soil penetrometer Cone energy Eper in J/s.

The pulling force (PF) was measured a the hitch point on the implement and
represented the amount of force developed by the pair of oxen to pull the implement on a
continuous working rhythm. For each experimenta plot, the range and the average pulling
force were observed. Not all the pulling force developed by the draft animals was used to
do useful work. Only the component in the direction oftravei was converted into tractive
force to pull the implement in the soil. The amount of tractive force, also called the draft
required (DR) by the implement, was expressed as a function of the angle of pull y in

°degree:
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DR= PF *(cosY)
(31)

This required draft DR was expected to be highly correlated to the effective
working width (IMPLWWD in cm) and depth (IMPLWDP in cm). The effective working
width (more or less than the measured implement working component width

WWKGCOMP in cm) was the width over which the implement actually worked.

4.34. Power and energy eupenditure

The energy furnished by the working animals to perform the field operation was
represented by the amount of energy needed to pull the implement and the distance walked
from he beginning of the operation to the end. The energy delivered to perform the work
ANERGY in MJ was estimated by multiplying the pulling force PF in daN by the distance

traveled DSTRAV in m;

ANERGY = PF * (DISTRAY) (32)

The energy required to pull the implement ANERGYreg in MJ was calculated as

the draft required DR in daN multiplied by the {distance traveled DISTRAV in m:
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Another approach to the energy evaluation was derived from the power concept

defined as the rate of doing work. The animal power ANPOWER was calculated by
multiplying the pulling force PF or the draft required (DR) and the animal field speed
ANSPEED in nvs. The field speed was defined as the average rate of implement travel in
the field during an uninterrupted period of functional activity (ASAE, 1984). ‘The rate of
travel was evaluated as the distance traveled (DISTRAV) divided by the fieid time (FDTM

in sec) that the working component of the implement stayed in a non-stop working

pogition.

ANERGY =k * (ANPOWER)* (ANWKGHR) (34)

The energy spent by the draft animals walking across the field while performing the
work must be added to have a more complete formulation of the total energy (i quation
5).

The energy required and delivered to perform a given task was used to determine

nutrient requirement by converting energy expenditure into amount of available feed to be

supplied to the working animals.

44. Maximum performance

44.1. Objectives

The average available power was expected to increase as the body weight of the
animals increased during the rainy season resulting from the availability of more grazing

areas. The objective of this experiment was to measure the maximum effort developed by
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a par of oxen and to determine the efficiency of energy utilization by comparing rhe

energy used and the total energy available.

4.4.2. Procedure

The available animal power was measured at the beginning of the rainy season
during the period allocated to land preparation. The power measurement was used to
determine the maximum draft that a pair of oxen could develop during the growing
season. As mentioned by Goe (1983), farmers are facing a problem of animal feed at the
beginning of the cropping season when work labor demand is at its pesk.

The research activities were divided into two parts:

- Measurement of the maximum pull force at the beginning of the rainy
Season;

- Follow-up with the selected draft animals to monitor the type of
management used by fat-mers during the growing season (see Appendix

A2 for follow-up guidelines).

The measurements were performed in each of the four previously mentioned
villages located in the agro-ecosystems zone 4 and 5 and on-station. Two pairs of oxen
were randomly selected per village to make a total of 9 pairs of oxen ( 18 draft oxen) to be

used for the test and the follow up during the cvhole rainy season (June to October).
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« Pulling trials for continuous maximum effort
The experiment consisted of pulling triais on soil ready for land preparation by a

pair of oxen with a progression of known loads placed on a sledge. The variables observed

Were:

Age of each animal AGE in vears (yrs),
Weight of each animal LW in kgf,

. Pulling force PF in daN or kgf,

. Angle of pull y in °d,

. Distance traveled DISTRAYV in m,
Working time PULLTIME in s,

Working speed ANSPEED in nvs.

For thc data analysis, the following graphs were analyzed to determine the

optimum power (ANPOWER,y) delivered by the draft. A generd linear modeling

technique was used:

Power output ANPOWER:
ANPOWER = f(PF) (33)

. Specific power output ANPOWERspec:

| pF
A.NP()WERSPEC_f(LPV) (36)
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The same analysis was conducted with the speed ANSPEED in m/s:

ANSPEED = f/PF) (37)
PF
ANSPEED = fi——)
(38)

Two identical sledges were locdly fabricated for the pull trials.

- Follow up of draft animais
Mer the pulling trials., a follow up was agreed upon with the farmers to monitor
all the activities performed by the 18 draft animals during the rainy season. Information

collected were (Appendix A2):

. Liveweight (LW in kg) a the end of every month.
Type of activitiescarried out during the given period.
. Feeding system (type of feed and amount given)

Handling and care.

The foilow-up was performed on a daily basis by two of the survey personnel who

were in continuous contact with concerned farmers.
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4.5. Instrumentation

‘The ingrumentation used in this sudy was developed by CEEMAT and was
designed for automatic field data collection (CIRAD-SAR, 1993). The animal-drawn
system was composed of two basic elements: a data logger 2 1 X (Campbell Scientific, Inc |
and a series of sensors to be mounted on the implement and connected to the data logger
The data measured by the sensors were made on red time bass through the internal clock

of the data logger used for their storage. The main sensors used in Fhis Sudy were

500 daN-dynamometer sensor for measuring the amount of pulling
force (PF),

Dickey John (registered trademark) radar to measure the working
speed (ANSPEED) in my/sec,

Internal clock of data storage unit to messure the working time

(FDTM in g

For later data processing, the data logger was downloaded to a computer with the
support software EDLOG viaa SC32A RS-232 interface usng the software TERM or
SC532 RS-232 interface from an auxiliary storage unit using the SMCOM The RS-232
interface was to convert the CMOS logic levels of the data logger to the RS-232 levels of
the computer. The SC32A and SC532 provided an effective isolation between the
computer's and data logger’'s eectrical system, protecting againg normd  static discharge,

and noise (Campbel Scientific, 1992).
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An additional mechanical dynamometer was also used to supplement the electronic

system in the case it failed to operate properly. The dynamioineter was a spring-loaded
type made by PIAB™ and had a maximum force of 500 daN.

The additional field equipment used to carry out the field measurements were:

. Hand held stopwatch,

. Measuring tape,

. Rain gages,

. Soil penetrometer,

AMS Soil sampiers (Ben Meadows Company).

Electronic weighing scales (Barlo Electronic Scale™ Model 2 100).

The data collected during the season were used to develop a model to evaluate

draft animals liveweight.

4.6. Expert System building

46.1. Objectives

The expert system model was built to help achieve an efficient utilization of animal
traction for crop production through choice of animals and implements to perform specific
field operations. It was designed for researchers, extension agents, farmers and policy
makers to simulate different scenarios of animal traction utilization at the farm level.

By introducing a confidence threshold level set by the users for "fuzzy reasoning”,
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the expert system model based on Rnowledge Base Management Systern (KBMS)

program was expected to yield more redistic results in farmers' conditions.

4.6.2. Knowledge Base Design and Deveiopment

4.6.2.1. Presentation of the expert system

The expert system was developed with the LEVEL 5 Object program (for
Microsoft Windows™ Standard Edition Release 3.6 Copyright@ 1995 Information
Builders, Inc. NY). The selection of a suitable shell was considered to be the first step in
developing an expert system.

LEVELS OBJECT is a software development tool kit. The program shell is able to
activate external conventiona programs called within the expert knowledge base and was
able to perform mathematical operations, incorporate uncertaintv and partial inf: rmation.
and explain its decision logic. The program was also user-friendly and composed of a
built-in screen editor, a compiler for the inference engine and an interfacing mechanism
with program written in TURBO PASCAL ard Microsoft FORTRAN.

The program development was made by using a combination of decision-making
rules, methods and demons with a high-level knowledge engineering laquage called PRL
(Production Rule Language) based on inferences in linguistic form and written in IF-
THEN rules.

Rules are used to express logic, cause-and-effect relationships, between the facts
and conclusions, while a demon proceeds by testing for patterns in data based on

conditions and then executes an action based on the conditions. The method is similar to a
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macro with a number of commands ‘associated with an attribute. It defines the attribute’s

behavior and executes a series of actions when the attribute value changes.

Rehak (1983), cited by Raman et al (1992), reported that there were three types of
knowledge that could be integrated into an expert system: Heuristic (from experience),
conventional (regarding facts) and inferentid knowledge (study of results). They found
that inferential knowledge was encountered in most of the engineering applications.

The representation of knowledge requires an efficient organization of the
objectives or goas of the expert system and the supporting structure of information.

The inference engine of the shell evaluates the knowledge captured in the rules,
demons and methods by exploring the problem space represented in a form of an IF-
AND/OR-THEN structure.

The program was developed using a backward chaining control structure to
connect the individua rules and forward for the methods. In the backward reasoning, the
reasoning is performed starting from what the program wanted to prove towards the facts
that are needed rather than beginning from the facts. This system of reasoning described
by Jackson (1990) was more focused than forward chaining, because only potentially
relevant facts are taken into consideration. An example of such reasoning:

Rule for draft animal selection:

RULE for Draft animal selection

IF the anima is trained

AND the animal liveweight > (Mature weight/2)
THEN the animal is a draft animal

RULE for trained animal

IF the animal is 2 years old

AND the animal has learned basic instructions
THEN the animal is trained CONFIDENCE 80
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CONFIDENCE is used to quantify the degree to which one can be confident in the

accuracy of the conclusion or to give an indication ofthe..lilgeualihood of occurrence. The
lowest confidence level for LEVELS to reach a conclusion or god is set up through the
THRESHOLD statement.

With the command CHAIN, multiple knowledge bases can be linked if the domain
of investigation can be partitioned into separate smaller knowledge bases. This procedure
allows the building of programs of a virtually unlimited Size program. It also improves the
readability of the program by enabling the primary knowledge base to activate the

necessary sub-knowledge base depending upon the context.

4.6.2.2. Expert system organization

The model was built around three major components.

- Field capacities evauation
« Animal energy balance a:d feed ration

- Annual farm budget and Optimization

The values of the input variables required to run the model were either developed
previousy in the field experiments or taken from a reliable secondary database
The data input system is composed of disk files and operator entered data through

the user interface system. The model was designed to use different databases related to.
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Farm: farm size, number of farm workers,

Farm implements; TY PE, WORKING COMPONENT, PF,
Draft animals: SEX, LW, AGE,
Avallable feeds. TYPE, NUTRIENTS, FU,

Crops grown: TYPE, VARIETY, YIELD.

Validated default values are used to supplement for missing parameters. The data
entered by the user was made possible by the capability of the expert system to use prompt
boxes for all the information required from the user. The user could also query the
program to know why a given information was needed and get the explanation,

establishing very interactive communication.

4.6.2.3, Data processing
« Draft and power estimates, and field capacities

The statistical models developed in the second part of the methodology were used
to evaluate the amount of traction delivered, the traction required, the energy delivered.
and the energy required.

The pulling force PF in daN and draft DR in daN required were evaluated for
every working day in relaion with the type of implement used.

In relation to the pull force PF or draft required DR the field capacities EFC in
ha/day werr evaluated along with the number of working daysNWDAYS.

The soil water balance was used to estimate the number of working days

NWDAYS affected with a level of probability (5 years out of 10 and 9 years out of 10).
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The number of working days per month was evaluated by subtracting the number

of non-working days from the total number of days of the g%'o_fresponding month. The
execution deadlines of specific field operations were taken into account. For each field
operation, two soil moisture limits were considered: drained upper limit. (DUL) and lower
limit (LL). Thedifference between DUL and LL was used to determine thesoil field
capacity and trafficability in relation to by the amount of rain. The lower limit was mainly
indicated by the level of hardness of the soil during the drying process. At this level of soil
water content, the implement worlcing components were barely able to penetrate the soil
surface.

The probability of a working day (PWD in percent) was calculated as the ratio
between the number of working days (NWDAYS) over the total number of day (NDAYS)
of the chosen period (month= 30 or 3 1 days, week= 7 days and so on). In this study the

probability of a working day was evaluated on a monthly basis:

NWDA YS)

PWD:( NDAYS

period

(39)
A coefficient called effective probability of a working day (EPWD in percent) was
introduced and defined as the PWD weighted by the draft animal reliability (ANIREL in

decimal) and the farm implement reliability (IMPLREL in decimal):

EPWD = ( PWD jenca) * (IMPLREL) * (ANIREL) (40)
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- Energy and nutrient requirements

The nutrients required to carry out the field activities were evaluated fi-omthe
energy balance equation or factorial method developed by Lawrence and Stibbards (1990)
(Equation 5). It is quasi-impossible to determine directly in the field the total amount of
energy used by a working anima (Falvey, 1986). The main components used for the
energy balance were the net energy for the work performed by the draft animals and the
net energy used for walking throughout the field.

The calculated energy represented the extra energy on top of the maintenance
energy (MAE), supplied by the draft anima’s body to perform the work required. In the
process, the digestive system of the working animals converted the feed into digestible
energy (DE). The part of the digestible energy used to perform the work is called
metabolizable energy (ME), and is measurable in forage unit (FU). As defined by many
researchers, the feed or forage unit represents the net energy of 1 kg of barley with no
losses in the animal feces, urine, gas, etc. (CEEMAT. 1974; Goe and McDowell. 1930);
Watson, 1981). The number of forage unit per dav for maintenance was caculated by
using Equation 11.

The program was designed to compose the ration from the variety of feed available
to farmers, which could satisfy the daily total amount of forage unit. The amount of feed
required FRFEEDDREQ in kg of fresh feed per day can be calculated by converting the total
FU into fresh feed (forage, grain, bran, straws) on abasis of 100% dry matter content

(DM) and intrinsic value (FU) of each type of feed.



110

100, TotalFU . )

FRFEEDssq = (0 * (- —) \

The upper limit of the amount of feed an animal could take per day on a dry matter
DM basis was set equal to the Appetite Limit (AL in kg of feed/day) for the corresponding

animal of liveweight LW (Equation 10).

- Production costs and Optimization

Cropping system techniques (“Itineraire technique") were evaluated in relation
with the level of energy used. The cost associated with animal and implement utilization.
and man-labor used was included in the production cost evaluaion with updated prices.
For the benefit calculations, the average yield of the 10 past years experience was used for
each cropping technique and level of energy used for four “Itineraire techniques’ using
different implement’'s combinations.

It was assumed that the cropping system was driven by a cash crop (groundnuts)

and marketed through the official network to help farmers cover all the production costs

The optimization was formulated in terms of:

Objective function: What is thecrop mixture and hectarage that
would maximize farmers profit.

Congtraint functions: land availability, labor availability, available
animal energy and required cereals consumption based on FAO

standards,
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4.6.2.4. Program output

The output of the: expert system was oriented towards different aspects of farm

equipment selection and management. and decision making process.

- Field Capacities

- Labor balance per ha (available vs required)
- Animal energy balance

- Feed ration

- Complete annuat farm budget

- Optimization solution.

4.6.3. Program validation

The expert system was built around different statisticad models and simple
equations to evaluate or calculate variables involved in the decision-making process at the
farm level in terms of resources allocation. The quality of the output is mainly related to

the validity of the different equations used.

4.5. Summary

The methodology developed in this study was mainly oriented towards the building

of an expert system that would really evaluate the impact of animal traction at the farm

level. The evaluation was centered on crop production activities. The methodology was

divided into three phases:
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- Survey: the objective of the farm survey through a simple questionnaire

was to identify ail types of farm implements really involved_ in'crop production a the farm
level. This investigation technique offered an opportunity to select the implements along
with the working animais on which more detailed technica information were needed in
terms of power and energy requirements.

- Energy estimations: the energy estimations were performed on use field
implements and working animals only. The pulling force delivered by the draft animals and
measured with a dynamometer represented the core of these estimations. All the
measurements were made in real working conditions in order to include as many variability
factors as possible beside three major ones: type of implement and yoking system, and soil
moisture regime. It was important to place the animals in their environment to avoid any
extrapolated data. The model developed would be only applicable to the current soil and
weather situation. The expert system program would offer possibiiities to use the methods
in other environments.

- Expert system building: the expert system was designed to integrate all
aspects dealing with the technology evaluation at the farm level. The program can be used
for caculating or predicting the draft requirements, the number of working days during
the growing season, the cost of production and also for estimating the feed rations needed
by the draft animais.

The validation of the expert system was mainly performed through the validation
of the different models used to evaluate various aspects of the technoiogy at the preset
confidence level. The major outputs of the program are expected to compare with actual

recommendations made to farmers in terms of resource management and allocation.
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FARM CHARACTERISTICS AND SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT

5.1. Farm equipment

The process to identify all the different farm implements used by farmers took two
full weeks to inspect each item surveyed in detail. It required quite an expertise and
patience to evaiuate the quality of the implement, the effects of utilization and maintenance
in farmers' condition, and to get the needed information from the users.

A total number of 126 implements belonging to 40 farmers located in agro-
ecosystem 4 and 5 have been surveyed. All the implements involved in crop production
were walking equipment with handles (Figure 3 to 7). At the 90% confidence level, the
total number of implements consisted of the following (Table 16): 23% moldboard plow
UCF (0.73 + 0.19 per farm), 22% ARARA and EMCOT ridgers (0.70 + 0.16 per farm),
9% cultivator Sine 9 (0.28 + 0.13 per farm), 19% SUPER ECO seeders (0.60 = 0.16 per
farm), and 27% ox-cart (0.85 + 0.16 per farm).

The distribution of each type of implement per agro-ecosystem shows that most of
the UCF mddboard plows were located in zone 4 with an average of 1.25 per farm (CV =
43.2%) against 0.20 per farm in zone 5. On the other hand, most of the ridgers were

confined in agro-ecosystem 5 with an average of 1.10 per farm (CV = 40%) against 0.30

113
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UCF Moldboard Plow BBG Ridger

Figure 3: Moldboard plow UCF 10" Figure 4: EMCOT Ridger (Gambia)

Ridger Plow

Figure 5: ARARA toolbar ridger Figure 6. SINE 9 tooibar 3-tines

Super Eco Seeder

Figure 7: Seeder SUPER ECO
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in zone 4. The same analysis shows also that the seeders SUPER ECO and cultivators

SINE 9 were mainly used by farmers

located in agro-ecosystem 4 respectively with an average of 1.10 (CV = 40%) and 0.50

(CV = 118%) per fat-m. Ox-carts were mainly

Table 16: Farm characteristics

Farm ‘lFarm Size Plow | Ridger |Weeder|Seeder Ox-Cart|
Satigics  [workers (ha) UCF |ARARA | SINE 9 |SUPER . Ox
ECO

Mean 10.53 4.03 0.73 0.70 0.28 0.60 0.85 2.23
Std Error 0.71 026 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.16
Median 9.50 400 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 | 200
Mode 9.00 450 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 l.00 | 200
Std Dev. 4,51 1.64 0.72 0.61 051 0.63 0.62 1.03
Variance 20.36 2.70 0.51 0.37 0.26 040 0.39 1.05
Kurtosis -0.26 0.41 -0.89 054 2.02 -054 | “0.35 | 0.9
Skewness 0.50 0.63 0.36 0.25 1.66 0.56 0.10 087
Range 19.00 7.00 2.00 2.00 200 2.00 2.00 5.00
Minimum 2.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Maximum 21.00 8.00 2.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 5.00
Sum 421.00 | 161.35 29.00 | 28.00 11.00 2400 | 3400 | 8900
Count 40.00 | 40.00 | 40.00 | 40 00 | 40.00 |40.00 | 40.00 | 40.00
C.1(0.90) 1.17 0.43 019 0.16 0.13 0.16 0.16 027
Zone 4

Mean 11.60 426 1.25 0.00 0.50 1.10 0.65 1.95
Std dev 471 1.54 0.54 030 0.59 0.44 0.57 | 092 |
Zone 5

Mean 945 381 0.20 1.10 0.05 0.10 1.05 7 2.50
Std dev 3.90 1.67 0.40 0.44 0.22 0.30 0.59 02
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used for transport especially in agro-ecosystem 5 with an average of 1.05 (CV = 56%) per

farm againgt 0.65 (CV = 88%) in zone 4.

It appears that farmers in the areq of study were mo}e, concerned with the
acquisition of tillage tools (57% of the total) (Figure Sa). This was considered as a
priority by farmers for a number of different reasons that previous studies have tried to
show. Three main reasons need to be mentioned: the improvement of field operation
timeliness, the extension of cropped areas, and the reduction of drudgery (Ndiame, 1980)

The geographical distribution of types of implements is an indicator of différent
cropping techniques used in relation to the resources available to the farmers (land,
number of farm workers). The type and number of implements that exist at the farm ley =

is also related to the agricultural practices. In other words, two farmers located in the

same area may be expected to use different cropping techniques to produce the same crop

51.1. Types of implements

Most of the implements are Eocally manufactured by SISCOMA (35%) created in
1963 which became SISMAR in 1984 under a new management staff (FALL, 198 1). Since
that time SISMAR has manufactured 49% of the implements actually used by farmers
The few implement imported (16%) are mainly found in agro-ecosystem 5 and originated

from Gambia (Figure 8b).

5.1.1.1. Moidboard plow UCF 10": Tillage
In the Basse Casamance region, a moldboard plow is one of the most important

implements used for land preparation (Figure 3). Besides breaking the soil for better
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aeration., its main purpose is to plow: under both weeds for better control, and manure for

rapid decay. The better the bottom scour and turning the soil; the better the moldboard
plow.

Designation: Moldboard plow CFOOOP UCF type.

Hitching system: chain.

Traction: oxen.

Sahility: sngle whed for longitudind  gability.

Revershility: one way, right-hand plow.

Single bottom moldboard plow.

Nomind cutting width: 254 mm.

Totd weight: 38 kg.

Working depth: 17 to 20 cm.

- Beam
The beam is made out of a 50x20 mm fla mild sted. The standardization test has
shown resistance to effort as high as 950 daN. The maximum effort reached in farmers
conditions never &tans this leve, even when teking into account the presence of stumps

scattered in their fields. In term of hardness, the vaue of the Brindl hardness test is 55

kg/mmz.

. Share and landside
The share and landside are made of the same mild sted and tested 95 kg/mmz, The

generd acceptable working component hardness recommended by research is wirhin the
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range of 65 to 70 kg/mm”. The share is a straight: edge type and its main role is to cut the

soil slice or furrow before sending it over the curved surface-of the moidboard in order to
be twisted and inverted or pulverized. The landside whileriding along thefurrow wall

counteracts the throw or side pressure to help keep the plow steady while working.

» Moldboard
The moldboard is a universal type or cylindricol-helicoidal in design. This part of
the bottom of the plow serves to bresk or invert the furrow slice. It plays an important
role towards the quality of work to be done. It is also made of mild steel. The rnateria
used to make the moldboard is of great importance, the better the soil scour on its surface,
the better the material.
These three working components along with the beam are bolted on top of a mild

steel piece of irreguiar shaped meta cailed a fi-og.

- Hitching system:

The hitching system directly affects the maneuverability of the implement, as the
handling and the draft depend to a great extent upon correct hitching adjustments. The
hitching system consists of horizontal and vertical regulator to adjust the working depth
IMPLWDP and the width IMPLWWD . It is important that the point of hitch be on a
graight line with the center of draft or resistance and the center of power or yoke hitch

point.
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‘fhe implement is maneuvered by the plowman with the handles welded on the rear

of the beam. The manufacturer SISMAR indicates an average theoretical field capacity of

045 to 0.50 ha/day in an 8 hr-day.

5.1.1.2. Imported ridger (EMCOT)

This farm equipment is imported from Gambia and is equipped with a bottom
ridger (Figure 4). The implement is aso called a middiebreaker. The bottom is built with a
double moldboard plow toinvert the furrow slice, half toeach side on every pass.
Completing the operation in around-trip results into the formation of a ridge for planting
crops. The winged designed moldboards are adjustable to control the height RIDGHCT
and the spacing of the ridges RIDGDIST.

The implement is similar in design to the UCF plow described earlier except that
the beam is made with an 1-beam instead of flat steel and -hat the share is in one piece for
the two moldboards.

The implement settings are performed through a clevis equipped with vertical and
horizontal hitch adjustment. The adjustment rules are the same as the UCF 10" plow for

obtaining a correct line of pull.

5.1.1.3. Seeding implement
The success to growing crops depends on the conditions the seed is placed in the
sail in relation to different agronomic parameters along wixh the seeding equipment
features: type of seed distribution and dropping mechanism, furrow opener and seed

coverage system (Figure 7).

s
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Designation: Super Eco seeder

One-row and multi-purpose seeder.

Hitching system: chain with or without evener.
Traction: pair of oxen, horse or donkey.
Nomina cutting width: 254 mm.

Tota weight: 38 kg.

- Frame

The frame is made out of two 30x7 mm parallel flat mild steel runners, 1062 mm
long and braced in the middle. The frame opens wide progressively towards the front end
to allow the attachment of the hopper (galvanized zinc to protect from rust and
corrosion). The runners are joined together at the forefront to form the hitching system
made out of a30x12 mm flat mild steel.

At the rear of the parallel runners two welded vertical standards. one on each
runner. are used to fix and adjust a press wheel (two point-to-point conical elements)
which firms the soil around the seed. The press wheel action is to complete the combined
action of the seed shoe (furrow opener) and the set of two sweeps (30x12 mm flat. 1/2
solid steel) used to cover the seed with soil. The furrow opener and the sweeps are both
clamped on the runners and are both adjustable in depth. At the very rear end, the runners

are firmly joined by an angle iron brace used also to support the row marker.
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- Handles

The user guides the seeder with a pair of handles, adjustable in height for better

comfort. The handles are made with a 25x7 mm flat 1/2 solid éteel.

- Metering whesl
The seeder is equipped with a pair of 400-mm diameter metering wheel made from
a 40x4-mm 1/2 solid flat band- steel. When rolling on the soil surface, the wheels drive the
distribution mechanism by means of an axle used as driving shaft. The distribution system
is composed of a system of two gears (driving and driven) and a plateau located inside :he
hopper. The plateau is equipped with two pins which help hold the seed plates made of

aluminum. Two types of seed plates are more common: full-drop round-hole and flat-drop

types.

5.1.1.4. Multipurpose toolbar implements
Toolbar implements have been developed by French agricultural research
ingtitutions (RAT, CEEMAT, MOUZON Mfg) working in West Africa to help farmers
increase their field operational capacities (Figure S and 6). The strategy behind the
toolbar is to buy a single multipurpose frame and different attachments corresponding to
specific tasks (tillage. weeding, groundnut harvesting). There are a large variety of tcolbar

impiements available to farmers in the whole West African region.
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S5.1.1.4.1. Multipurpose frame ARARA

Designation: ARARA  toolbar §
Utilization: Tillage, weeding, ridging, lifting.
Traction, oxen, horse and donkey for light soil.
Weight: 3 | to 46 kg with the attached working component.
Tillage attachments:
10" bottom
8" bottom
6’ bottom
Ridging attachments
. 250 mm fixed wings
350 mm fixed wings
Adjustable wings
Cultivator  attachments:
3 full and half sweeps (left and right)
5 full and half sweeps (left and right)
Optiona: double revershle points
Groundnut lifting attachments
200 mm sweep
350 mm sweep

500 mm sweep
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- Frame

The main beam consists of a straight squared shaped type made of mild steel. The
stability of the beam in the working position is provided by a whedl. The wheel standard is
clamped at the front of the beam through a welded vertical adjustment device on which a
vertical S-hole hitching system is also welded.

A pair of 1/2 solid steel braced-handles is bolted a the other end of the beam to

help the user guide the implement.

- Equipment attachment
The standard for either moldboard or ridger bottom and groundnut lifter is
at:ached to the beam by bolts in a special groove located between the handles attachment
and the rear end of the beam.
For the attachment of the other types of working components (spring tooth shanks
or straight-st nmed), two cross bars are used to increase the versatility and working
capacity of tie implement. Up to 4 tine standards can be clamped on : 1e (cross bars and

one under the main beam.

5.1.1.4.2. Multipurpose frame Sine 9
Designation: Sine 9 Cultivator or hoe
Utilization: secondary tillage, weeding, ridging, groundnut lifting
Traction mode: oxen, horse and donkey on light soil

Weight: 30 a 45 kg with the attachment.
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-« Frame

The main beam of the frame is made out of a 40x20 mm flat mild steel on which
cross bars of the same materials can be added to increase its working capacity. The
attachment system is very similar to the ARARA multipurpose toolbar described earlier.
The handles are made out of 20x27 mm flat mild steel and designed wide enough over the
frame to help its ease in use.

The stabilizing wheel standard is fixed on the main beam by means of a clamp

equipped with a vise for easy continuous height adjustment.

- Attachments
10" plow equipped with a specia shank and standard.
Reversible point mounted on a 25 mm square straight-stemmed shank.
3-Canadian spring tines for weeding and stirring the soil.
The shovel and sweep attachment system is composed of one 160 mm central
sweep and 2 half sweeps for weeding. Better action of soil stirring is performed with a
systern of 3 160 mm-full sweeps.
Ridger: equipped with two adjustable or fixed wings with 2.50 mm and 360 mrn
options. The attachment to the main frame is made with a special standard.
Groundnut lifter: The lifter knives or shovels are available in 3 sizes according to
the traction mode and the soil type: 300 mm. 350 mm and 500 mm. The

attachment is made with a standard constructed of matrix steel to better
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Table 17: Breakdown frequencies on farm equipment

Agro-| Location | Implement Repair and maintenance Freq | Average
eco type type (%) | distance
ZOnes M
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5.1.2. Cart

Designation: 1.500 kg Grand-plateau cart
Traction mode: pair of oxen

Plateau; 2.40x1.50 m

Base: 1.40 m

Pneumatic 145x 14 tires

Axle with conica roller bearings

Unladen weight: 220 kg

5.2. Repair and maintenance

The qudity of repair and maintenance represents a key factor to the stability of the
technology in farmers conditions. The survey has revedled thet the level of expertise of the
locd blacksmith was directly reated to the farm implement working conditions and
reliability. Most of the blacksmith were not equipped enough to solve all the maintenance

and breakdown problems encountered by farmers on their piece of equipment (Table 17)

52.1. Breakdown frequencies
5.2.1.1. Moldboard plow UCF 10"

The draight edge share supplied by the manufacturer (SISCOMA and SISMAR:
to equip the plow lasts no more than two years. The locally manufactured share made of
flatten truck Springs by the blacksmith needs to be changed dmost every year. Plow shares
are damaged mainly by the presence of roots and stumps in newly cleared fields as farmers

have the tendency to extend cropped upland areas. In agro-eco system 4 the high rate ot




127

)

Table 17. Breakdown frequencies on farm equipment

Tube and tires

Agro-| Location | Implement Repair and maintenance Freq | Average
€co type type (%) | distance
zones (km)
4 | Boulandor | Cropping | Working components: frog 60 18
shares, landside, and
sweeps. On-site
Wheel bushings.
Transport | Tongue welding 40 20
Tube and tires
3 Bougoutoub Cropping Working components: frog 88 8
shares, landside,
sweeps.
Whed bushings.
Transport [Tongue welding 12 22
. Tube and tires L )
5 Kagnarou | Cropping Working component: Wings 64 On-site
shares, landsides.
Wheel bushings.
Adaptation and wing
welding on EMCOT ridger
Transport [Tongue welding 36 On-site
Tube and tires _ i 15
5 Suel Cropping | Working component : Wings 42 B
reversible shares, and
Whed bushings - On-site
Adaptation and wing 45
welding on EMCOT ridger
Transport [Tongue welding 13 17
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utilization of moldboard plows explains the high mantenance frequencies of 60 and

88%. The landside has a longer life than the share. In general, blacksmiths buy the raw
materid used to make the share and landside from junkyard .retailers

The share plays an important role in the amount of draft required to pull the plow,
the penetration, and mogly the stability of the plow in. working postion. Different studies
has showed that 75% of the draft is centered along a line passinz across the plowshare and
locdized 1/3 from the landside.

The frog represents the central piece of the UCF plow. It holds t he bottom parts
(share, lansde, moldboard) and the beam together. It needs to be protected from any type
of wear by replacing worn share and landside on time.

The mgority of the implements that are in bad and very bad conditions (Figure 9)
are made of implements with worn frogs. These implements need to be discarded and
replaced as it can be more costly to fix a plow bottom at this level of wear than to
purchase a new and completz implement.

According to the manufacturer SISMAR, UCF 10" plows are built to last at least
for MANLIFE= 5 years againt FARMLIFE= 15.30 years in famers condition. The study
shows that farmers are still using plows more than 20 years old (Table 18). If bad and
very bad plows are removed from the anadlyss because of the worn frogs, the life
expectancy of UCF plow, in famers' condition becomes FARMLIFE= 8 years. This
parameter is important in the process of evauating the total number of plows for a given
time period needed by famers in order to replace exising plows. The implement’s life

expectancy in famers' condirion (FARMLIFE in years) can aso be used to estimate the
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annual implement utilization fixed cost (IMPFCOST inlocal currency) when performing a

farm budget analysis.

5.2.1.2. Seeder Super ECO

The seeder Super ECO requires more expertise from local black:smiths to service
because of the complexity of the seed distribution system. The mechanism housed in cast
iron requires little servicing. The manufacturer SISMAR urges farmers to verify the
quality and level of the anti-friction grease in the mechanism and to provide grease to gear
system if necessary. The system is built strong enough to last the seeder’s lifetime.

Most of the other seeder's working parts is serviceable by local blacksmiths. These
parts include the furrow opener, and the two full sweeps used to cover the seed with soil.

The weak point of the seeder resides in the plateau which is unserviceable by loca
blacksmiths. The plateau made of brass is located inside the hopper and is part of the
distribution system. Its role is to turn the seed plates held in place with a round brass nut,
a spring and two anti-dide short pins. Two major problems are noticed: the nut and the
spring are often lost or the pins are broken. An equivaent nut can be found in rnarket
places located in nearest biggest town; but the pins, when broken, are difficult to replace.
In terms of breakdown frequencies, the seeder mainly contributed to the overall
breakdown and maintenance frequencies of the shares and sweeps.

In relation to the level of utilization, seeders in working condition were found in
the area of sudy older than FARMLIFE= 11.9 1 years. The manufacturer's specifications

indicate a lifetime of MANLIFE= 10 years.
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5.2.1.3. Toolbars and EMCOT ridger

There is little breskdown and maintenance on toolbars. The breskdowns identified
in the course of data andlysis are classified in the same category of breskdown as the
attached working component. In ail cases, farmers in the area of study considered the
toolbars to be identified with the working component they came with originally. In other
words, a multipurpose ARARA or SINE 9 equipped with plow bottom is no more than a
plow, and the same for those equipped with ridgers. In the long run, the toolbars lose their
origind multipurpose characteridtics. In general, an ARARA toolbar is considered to be a
ridger as most of them are equipped with a ridger bottom and most of the SINE 9 tooibars
are considered to be cultivators or weeders, generaily equipped with 3-Canadian full
sweep.

The breakdown rate of ridger bottoms appeared to be closdy related to the type of
wings they are equipped with. The EMCOT ridger from Gambia tends to bresk at the
ficture level between the wing and the share. Most of these ridgers need welding to repair
the damaged wing fixtures and account for 45% of the breakdown in agro-ecosystem 5.
On the average, the lifetime of EMCOT ridger is FARMLIFE= 10 47 years (the
menufacturer given lifeime MANLIFE was not available). If bad and very bad implemenrs
are not gonsidered usable in the andlysis, the lifetime decreases to FARMLIFE= § vears.

The ridger bottom attached to the ARARA toolbar faces problems of wear on the
reversible point and breakage or loss of the wing nuts. The wing nuts are important for the
adjusgment of ther height in the process of monitoring the geometry of the ridges. This
type of falure contributes to 42% of breskdowns mainly registered on ridgers in agro-

ecosystem 5. The ARARA toolbar with its attachment has a fam lifetime of dmost
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FARMLIFE= 14.60 years and 8 years when the bad and verv bad toolbars are not

counted.

The sweeps used on the SINE 9 toolbar are also subject to the physical conditions
of the fields in relation to the presence of roots and stumps. The rate of sweeps wear is
similar to the plow share or ridger reversible point. The lifetime of toolbar SINE 9 in

farmers condition is around FARMLIFE= 6 years.

5.2.1.4. Ox-cart

Ox-carts are used year round by farmers. They mainly face problems of tires and
tubes due to the poor quaity of the farm roads Flat tires on the road can be changed in
the nearest town. They account for 129 and 1 3% of the total breakdowns respectively in
agro-ecosvstem 4 and 5.

The primary failure of the ox-cart is the break age of the tongue. which generallv
occurs at least once in its Uifetime. Tongue breakage in combination with rhe tire problem
account for between 36 to 40% of the breakdowns. ‘The liferime in farmers' condition is
close to FARMLIFE= 14.67 vears in totd and 10 vears when poor quality caris are not

counted (Figure 9).

5.2.2 Farm equiprnent reliability

The reliability of farm equipment is closely linked to the existing maintenance
network and to the quality of technical services provided to farmers. The studv shows that
farmers rely on rhree categories of service providers: local blacksmiths. advanced shops

located in nearest big towns and farm equipment deders.
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Until 1980, only govemmental extension services were involved in. making farm

implements available to farmers through the ONCAD and SONADIS network. There
were no private retailers involved in the process. One rngjor advantage of this system was
the quality control performed on implements and spare parts, but all the cost of
distribution had to be supported by the Govemment. The system did not work well as
farmers were not getting the spare parts on time.

The gtuation became Worse after 1980, when the digtribution system administered
by extension agencies carne to a complete Stop: no more dealers or spare parts retailers.
The only open dternative for the Govemment was to use the newly launched regional
agricultural projects to support the distribution of implements and spare parts to farmers
located in their geographicai coverage. The PIDAC "Special Program” fmanced by
USAID in 1979-80, was the only source of credit to farmers in the area of study. This new
iine of credit accounted for at least 20% of the UCF plows, 64% of the seeders and a little
more than 3% of the ox-carts (Figure 10). At the same time PIDAC tried to improve
repairing capacities of selected blacksmiths willing to undergo some training and to
purchase a set of tools a the end of the sessions, Currently, the local blacksmiths
represent the central piece of the network of the farm equipment servicing by carrying out
more than 80% of the repair and maintenance.

In this context, farmers do not rely completely on their farm implernents. Hand
tools are still ready to be used to compensate for any implement’s failure.

In these conditions, the most often asked questions by anima traction practitioners

are: How long will it take ta fix a breakdown? How reliable is the technology to fat-mers’
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There is no need to put stress on the importance of the reliability parameter when

farmers are in the process of adopting a new technology. The‘ parameter is determinant in
evaluating the performance of households using animal traction implements for crop
production. Timeliness is critical in the short period alowed for field operations.

The reliability of each farm implement or equipment (IMPLREL in percent) has
been evaluated and tabulated (Table 18). Two types of reliability coeffkients are
calculated, one on the yearly basis and the other on the implement lifetime basis. On the
implement lifetime basis, two reliability coefficients are calculated, one on the
manufacturer's given life expectancy (IMPLRELman in percent) and the second on the reai

farm lifetime (IMPLREL = in percent). In any case, the reliability is given by following

equations:
M/ﬂ) 1' .R E .L _ 1 (daySBreuldown 4 2
AL =D AYS (42)
IMPLREL,, = | (———" T sreionn (43)
T IMPLLIFE

The real implement reliability per year IMPLREL in percent is expressed by the

combined reliability of the two:

IMPLREL = (IMPLREL, ., )*( IMPLREL .z ) (44)




Tableau 18: Implement repair and maintenance

Implement Potential [Manufactur| On-Fann | Potential Number of days of Breakdown Reliabiliy (%)
Types NWDAYS er Life On-Farm
Impl [ife I.tle days/iyr (%) Yrs/hite % Manut | % On-Farm Manuf Farm
All Types 6.80
Avg - - 12.9] 13.98 - 2.90 - - -
Min 100 1.00 1.00
Max 25.00 182.50 700
LICE 10" 4500 5.00 8.00 7.44 45 80 2862 50.16 66.07
Avg 1530 335 2.29
Min 7.00 2.00 100
Max 2500 5.00 4.00
RARA 435 00 500 8.00 833 40 0 25.00 55.00 68 75
Avp 14 60 375 2.00
Min 1 60 200 100 o
Max 2300 500 4.00 et
{COMAT 43.00 500 8 00 6 40 4000 2500 53616 7026
Avg 1047 288 200
Mmn O U6 i.00 2.00
Max 18 00 5 00 2.00
SING: 9 75.00 5.00 6.00 38.93 20.0( 1667 48.85 50.89
Avg 3.64 2920 1.00
Min 1.00 2920 1.00
Max 12 00 2920 1 00
Super 1LCO 30.00 10.0G 10.00 7.50 2500 25.00 6937 6937
Avg 1191 300 2.50
Min 1.00 300 1.00
Mix 22.00 300 5.00
Ix-cart 365.00 10.00 14 67 10.00 22138 3350 2500 51.62 38.21
Avg 1 00 8108 335
Min 23.00 1 UG 1 00
Max LD Sen 7 00
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Among the most used farm equipment, the ox-car-t appears to have the Jowest

overall reliability IMPLREL=58.2 1%. The observed breakdowns are frequent and
complex (pole welding, pneumatic problems) and require more time to repair in
comparison with cropping implements (66.07% for UCF plow, 68.75% For ARARA,
70.20% for EMCOT ridger, 50.89% for SINE 9 and 69.37% for Super ECO seeder).
According to the level of utilization, breskdowns on newly purchased farm equipment
happen more often after 2 years of use for cropping impiements and after 3 to 5 years for
ox-car-t, evaluated from their first date of service.

The longer the idling or immobilization time for breakdowns, the lower the

reliability and therefore the higher the cost of utilization per year or per hectare

5.3. Draft animal management

A totd of 89 oxen were counted in the study for the 40 househoids. They
represented more than 80%, of the draft animals used in crop production. All the oxen
belong to the Bos taurus breed commonly called Ndama. Small in size and
trypanotolerent, they are physically characterized as humpless and have an optimal or
mature weight MATURELW between 280 and 4 10 kg (Goe and McDowell, 1980) A
mature weight value MATURELW= 360 kg is often used for practica applications

The average number of oxen per farm is (2.23 + 0.27) @ 90% confidence intervai
The distribution is dightly different between the two agro-ecosystems with an average ot
1.95 oxen per farm (CV= 47%) in zone 4 against 2.50 oxen per farm (CV- 4 1%) in the

agro-ecosystem zone 5.
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5.3.1. Availability of draft animals

Oxen used by farmers were either locally withdrawn from the farmer’s own herd or
purchased (50%) in the village from other farmers. Beside the withdrawal from the herd,
the other 50% comprised exchanges against equivalent goods and gifts. [t appearsthat the
availability of oxen, for draft purposes is not viewed by farmers as a significant major
constraint to adopting the technology

In the selection process, only male oxen were selected as social and cultural

standards of living prohibit the use of female animals for any physica activity

5.3.2. Training and working career

Training of draft animals for teamwork as well as training of farmers to better use
and adjust farm implements was revealed to be a serious concern to farmers. The only
formal training sessions mentioned by very few farmers, occurred in the late 1970s. The
sessions took place a the Guerina Training Center located South of Bignona. The center
was created in 1964 as a pilot unit in the Basse Casamance region, financed by the UNDP
Its main objective was to train 32 farmers in the span of 9 months each vear to acquire
skills in using draft animals and the variety of implements. The training was stopped in
1980 when the administration lacked financing to support the activities. Nowadays,
farmers are left to themselves to learn by doing Common farming practices were to train
animals a a much younger age. Most of the draft animals in the area of study were trained
between the ages (AGETRAIN in years) of 3 to 3 years. On some rare occasions. older
animals (5to 6 years) weretrained. Theolder the animal, the moredifficult to betrained.

Starting one month prior to the beginning of the rainy season, the draft animals were given
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names, and then taught basic moves through pulling and working as ateam. During the

cropping season, animals are literally forced to work togethier-as a pair. It is only during
their long working career that the pair of oxen begins to demonstrate more willingness to
work. A minimum number of 3 years (YRSEXP) is generaly accepted in the area as
needed for a pair of oxen to respond correctly to commands. The average working
experience of individual draft animal was found to be YRSEXP=3.86 + 0.79 years (@
90% confidence inter-val. The longest working career was 9 years.

Farmers are facing more technical learning problems. An early study conducted by
the Farming System Research team of ISRA's Agricultural Research Center of Djibelor
(Basse Casamance) reported in comparing farmers with and without animal traction that it
took 5 to 6 years of experience for farmers to master the technology. The mastering is
necessary before steady yield improvements becomes apparent. This includes implement
hitching and adjustments, adjustment of line of draft, keeping plowshare sharp and
moldboard in good scouring conditions, ox-team driving, resources allocation and choice

of appropriate cropping techniques.

533. Stahility

The key factor t0 @ successful growing Season is to maintain draft animaisin good
working condition. Stability of the technology from the draft anima perspective is what
reliability is to farm implements.

A close look at the data shows that 13% of the farmers had only one draft animal
(Figure 11). They needed tc borrow another animal to constitute apair in order to car-

out their field activities. This Situation is risky, especidly if the transaction takes place a
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the beginning of the rainy season. A reliability factor on the draft animals' availabiiity

(ANIREL in decimal) is therefore attached to this Situation. Using Equation 20, the vaue
of ANIREL is equd to:

ANIREL= 0.87

The next group of farmers (66%) disposed of one pair of oxen. This repsesents
also arisky stuation. If one anima happens to be unavailable because of injury, disease.
desth, theft or some other reason, then the production objectives will be seriously
compromised.

For these two groups of farmers (79%), the technology is not stable, associating a
large amount of risk in the resource alocation process a the farm level. The coefficient o:

stability usng Equation 19 is equd to:
STABCOEF= 021

The third group of fat-mers (3%) showed more stability with 3 draft animais The
third anima was used to replace any unavalable one. The anima must be trained to work
on both the left and right side. This aspect was the most difficult for farmers to achieve. as
working draft animals need to be familiar to one another for better and sustained
performance.

The fourth group (15%) was more concerned with continuity than anything else.
Replacement of the actual working pair of draft animas was a concem and planned well

ahead of time. With two pairs of oxen (4 draft animals), the second pair was trained to

L eedi b
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replace the first aging one. The average ages of rhe first and second pair of oxen were

given as follow (Table 19):

Agro-ecosystem 4

1st pair of oxen

Right side: 6.79 years with a CV= 3 1%

Left side : 5.80 years with a CV- 33%
2nd pair of oxen

Right side: 4.33 years with a CV= 44%

Left side : 3.00 yearswith a CV== 0%

Agro-ecosystem §:
14t pair of oxen
Right side: 8.15 years with a CV= 40%
Left side : 8.16 vears withaCV=37%

2nd par of oxen

Right side: 4.20 years with a CV= 51%

L eft side 4.40 years with a CV=47%

In any case, the second pair was not expected to yield the same productivity as the
first pair. Switching to the second pair would sjow down the working speed. causing both

fieid capacity and quality of work to decrease.
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Table 19: Average age of 1st and 2nd pair of oxen

Oxen | Average (years) Standard SE Mean 90% C.1
Deviation o
Ox 1 7.49 2.89 0.46 (6.71, 8.27)
Ox 2 7.12 2.89 0.50 (6.28, 7.96)
Ox3 425 2.19 0.77 (2.78,5.72)
Ox 4 4.00 2.00 0.76 (2.53,5.47)

The fifth group of farmers (3%) had 5 draft animals to make up two pairs and one
ready for replacement. They planned for both the future, by training younger animais and
were ready for the replacement of any anima unable to work in the first pair.

The gtability anadysis shows that for the mgority of the farmers the technology is
ungtable. In many cases they depend on their neighbors to borrow missing components or
on community work organized at the village level to achieve their production objectives. [t
was not the focus of this sudy to andlyze the dternaives but previous studies conducted
in the same area have showed that in most cases, they still rely heawvily on :raditional hand
tools to complete the unfinished work of the draft animas (Fal, 1985; Ndiame, 1986).
This fact demonstrates the importance of the presence workers a the farm level for animal

traction users until sability or reliability is improved.

54. Land and labor resources
5.4.1.Land availability
The average fam dze in the area of study in terms of land area plowed by draft

animals was FMSIZE= 4.03 + 0.43 ha @ 90%, confidence inter-va (Cl) (Figure 12). The
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average farm size is dightly different from agro-ecosystem 4 with FMSIZE= 4.26 ha

(CV=36%) to agro-ecosystem S with FMSIZE= 3.8 1 ha (CV= 44%). The potentia for
land extension is limited by the presence of valleys and lowland areas generafly decoted to

rice cultivation whenever possible.

5.4.2. Farm labor

Most fat-mers were equipped with tillage implements (57% of total farm equipmenr
surveyed). The lack of post-tillage implements has relegated draft animals to a low level of
utilization during the growing season.

The average number of farm workers NFWKERS present at the farm level during
this study was NFWKERS= 1053 + 1.17 @ 90% probability level (Figure 13) The
difference between the two agro-ecosystem zones were not significant with an average of
NFWKERS= 11.60 farm workers (CV= 36%) for zone 4 and NFWKERS= 9.45 farm
workers (CV= 41%) for zone 5. The availability of the farm workers throughout the
growiny season is crucia to meet the production objectives. The temporary absence of

active family members was pointed out to be a constraint at weeding time

5.5. Adoption dynamics
As expected during the implementation stage of many agricultura development

projects around the world, three phases have been identified in the process of animal

traction adoption in the Basse Casamance region (Figure 14):
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Early adopters:

This phase extended from the end of the 1960s to 1974.. Animal traction adopters
were made of farmers who accepted the challenge of securing agricultural production
through diversification and extenson of upland crops, mainly on groundnuts (cash crop).

They represented no more than 15% of the farmers in the area of study. Farmers located in

agro-ecosystem zone 4 were the first to adopt the new technology.

Adopters and _innovators

The better performance of households using the new technology through the
increase of gross ‘cash crop production generated a lot of interest from manua farmers.
The adoption rate was the highest between 1976 and 1980 when no less than 50% of the
farmers became involved. This can be explained by two decisive factors. First, the
incentives were put on groundnut production a the governmenta level through the
application of the National Agriculturd Policy.

The policy was characterized by an easy access to credit and organized markets for this
crop. The quas-total groundnut production was used to supply the national oil industry
Second, the progressive encroachment of drought in the area forced farmers to look for
other aternatives to better secure production a the household level. Rice production was
reduced by the decrease in the amount of rainfall (30% to 40% in early 1980s) to rhe point

that rice was no longer driving the farmers  production system in the area of study
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The decrease in the rate of adoption started in the earlv 1980s and went trom 337,
to an insignificant level of 2°% in the early 19905 The Nationa Agricultural Policy
adminigtered through the governmental agencies was ended in 1980 a the nationd [evel
for many reasons The main reason was rhe inabilitv of farmers to payv back the medium
rerm (S vears) credit loans on farm implements atter the long lasting drought of 1978-
1982, The farmers’ primarv source to acquire farm equipment was put to an end and as
was pointed out by Ndiame ( 1986) it is unlikely that a similar program will be initiated in
the future. Following this, the credit svstems fosrered by the Government and policy
makers to finance agriculture were merged into the collaboration with private banks and
newlv implementing rural development projects Aleng with other reasons. the conditions
for eligibiiity ofthe farmers to be part ofthe newly implemented credit svstems were not
expected 10 increase the number of new anima tract:on adopters.

The dynamics ofadoption appeared to be very complex in regards to the variables
involved As the studv showed. almost 70%, of the farm implements actuallv used by
farmers were financed through a credit svstem (Figure 10). From [980. mcst ot the
farmers who benetited from the newlv formed credit [ines. were alreadv animd traction
users The rate of new adopters slowed down for différent reasons that included the cost

of transactions involved:

- Awareness of the credit svstem: farmers with a past credit system's
experience were able to reduce the ¢ost of transaction by getting correct information F:asy

access to information helped them work their wav through the svstem. Besides having
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easy access to information, they had scrong connections for rapid administrative paper

work and were also more aware of ways to avoid sanctions or.penalties for no annuity

payment

- Members of farmers' production group or fax-mers organization: There is
more and more tendency for farmers organization to guarantee the credibility of their
members. They carry out preliminary negotiations on behalf o farmers to speed up the
process of acquisition. Farmers organizations administer have their own sanctions to
default repayment in accordance with the organization bylaws. In the area of study and
since 1988, the CADEF farmers' organization guaranteed 5 1% of the implements acquired

by fat-mers.

- Conditions of digibility: the involvement of private banks increased the
cost of transaction. Interest went up and farmers were asked to constitute a down
payment in order to be digible for the credit. The National Agricultural Credit Bank of
Senega (CNCAS), the main actor in the credit system, was asking for a 20% down
payment and 14% of interest on the capital. With these conditions, farmers generaly

believed the cost of money was just too high.

- Non existence of second hand implement markets. Only 26% of the
implements used by farmers were purchased in cash (Figure 10). These farm implements
were mainly bought from out of state markets, across the Gambian border (16%). These

implements imported by Gambian dealers were mainly ridgers fabricated by the English
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manufacturer EMCOT Loca markets, especially those located in North and South

Central regions of Senegal accounted for nearly 10% of thé purchases. ]t appears that
there is a general tendency for farmers to keep their implements on the farm (19%) until
they were completely worn out, out of service and finally discarded (Figure 9). Thevery
few occasions whereby farmers got rid of their implements were only when they traded
them off against other equivalent goods (5%) or gave them away as gifts to relatives and

friends ( 1%).

- Learning period: [t required a long time for fat-mers to master the new
technology (5 to 6 years). In agro-ecosystem 4 and 5, 10 to 15% of farmers were
classified inexperienced (Figure 15). In these conditions, a new adopter experienced
mixed results of using animal traction. Animal cultivation can be very fi-ustrating and using
farm implements can appear to be a sum of tough skills to master. Lack of working skills
can prevent farmers from performing proper adjustments, and identifving the signs of

inefficiency.

Farmers located in the area of study do not have a long history of animai traction
The average number of years of experience was (1643 = 15 1) years @ 90% level of

probability with a maximum of 25 years.

5.6. Summary
This broad overview of animal traction in the Basse Casamance region shows that

many factors were involved in the implementation of the technology.
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The qudlity of the implements made available to farmers is of major importance in

relation to its life expectancy. Quality control is a must. The design also is as important.
The simpler the implement, the better as farmers are not generally skillful in the handling
and management of complex toolbars. The analysis shows that toolbars were generally
identified with the working component that they were originally equipped with. The
introduction of toolbars must go along with specific training to show their flexibility and
to demonstrate how they can improve the overal farm working capacity.

The quality of maintenance and servicing is important to the viability of the
technology. The skills and expertise of loca blacksmiths must be improved through
training and better tool supply. Increasing reliability of farm implements is tikely to
decrease production cost in the short run.

There is a need to improve performance by facilitating the adoption of
complementary implements. This will help to avoid the side effects of the shifting of
bottleneck to fill the labor deficits. To meet this need it is crucia to reduce the learning
period by better training in order to achieve rapid returns on investments that can be
reinvested.

In order to tie these different aspects together, it is important to carry out an
analysis of actual and potential use of the technology. A correct evauation of the impact
of the technology will help farmers to have a better understanding of the effects of animal
traction on the achievement of their production objectives. It will dso help differentiate
between yield increases and land extension effects. A good starting point is the evauation

of the working capacity of draft animals in the farmer’s condition.
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Chapter 6

WORKING CAPACITY OF DRAFT ANIMALS

Two pairs of oxen per village and one pair on-station for control were used. A
tota number of 9 pairs were classified into 3 traction groups according to the pair's tota

liveweight LW:

Group 1. 600 to 700 kg
Group 2: 500 to 600 kg

Group 3: 400 to 500 kg

The 18 draft animals were monitored separately throughout the growing season:

working schedule (type and time spent), liveweight follow up, disease, and feeding svstem

6.1. Environmental conditions

In the Basse Casamance region, farmers are urged to carry out their field
operations as early in the morning as possible to avoid heat stress and to rest rhe animals
according to the level of intensity of the fieldwork. The heavier the work., the shorter the

time allocated to the task and the longer the rest.
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According to the weather data collected during the study, it shows that draft oxen

in the Basse Casamance region faced the weather related fatigue between mid-July and the

end of September when the average minimum relative humidity RHmin approached 70%

(Figure 16 and 17):

- From onset of rain to July 14
. Minimum Temperature Tmin: 2421 °C
- Maximum Temperature Trmax: 3373 °C
. Minimum Relative Humidity RHpmin: 52.56
. Maximum Relative Humidity FUI,,: 94.77
- From July 15 to end of September
. Minimum Temperature Twin: 2388 °C
- Maximum Temperature Tmax: 31.04 °C
. Minimum Relative Humidity RHpa; 67.82
Maximum Relative Humidity RHmax: 99.49

The difference in RHmin shows that the oxen have a narrow windcsw of working
days before the draft animals entered the uncomfortable working period of the year. This
dtuation dictates a working strategy based on the number of animal working hours
ANWKGHR per day (in hrs/day) alocated to field operations. more working hours before
mid-July and less working hours for the remaining of the growing season.

It must be noted that both minimum temperature Twi in °C and maximum
temperature Tmax in °C were on the decreasing phase from the onset of the rainy season
and reach the minima towards the end of the year. Minimum temperature Tmin Was
decreasing from 27.00 °C and maximum temperature Ty from 43.80 °C. Records show
that the highest temperature has always been recorded during the month of May and the

lowest in December-January. The effects of temperature alone need more investigation.
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The main objective of the recommendations on working strategies is to optimize

the energy available from the draft animais to yield a better efficiency. At this stage of
investigation it is important to evaluate the level of anima energy output ANERGY in
MJ/day that farmers can count on, especially at the beginning of the rainy season when it is

needed the most.

6.2. Maximum performance

The maximum performance test was conducted on-farm during morning hours.
The test took place on dready cleaned fields and ready to be plowed for the cropping
season. The time constraint was such that only two villages out of four could be visited
per day.

The pair of oxen from each traction group used the same loaded dedge for each
puiling trial. The pulling distance or distance traveled DISTRAV in m (100 to 200 m) was
sometimes adjusted to fit the geometry of the fieids. Each trial lasted approximately 2
hours starting with a warming up of the pair of oxen yoked to wak together without load
for 10 to 15 min. The head yoke type was used for the trials. The characteristics of the
draft anima’s performance are given in Table 20 and 21.

Different adjustments by triai and error were performed at the sledge hitching point
to reach an acceptable line of draft. Two variables were recorded during each repetition:
the pulling force (PF in N) and the time (PTIME in s) to travel the given distance
(DISTRAV in m). A regression analysis was run to model the power output of each pair
(ANPOWER in J/s) in relation to the required pulling force PF in N to move the loaded

dedge. The same analysis was carried out on the average performances.
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6.21 Maximum performance

6.2.1.1. Optimum point

-- Optimum power (ANPOWER,)

The optimum power ANPOWER,y in J/s is used to compare the performance of

each par of oxen. The power is caculated by multiplying the PF (N) and ANSPEED

(m/s). A one-way anaysis of variance is conducted with each of the factors contributing to

Table 20; Performance of team of oxen

Group' |LW PF  |Std. dev| Std |PF/LW| Speed |Optimum [Max PF
(kg) N) Error (m/s) power N)
(J/s)
l 6832 1408.32 | 65.92 9.83 0.21 090 | 1267.49353 1.60
1 2 |690°| 1442.07 | 76.62 | 17.13 | 021 - -
2 | 648 | 1618.65 | 9045 | 28.60 | 025 | 1.11 | 1796.70|34. 0.00_
1 [535] 1379.19 | 71.12 | 1725 | 0.26 | 0.90 | 1241.27|2256.30
2 2 1600 1409.11 | 75.64 | 2280 | 0.24 | 091 | 1282.29 B256.00
3 | 517 | 1471.50 | 6543 | 21.81 | 029 | 1.09 | 1603.94|2950.00
11469 92440 | 98.75 | 19.37 | 0.20 1.01 933.64 |1962.00
3 2 1435 95079 |126.78 | 2486 | 0.22 | 0.86 | 817 68|2158.20
3 14411 1299.83 | 106.93 | 48.28 | 0.30 1.06 | 1377.81|2530.00
(1) P stands for pair of oxen
(2) The pair of oxen showed unwillingness to pull
Table 21. Average performance of team of oxen
Group| LW PF PF/LW | Speed | Optimum power | Max PF
(kg) (N) | (daN/kg) | (mvs) (J/s) (N)
l 665.50" | 1513.47 023 1.00 1532.09 3465 80
2 550.67 | 1419.93 0.26 0.97 1375.83 2820.77
3 1448.33 |105834 0.25 098 |1043.04 |2216.73
(1) The par of oxen P2 of Group | was not included in the average
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the puwer: the pull force PF in N and the draft animals spéed ANSPEED in m/s (Table 2(

and 21).

The analysis of variance on the optimum power ANPOWER., in J/s shows that

the difference among the 3 traction groups is not ver-y significant (Table 22). The

arithmetic difference arnong the groups can help evaluate the energy balance involved in

order to determine the exact amount of feed required for a given group.

Table 22 ANOVA of the Optimum Power (J/s)

SOURCE DF SS MS F P
Group 2 322285 161142 2.05 0.224
ERROR 5 393748 78750
TOTAL 7 716033
INDIVIDUAL %% CI'S FOR MEAN
BASED ON POOLED STDEV
LEVEL N MEAN STDEV * * * +
Group 1 2 1531 3742 ( % )
Group 2 3 1375.8  198.6  eeeemeen (% = e )
Group 3 3 [043.0 295.7 (-e-eem *oo )
mamaat awme -----+ T e e +- -------- +-

POOLED STDEV = 280.6 800 1200 1600 2000

- Optimum Pulling For ce (PFoy)

The arithmetic difference in optimum power ANPOWER.,: is mainly due to the

sgnificant difference found between the pulling force PF,n of the different traction groups

at the optimum point. The 95% confidence level analysis shows that difference in PF,y is
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significant between traction group 1/group 2 and traction group 3. The difference is not

significant between traction gsoup | and 2 (T able 23).

The retio of pulling force to liveweight (PF/LW) at the optimum point is the

same for the 3 traction groups. The difference is not significant (Fisher-F= 0.92 and p=

0.45) and the average for the 3 groups is (PF/LW)epe= 0.24 with a CV= 15% with pulled

Table 23: ANOVA of PF in N at Optimum point

SOURCE DF SS MS F p
Group 2 32 1668 160834 8.19 0.019
ERROR 6 117780 19630
TOTAL 8 439449

INDIVIDUAL 9% CI'S FOR MEAN -

BASEDONPOOLEDSTDEV
LEVEL N MEAN STDEV + - + +
Group | 3 1489.7 1130 ( (G—— ))

419.9 Y (S —
EF(())HB % 3 %0%8.3 2(%% (+=e--- P ) '

+ + + +

POOLED STDEV = 140.1 1000 125 500 1750

dandard deviation Stdev= 0.036. Monnier (1965) and Nourrissat (1965) reported in

different field trials that the Ndama cattle could pull continuoudy 10% to 14% of their

body weight for a long period of time. Field operations requiring pulling 20% or more of

the body weight were considered to be from medium to heavy work and could not be

sustained for a long time. According to Goe and McDowell (1980), citing Swamy Rao

{ 1964), an improved harness yielded a pull to weight ratio of 24%.
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= Draft animals’ Speed ANSPEEDopt

The speed ANSPEED, in m/sec is the most important factor in the power

estimation. The significant difference in the pulling force PF is rapidly buffered by the level
of low speed of the pairs of oxen across the groups. The analysis of variance shows that

the speed of travel ANSPEED.y is dmost the same for the traction groups (Table 24)

Table 24: ANOVA of the walking speed (m/sec) (Optimum point)

SOURCE DF 55 MS F 5
Croup 2 0.0018 0.0009 0.07 0.935
ERROR 5 0.0666 0.0133

TOTAL 7 0.0684

INDIVIDUAL 95% CI'S FOR MEAN
BASED ON POOLED STDEV

LEVEL N MEAN STDEV -t * LTI
Group! 2 1.0050 0.1385 — * )
Group2 3 09667  0.1069 ( * )
Goup 3 3 0.9767 0.1041 ( * )

e S +a mmm—— R e
POOLED STDEV = 0.1154 0.84 096 1.08 }20

Considering the level of pulling force PF required for field activities, it would be a
dight improvement to accept the level of significance of the optimum output. This can
. help to better allocate the length of time to perform field operations and also, to evaluate

the amount of feed required for draft oxen to carry out specific field activities
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6.2.1.2. Maximum Pull force RF,,

The maximum pulling force PF,, in N repre:s{e_rits the value for which the
pair of oxen had difficulties in walking while pulling. It corresponds to the animais’ speed
ANSPEED amost equal to 0 m/sec. In other words, PFmax represents a continuous
maximum pulling effort in comparison with the instantaneous maximum pull

The analysis of variance shows that the difference is significant between the groups
at p=0.038 (Table 25). The 95% confidence interval separates the means and shows that

the maximum pull PFq.x of group 1 is significantly different from group 3.

Table 25: ANOVA of maximum pull force (N)

- " TSOURCE DF 535 MS F >
Group 2 1892816 946408 676 00
ERROR 5 700223 140043
TOTAL 7 259304 |

INDIVIDUAL 9% CI'S FOR MEAN
BASED ON POOLED STDEV

LEV . N MEAN STDEV + + T
GI’OUp 1 2 34658 93 1 ( snsnmnres . S, )
R . 5124 ....... O )

GoB 3 3 BR324t (- VT
an "7 Rl — o T + TTTmmtt
POOLED STDEV = 374.2 100 2800 3500

The maximum pull force PF, can be trandated as the capacity of draft oxen to
overcome the peak draft errcountered in the fields while continuously working. The
average ratio of pull force to liveweight (PF/LW)ma a this point is 0.5 1 with CV=14%
and Fisher-F= 0.08 a p= 0.923. At this stage of the trial, the pairs of oxen were asked to

give the maximum effort which yielded this high level of pull ratio PF/LW. The ratio
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corresponds to pulling force PF,, of dmost haf of the body liveweight LW. In any case.

it is not expected in the real working situations that draft oxen be submitted to this level of
pull on a regular basis.

Vaues found in the literature shows that the trial results for the Ndama breed are
in the expected range. Goe and McDowell (1980) reported a ratio of 0.5 1 or 5 1% during

tests conducted in India with different pairs of oxen.

6.2.2. Characteristics of power curves

A regression analysis was carried out to model the power output ANPOWER in
J/s of each pair ofoxen. The results are presented in the Appendices. A regression anaysis
was also performed on the average performance of each traction group. The different

models are used in the expert system computer program to help evaluate and refine the

energy balance at the farm level.

6.2.2.1. Power output model

The analysis was carried out on two determinant parameters directly involved in
the performance of the cropping system: the power output ANPOWER in. J/s of the draft
animals (pair of oxen) and the level of speed ANSPEED in m/s a which the task was
performed. Firstly, the parameters were estimated for the general linear regression,
secondly an analysis of variance was performed, and thirdly, a look at the cor-relation
coefficient R among variables to help explain the relationship. The R? is also important as
it helps to determine the amount of variation explained by the regression lime. The best fit

-

was obtained with the quadratic form of PF using the variables (PF/1000) and (PF/1000)
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A general comment: most of variation accounted in the linear regression was

mainly due to the border values at:

PF = 0 and PF = PFoa

At PF = 0, the pair of oxen was walked without load to cover the path. Farmers
had different feeling of walking with the draft animals in terms of how fast ta perform the
task. At the other end ofthe trial, pulling the maximum load depended on the willingness
of the pair of oxen to do the job. It did not matter how well the oxen were trained. the
greater the amount of draft required, the less the willingness of the oxen. to pull. As a
consequence, the pulling of the maximum load was put to an end to manage the
temperament and excitement of the animals. In such cases, the vaue recorded for the

maximum Pull force PFmax Would be underestimated. The analysis is presented by traction

group:

- Traction Group 1: 600 to 700 kg of LW

The average performance of the Traction Croup 1 is summarized in Table 26 The

regresson equation is:

: PF ,
ANPOWER )7 = 44.35* () [2.69* (~———
‘ 000" 129" (1600 (45)
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Table 26'Average peformance of Traction Goup 1

PF(N) | Speed PF/1000  (PF/1000)°  Power . (Power)'” PFLW.
(m/sec) (N) (N) (I/s) (J/s)

0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
259.70 1.17 0.26 0.07 303.85 17.43 0.04
517.60 1.14 0.52 0.27 590.06 24.29 0.08
920.40 1.09 0.92 0.85 1003.24 31.67 0.14
1052.40 1.11 1.05 1.20 1162.90 34.10 0.16
1232.80 1.04 1.23 1.52 1282.11 35.81 0.19
1408.30 0.90 14] 1.98 1267.47 35.60 0.21
1531.40 0.75 1.53 235 1148.55 33.89 0.23
1618.70 1.11 1.62 262 1796.76 42.39 0.24
1866.80 0.53 1.87 3.48 989 40 31.45 0.28
2074.40 0.65 2.07 430 1348.36 36.72 0.31
234460 0.34 2.34 5.50 797.16 28.23 0.3
245250 0.53 2.45 6.01 1299.82 36.05 0.37
2811.00 0.34 2.81 7.90 955.74 30.92 042
3465.80 0.00 3.47 12.01 0.00 0.00 0.52

Table 27: Parameter estimates (Group 1)

Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio p

No congtant -
(PF/1 000) 44.350 2.120 20.92 0.000

(PF/ 1000) -12.6875 0.8319 -15.25 0.000

s = 4,454 R-squared = 0.88

Table 28: Analyss of Variance (Group 1)

SOURCE F S MG P .
Regression 2 136875 48438 3449 0000
Error 13 2579 19.8

Total 15 13945.4
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The fitted linear regression equation R? explains 88% of the total variation, which

is ver-y significant (Table 27 and 28). Most of variation was mainly introduced by the:
border values at PF = 0 and PF = PF,, (Figure18a). Accord& to this model, the
unusual observation at PF,, suggests that the pairs of oxen in the Group ] ¢ould have
pulled more that was recorded. This influence is not negligible in the amount of variation
trandated into the value of the R

In the region of the optimum power ANPOWER,, the amount of pull applied
PFo = 1750 N started to become unsustainable and to induce the unwillingness to pull

mentioned earlier. This fact indicates the needs for more studies to improve the harnessing

systems.

- Traction Group 2: 500 to 600 kg of LW

The average performance of the Traction Group 2 is given in Table 29:

The regression equation is.

(ANPOWER )§ =4817%* (12)50 J-15.34%( ]];50 Vi (46)
The fitted regression equation shows a good coefficient of determination R*= 0.93
which is very significant (Table 30). However, the analysis of the data shows two
singularities. Firstly, according to the model, the amount of maximum pull PFm.= 20 139
N developed by the pair of oxen was also underestimated (Figure 19a). Once again, the
unwillingness to walk at this level of pulling induced part of the variation. Secondly, the

value of the maximum pull force PFmax, influenced the trend of the curve.




Table 29: Average performance of Traction Group 2
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PF (N) Speed PF/1000 (PF/1 000> Pow er - (Power)'” PFLW
[ | (m/sec) - MN).(N) (J/s) (J/sec) -
0.00 1.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
868.90 1.25 0.87 0.75  1086.13 32.96 0.16
929.70 1.04 0.93 0.86 -966.89 31.09 0.17
1209.90 1.11 1.21 1.46 13442.99 36.45 0.22
1285.10 | 0.89 1.29 1.65 1143.74 33.82 0.23
1409.1.0 | 0.91 1.41 1.99 1282.128 35.81 0.26
1471 .50 | 0.99 1.47 2.17 145679  38.17 0.27
1917.410 0.76 1.92 3.68 1457.22  38.17 0.35
1970.10 075 1 97 3.88 147757  38.44 0.36
2013.90 | 0.35 2.01 4.06 704.86  26.55 0.37
241210 | 0.29 241 5.82 69951  26.45 0.44
245250 | 0.42 2.45 6.01 1030.05  32.09 0.45
310300 | 0,00 3.10 9.63 0.00 000  0.56

Table 30: Parameter estimates (Group 2)

Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio p
Noconstant
(PF/ 1000) 48.167 2.009 23.97 0.000
(PF/1000)° -15.337 0.872 -17.58 0.000
s = 3.604 R-squared = 0.93

Table 31: Analysis of Variance (Group 2)

SOURCE DF SS MS- F b
Regression 2 12505.1 62526 48132 0.000
Error 11 142.9 13.0
Total 13 12648.0
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- Traction Group 3: 400 to 500 kg of LW

The average performance ofthe Traction Group 3 is summarized in Table 32.

The regression equation is:

i
(ANPOWER )7=56.11 * (

Pr 75.63 * ¢ PF )
1000’ " "™ 1000 (47)

The parameter estimates and the analysis of variance show a very good fit with an
R* =091 (Table 33 and 34). The draft animals had a tendency to walk fast in the area of
lower required PF at the beginning of the trial. The unwillingness to pull appeared in the
same region of the graph and. mostly beyond the optimum power point (Figure 20a).
Most of the variation was introduced once again by the maximum pull force PFmax.

underestimated according to the model.

6.2.2.2. Waking speed (ANSPEED in m/s)

The walking speed ANSPEED in m/s while performing a task is the second
important parameter towards the evauation of the power output ANPOWER. Regression
analysis has also been performed to give more insight in order to explain the accounted
variation in the power output models. The anaysis has been conducted for each Traction
Group. The best fit was obtained by plotting the speed ANSPEED as the dependent
variable and the ratio of pull force PF over the average liveweight of the group PF/LW
The speed plotted against the PF/LW yielded a better cor-relation than the speed plotted

against pull force PF.
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Table 32: Average pérformance for Traction Group 3

PF (N) Speed  PF/1000 (PF/1000)° Power (Power)'” PF/LW
(m/sec) (N) N) Ars) - . (I/s)

0.00 1.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
200.00 1.33 0.20 0.04 266.00 1631 0.04
350.00 1.19 0.35 0.12 416 50 20.41 0.08
52000 | 1.10 0.52 027 = 57200 2392 0.12
720.00 1.05 0.72 0.52 756.00 27.50 0.16
920.00 0.93 0.92 0.85 855.60 29.25 0.21
1270.00 0.76 1.27 1.61 965.20 31.07 0.28
1410.00 0.35 1.41 1.99 493.50 22.21 0.31
1500.00 0.39 1.50 2.25 585.00 24.19 0.33
1690.00 0.33 1.69 2.86 557.70 23.62 0.38
2220.00 0.00 2.22 493 0.00 0.00 0.50

Table 33: Parameter estimates (Group 3)
" Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio P

Nocongtant

(PF/ 1000)2 56.111 3.106 18.06 0.000

(PF/1000) -25.632 1.816 -14.11 0.000

s= 3417 R-squared = 0.91

Table 34: Analysis of Variance (Group 3)
SOURCE DF SS MS F P
. Regresson 2 - 5362.4 268 12 229.66 0.000
Error 9 105.1 11.7
Totd 11 5467.5
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Generally, the fitted Straight lines with their respective negative slopes show that

the speed ANSPEED of the pair of oxen was decreasing with higher required pull force.

The higher the pull force PF, the lower the speed level. This speéd reached the value of

zero at the maximum pull FF,,.

« Traction Group 1

The regression equation is.

PF
- _ L g
ANSPEED =1.40-2.53*( I (48)

The fitted straight line to model the speed is highly significant as the correlation
coefficient R = 0.94 (with R’= 89.2%) is very close to 1 (Table 35 and 36). The

relationship between the pull force PF and the speed ANSPEED

is very gtrong and in opposite direction (Figure 18b). The straight line accounts for §9%
of the variation. One observation at PF = 1618.7 seems to be high and introduces part of
the total variation. The high value of the speed at this point gives the impression that the
pair of oxen could have develop more power than actually delivered. Theunwillingness

facxor induced by the amount of pulling seems to be the only reason they did not.
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Table 35 Parameter estimates of walking speed (Group 1)

t-ratio

Predictor Coef Stdev 3
Constant 1.39930 0.06719 0.000
(PE/LW) -2.5326 0. 2450 -10. 34 0.000
s= 0.1326 R-sq = 89.2% R-sg(adj) = 88.3%

Table 36: Analyss of Variance of walking speed (Group 1)

SOURCE DF SS MS F P
Regression ! 1.8795 1.8795 106. 86 0.000
Error 13 0. 2287 0.0176

Tota 14 2.1082

- Traction Group 2

The regression equation is:

PF
ANSPEED =1.53-2.56 *(——
S

The parameter estimates and the analysis of variance shows that the fit is good

with a negative slope and a high correlation coefficient of R = 0.94 (with R*= 88.5%)

Table 37 and 38). The mode] explains more than 88% of the variation.
( p

(49)
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Table 37: Parameter’estimates of walking speed (Gronp 2)

Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio p
~  Congtant 152727 0.09084 16.81 0.000

(PF/LW) -2.5580 0.2784 -9.19 0.000

s=0.1421 R-3q = 835% R-sg(ad)) = 87.4%

Table 38: Analysis of Variance of walking speed (Group 2)

SOURCE DF SS MS F P
~  Regression ] 1.7040 1.7040 84.40 0.000

Error 11 0222 1 0.0202

Total 12 1.9261

The low speed ANSPEED = 0.29 m/sec recorded at PF = 2412.1 N was not

singled out by the anaysis even though it introduces part of the variation. This low speed
is also due to the unwillingness to pull under heavy load regardless of the quality and level

of training (Figure 19b).

- Traction Group 3

The regression equation is:

PF
ANSPEED=1.45-2.95% (—
Tw’ (50)
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Table 39: Parameter estimates of walking speed (Group 3)

Predictor Coef Stdev t-ratio P
Constant 1.44785 0.04920 2943 0.000
(PF/LW) 2.9540 0.1862 15.86 0.000
$-0.09128 R-sq = 965% R-sy(ad) = 96.2%

Table 40: Analysis of Variance of walking speed (Group 3)

SOURCE DE SS MS F P
Regression ! 2.0969 2.0969 251.69 0.000
Error 9 0.0750 0.0083

Tota 10 2.1719

The best fit line for the Traction Group 3 is shown in Figure 24. The parameter
estimates and the analysis of variance (Table 39 and 40) shows a very good cor-relation R
= 098 (with R*= 96.5%) to trandate the close relationship between the amount of pull
required and the speed. There is still a certain amount of unexplained variation related to

the unwillingness factor under heavy load, which leads to more energy losses.

6.3. Draft animal liveweight model
The liveweight LW in kg of draft animals IS a required input in all models
developed to this point. It is important to be able to evaluate this parameter before using

any of these models. The simpler the way to do this the better. The liveweight of draft
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' animals is generaily u'nknown ta the majority of farmers. During this field study none of

them was able to give the liveweight of their draft animals. Also, weighing scales are not
generally available to farmers to help them determine the weight- of their animals.

In order to develop the model at this stage of the research, more draft animals
were included in the sample to have enough point to generate a better fit. The extra draft
animals used belonged to the farmers in the 4 villages visited during the maximum pull
trials. The simplicity and speed of the measurement technique alowed this increase in
number of oxen, from 18 (origina sample) to 73 cases. The technique consiisted of
measuring the circurnference a the point of heart (in cm) of individual anima and
determining the liveweight LW with an electronic weighing scale (Barlo Electronic Scale”

Model 2 100).

The regression analysis performed with the first 18 draft oxen gave a coefficient of

determination of R*= 0.87 which is an acceptable level of significance. The cor-relation
coefficient between liveweight LW in kg and circumference CIRCUMF in cm was R =

093 to demonstrate a close relationship between the two variables (Figure 21a)

The regression equation is:

L W= -36780 + 478 * (CIRCUMF) (51)

The parameter estimates and analysis of variance are presented in the Appendices.

Only, the complete statistical analysis of the broadened base sample (73 oxen) is given.
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The corresponding regression equation is.

LW=_515+5 1 * (CIRCUMF) (52)

The broadened base sarnple gave a better cor-relation R= 0.97 and explained more
of the variation observed. The coeffkient of determination R® = 0.94 shows a better fit

(Table 41). Mogt of the variation, is due to the errors

Table 41 Parameter estimates for liveweight vs circumferenee

Predictor Coef. Stdev t-ratio 3

Co& tant 515.13 2383 2157 0.000

CC (cm) 510 0.15 33.41 0.000

s = 1497 RSy = 940% Rsoad) = 93.9% )

Table 42: Analysis of Variance (LW, CC)

«——SOURCE - - -
DF Ss MS F b
Regression - -1 250037 25003 7 1116.48 0.000
Error 71 15901 224

Total 12 265938
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committed when performing the measurements of the thorax circumference (Table 42).

Draft animals do not appreciate being touched by outsiders. The measurement had to be
made with the collaboration of the farmers. The best solution was to put them under a
yoke before making the measurement. The coefficient of correlation R= 0.97
demonstrates the positive close relationship between the two variables.

Figure 21 b shows that a couple of points are unusual observations. They deviate
from the line and present a fairly large standard residuals. Those points are represented at
location (CC, LW) = (140, 238), (157, 255), (159, 264), (155, 306), (166, 364). Two
other observations need to be pointed out a (CC, LW) = (188, 442), (189,445) as they
are located at the extreme end of fitted regression line. They have a rea influence on the
line even with their small standard residuals.

The fitted regression line works well in predicting liveweight of humpless Ndama
breeds. Caution must be taken when performing the measurements. It must be donc as
early as possible, in morning hours. It is better to do the measurement before the draft
animals go for grazing, t0 avoid introducing an extra source of variation. The more feed
they take before the measurements, the more the variation is introduced in the model.

The liveweight LW mode] developed in this study needs to be validated for specific
applications. The model will be very useful in future calculations of draft animal energy

balance and feeding system evaluation.

6.4. Management of draft animals
According to their production objectives, the farmers systems management of

draft animals was mainiy oriented towards minimizing risk and securing cash crop
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production. Farmers pointed out that thé strategy of using draft oxen on different crops

depended greatly on the timeliness of the rainy season onset. Two main alocetion patterns

are used:

- If the rainy season is on time: The. cereals (maize and millet) will receive
the draft animals first. Afterwards, they are allocated to the cash crop (groundnuts) for the
time remaining. Their utilization on sorghum and rice fields is occasional depending on the

pattem of rain distribution and on the number of working days.

- If the rainy season is late: The cash crops (groundnuts) are given priority

in using the draft animals. The remaining crops (cereals) are usually manually cultivated.

In genera, the amount of area for cered production is fixed compared to the cash
crops. The total cereal production is mainly used for the farmers' own consumption. On
the other hand, the amount of land allocated to the cash crops depends on the size of the
farm in hectares. In agro-system 4, for instance, the groundnut field can occupy 65% to
70% of the farm (Equipe Systemes, 1983; 1986; Fall, 1986)

The management of the draft animals during the rainy season deals mainly with the
following questions: What type of field work can be performed?; How many days per
week can the draft animals be used?, What type of feeding system is used?, How are the
problems that affect the animal’s health resolved?

The type of management has an impact on the liveweight and the working capacity

ofthe oxen during the rainy season. The working schedule of the 18 draft oxen was
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monitoredi throughout the rainy season on a daily basis to better understand the type of

management practices.

6.4.1. Field work

During the rainy season (June to October), the draft animals were mainly used for
three major field operations (tillage, seeding and weeding) besides transport. For the rest
of the season (November), the draft animals were idling or used occasionally for transport

They were not used for harvesting as groundnut diggers were amost non existent a the

farm level.
Table 43: Repartition (%) of draft oxen time
Field Operations June- July August September October
Tillage 83.33 66.72 22.22 0.00
Seeding 38.95 11.13 0.00 0.00
Weeding 556 33.33 0.00 0.00
Harvesting 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Not used 0.00 22.22 72.22 71.78 i
Transport 27.78 22.22 556 22.22

It appeared that most of draft animals working time was used for tillage activities,
especidly in the months of June and July where 83.3% of the oxen were used for seedbed
preparation purposes (Table 43). After plowing, seeding (38.9%) was the second most

important field operation carried out by farmers. The concomitance of these two first field
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activities was such. that fat-mers with more than one pair of oxen were better off. In

contrast, weeding was not as mechanized (5.5%) in favor of transport (27.8%).

During the month of August, more weeding took placé. with 22.2% but plowing
remained the most important activity. After the cash crop, sorghum and rice fields were
the crops to recelve the oxen. Starting the month of September, most of the draft animals
stopped being used for crop production as 72.2% were just idling, 22.2% used for tillage
on other secondary crops and 5.6% for transport. When the growing season reached the

month of October, more oxen were idling (77.8%) and the rest were used for transport

6.4.2. Daily working hours

The level of intensity of draft oxen utilization was very high at the beginning of the
rainy season, during the months of June and July. Farmers were working the draft animals
for an average of 7 hours per day with a minimum of 5 hours and a maximum of 9 hours.
This number of hours included the time spent to travel to and from the field location and
the time spent yoking the animals and hitching the farm implements. This working
intensity was repeated 6.47 days per week with little rest, 0.53 day per week. (1 day
maximum) (Table 44).

An average field time of 6 hours per day were used by farmers to perform field
operations. Field time was adjusted according to corresponding field operation efficiency

E in percent (plowing, seeding, weeding). A little time was left for other activities like

transport.
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Table 44: Management and Handling of Draft Animals @ the farm level

Median | TRmean Stdev SEmean

Draft animals’activities Mean Min Max Ql Q3
A. Draft Animal Age (yrs) 7.94 7.75 7.84 254 0.60 450 13.00 5.87 9.25
Experience (yrs) 4.00 3.50 4.00 2.30 4.00 1.00 9.00 2.00 5.00
B. Field Work
Days worked_June-July 19.47 15.00 19.38 8.65 19.38 7.00 33.00 14.00 26.50
Days worked_August 10.86 10.00 10.83 5.13 1.37 4.00 18.00 5.00 15.00
Days worked_September 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.15 0.58 1.00 3.00 1.00 3.00
Hours worked/day_June-july 7.00 7.00 7.00 1.19 0.31 5.00 9.00 6.00 8.00
Hours worked/day_August 5.21 5.00 5.08 1.24 0.33 4.00 8.00 4.50 5.00
Hours worked/day_September 5.50 5.50 5.50 1.73 0.87 4.00 7.00 4.00 7.00
C. Custom work
Rental days_June-July 347 3.00 3.23 3.54 091 0.00 10.00 0.00 7.00
Rental days_August 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.15 0.58 1.00 3.00 1.00 3.00 -
Local Rent_Rate/day(CFA) 3500 2750 3500 1558 551 1000 6000 1000 6000
Outside Rent_Rate/day(CFA) 3500 3500 3500 2887 1443 1.00 3.00 1.00 3.00
Transp. Rent_Rate(CFA)/day 6500 6500 6500 0.00 0.00 6500 6500 - -
D. Days @ rest
Dayd rested/week_June-July 0.53 1.00 0.54 0.52 0.13 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Days rested/week_August 6.22 7.00 6.56 0.26 0.53 0.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Days rested/week _September 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 0.00 7.00 7.66 7.00 7.00
Days rested/week_October 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 0.00 7.00 7.00 700 | 700
E. Feeding system 3
Grazing hrs/day_June-July 5.58 5.50 5.59 0.61 0.17 4.50 6.50 550 |- 6.00
Grazing hrs/day_August 9.06 9.00 9.18 2.40 0.60 4.50 12.00 8.00 11.50
Grazing hrs/day_September 9.61 10.00 9.69 1.28 0.30 6.50 115 9.50 10.00
Grazing hrs/day_Qctober 9.50 9.50 9.50 2.89 144 7.00 12.00 7.00 12.00
Compiement Feed(kg)/day_June-July 2.50 2.50 2.50 1.73 0.87 1.00 4.00 1.00 4.00
Complement Feed(kg)/day _August 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Complement Feed(kg)/day_September 0.98 1.00 0.9 0.57 0.73 0.30 2.00 0.60 1.00
Complement Feed(kg)/day_October 1.50 1.50 1.50 0.52 0.15 1.00 2.00 1.00 - 2.00
Complement Feed(kg)/day Dry season 8.07 8.00 8.00 1.49 0.38 6.00 11.00 7.00 9.00
F. Days with Diseases 7.13 7.00 7.08 5.63 145 0.00 15.00 2.00 15.00

131




182
6.4.3. Feeding sysem

Two types of feeding systems were identified: one corregoopding to the rainy .
season and the other, to the dry season. The main focus was on the growing season’s
feeding system.

According ta farmers, the feeding system of the oxen during the dry season was
mainly extensive grazing, along with the whole farm or village herds. A complement of
feed based on crop residues, especialy groundnut hays was given late in the afternoon.

During the rainy season, draft oxen were kept separate from the herd at tihe farm
level. To complement the natura grazing, during the breaks oxen were given a daily ration
of cereal grain (maize, millet) or cerea by-products (stover). Farmers across agro-
ecosystems 4 and 5, used the same strategies as the resources available for feed were the
same: 2.5 kg of corn per anima in June-July and part of August, and 2 kg of millet for the
remaining of the month of August. The amount of complementary feed decreased along
with the decrease in amount of work to be performed towards the end of the rainy season,
as natural grasses were more abundant. The natural grazing played a key role in the
feeding system of working animals. The grazing time passed from 5.58 hours per day at
the beginning of the growing season to more than 9 hours per day towards the end. The
most important grass species found for grazing are given in Table 45.

In addition to the grass species, a number of tree leaves were also used to
complement the grass:

- Vene (pterocarpus eraniceus)

- Bu pumbapumb (calotropis procera Ait)
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fable 45: Pasture'grass species in zone 4 and's

Grass local names Corresponding  Scientific:names
Elimpey djikel cyperus  rotundus
Edjilangaye panicum maximum
Eboussaye digitaria ciliaris

Enoname bracharia plantaginea
Elbongaye chloris pilosa

Kohing kohing desmodium hirturn
Essabay urenalobota

Ebucay bracharia pallide-fusca
‘Essoulangay pennissetum  pedicellatum
Baarafita Oryza species

Essteye Acanthospermum  hispidum
L33

In genera, the quality of feed given to draft animals is ranked according to the
energy content expressed in forage unit (FU). The total forage unit FU is converted into
energy by the draft animals digestive system, based on the total digestible nutrient (TDN)
content of the feed. Pasture grasses are generally considered as poor feed. Based on the
work carried out in Senegal by CEEMAT (french research ingtitution), grass cut has only
0.14 FU whereas feed used for complement have a higher FU: groundnut hay = 0.35,
maize grain = 1.10, for example.

In the energy evaluation, the number of FU used to provide the energy required for
the maintenance of the draft amimal were used to evaluate the energy balance in relation to
the intensity of the task to be performed (Equation 11). The lack of the energy required
to perform the task will impact growth, health and liveweight LW of the working animais.

The health problem is translated into the loss of resistance to Sleeping sickness.
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6.4.4. Liveweight changes and body condition

In order to evaluate the impact of the intensity of work on t!ne draft anima body
and health, the liveweight of each draft anima of the 18-base éérhple was monitored by
means of weighing with an electronic scale (Barlo Electronic Scalel Model 2100). This
measurement was made at the end of every month throughout the growing season.

The measurements performed on the pairs of draft oxen are shown in Tables 46

and 47.

6.4.4.1. Body weight losses (LWL in kg/day)

The analysis of the variation of the liveweight shows that both individual ox and
pairs of oxen across the traction groups lost weight during the period of intense work in
June-July. The recovery period started at the end of August and corresponded to the
decrease in field work demand. The coefficient of variation CV ranged from 2% to 9% for
Group 1, 2% to 6% for Group 2 and 1% to 3% for Group 3 (Figure 22a and 22b).

The average liveweight variation LWV in kg and in percent per Traction Group
was calculated and summarized in Table 48.

From June to July, each pair of oxen went through high level of utilization. The
amount of body weight lost during the process was converted into energy (15 Ml/kg of
LWL given in the literature) towards the accomplishment of the job. This means that the
execution of most field operations required more energy than available from the feeding
system. This effect of work on body weight has been reported in many publications but

needs to be evaluated for different species.
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’ Table 46. Liveweight (kg) variation of pair bf oxen

Month G1 G2 ; G3 I
Pl P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 Pl P2 P3 ||
June 683 690 648 535 600 517 469 435 441
July 699 673 583 522 544 499 438 427 419
Aug. 713 755 605 567 571 523 423 441 461
Sept. 117 742 635 580 600 537 472 456 487
oct. | 718 753 668 998 605 538 486 466 505
Table 47: Average Liveweight variation of Traction Group
Month G1 G2 G3
Avg std Avg std Avg std
(kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg)
Ju ne 673.67 18.37 550.66 37.96 448.33 14.82
July 651.67 49.70 521.67 18.37 428.00 7.79
Aug 691.00 63.18 553.67 21.75 441.67 15.52
Sept. 698.00 45.70 572.33 26.28 471.67 12.66
oct. 713.33 34.88 580.33 30.07 485.67 15.92
Table 48: Liveweight losses and gained (June to October)
Period Gl G2 G 3
Lwyv % LWV % LWV %
(kg) (kg) (kg)
June-Jduly -22.00 3.27 -28.99 5.56 -20.33 4.53
July-Aug. 39.33 6.03 32.00 6.13 13.67 3.19
Aug -Sept. 7.00 101 18.66 3.37 30.00 6.79
Sept.-Oct. 15.00 2.15 8.00 1.40 14.00 2.97
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Figure 22a: Liveweight Variation (LWYV) of individual ox
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Figure 22b: Liveweight Variation (LWV) of Traction Groups
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The average number of days worked during this period was 19.47 with a CV=

44% (Table 44). Based on this number of worked days, the liveweight losses LWL in

kg/day per traction group were:

«Group ! LWL= 113 kg/day
.Group 2 LWL= 147 kg/day

«Group 3 LWL= 1.04 kg/day

In accord with a nurnber of cases observed throughout the world, animal traction
researchers agree on the fact that even a good feeding system would not prevent draft
animals from losing weight during this peak working time of the season. The body weight

losses converted into energy
must be taken into account when calculating the daily energy balance of draft animals

6.4.4.2. Health and care
I:n the mgjority of cases, farmers benefited from the veterinary services from the
local governmental extension agency. Vaccines were given twice a year to protect oxen
from losing tolerance to Sleeping sickness and treatments were used against other different
parasites Cases of diarrhea have been mentioned by farmers in relation to the changes of
the feeding system from the dry season to newly growing grasses after the first rains. This
never stopped fat-mers from using the animals as cases were not very serious and were

treated quickly.
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6.5. Summary

This study showed with detailed calculations that the difference in optimal
performance among the weight classes of draft Ndama cattle were not ver-y significant. A
further analysis would have showed that the coefficients or parameters estimated for the
different model developed were also not very significant. It means that one equation can
be used to model the working output of Ndama cattle in the Basse Casamance region
environment. The level of significance can be used, if needed, to differentiate specific
behavior between traction groups in order to make margina improvements on the energy
balance calculations. This can be done with consideration given to the cost and amount of
human resources available to conduct the study. The nature of the problems may play a
role in keeping the three groups separate. The difference in farmers circumstances
required to satisfy both animals needs (feeding and care) and production objectives may
justify the treatment of each pair of oxen as belonging to a traction group that has specific
needs in relaion to their body weight.

The Ndama is a well-adapted species to the Basse Casamance region and needs to
be properly managed in order to satisfy the level of energy required. It is important to
monitor the feeding system and the amount of work demand. Draft animals need at least ]
day’off per week for better efficiency. Body weight losses LWL per working day are
expected from working draft animals but the amount in kg/day can be kept to a minimum
through good management. Farmers need to develop expertise in fitting the job to the
animals by being more aware of their maximum working capacity. This objective ¢an only
be achieved if they know their animals well. One major improvement would be for a

farmer to follow up on the liveweight of his draft animals throughout their working career.

R I A A
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The means of doing this follow up using weighing scales is not aways possible in the local

areas, however other means can be used. The model developed in this study is significant
and can be used by any farmer equipped with a smple measuri;g' tape.

In addition to the liveweight, it is important for farmers to develop strategies and
set up priorities in the execution of the field operations in relation to the specific energy
requirements. This can be achieved by planning activities during the working days and in

selecting the appropriate implements to carry out the field operation.



Chapter 7

FIELD OPERATIONS AND DRAFT REQUIREMENTS

The evauation of the pull force PF in daN and draft DR in daN was conducted on
dtation to better control the variables involved. The technique of land preparation used
was the same as fat-mers' and the size of experimental plot was in the range of field plot

unit delimited by farmers for plowing.

7.1. Fidd operations characteristics

7.1.1. Soil characterigtics

The soil type is the primary factor in the process of evauating the draft required to
move different farm implements through the soil. The physical and mechanical properties
of the soil are the most important parameters involved in its behavior at different water
content levels (SWC). These two characteristics were used in selecting the sites for the
pull force trial and draft measurements. The physical properties were: soil texture, bulk
density, and soil moisture. The soil resistance to cone penetrometer was aso used to
rninimize variability among plots.

A field of 2 ha was cleaned of natural vegetation composed of grasses (Pennisetum-

Polystachyon, Eragrotris tremula) and small trees. The area was characterized for

190
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" Table 49; Average soil texture of the trial site

Soil depth (cm) 0-16 = 16.58cm |
% Clay < 2 um 76 . 1167
% Silt 2 - 20 um 3.5 8.0
% Very fine sand 20- 50 ym 6.2 6.5
% Fine sand 50 - 200 ym 47.9 38.3
% Sand 200+ 2000 ym 34.8 305
% Organic matter 0.9 0.8

Source: Extract from Niane A., 1984

In the American soil classification, the very fine sand is called coarse silt, combined with
the silt to represent 9.7% and 7.6% for the clay. In the USDA texturd triangle, the type of
soil correponds to sand. The high soil groundmass which is the ratio between coarse to
fine particles shows that the soil matrix tends toward low soil water holding capacity and
high permeability (7 cm/hr).

The clay mineral (1: 1) is kaolinite type and is mainly responsible of the soil red
color. The presence of kaolinite and Fe sesquioxides act as bridges between adjacent
particles and play the role of cernent in the soil aggregation processes. The level of organic
matter istoo low (0.9%) to provide enough cernent to the particles. These linkages are
weak in general and confer a massive character to the soil structure that becomes hard
when dry and very malleable when wet. The wetting-drying cycles in relation with the
frequency of dry spells during the rainy season play an important role in the dete:rmination

of the number of working days for different field operations (FDOP).
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Beside the soil texture, the soil bulk density SBD in g/cm’ of the trial site was aso

determined with the aid of a core sampler. Several sets of three undisturbed cores were
sampled from the field in the first 10 cm-horizon, weighed, oven dried and weighed again.

On a dry weight basis the average soil bulk density SBD in g/em’ was calculated
SBD=1.40 g/fem® sd dev. = 0.01, CV= 1%

The average value of SBD found by Montorio (199 1) in the Djguinoum watershed
(agro-ecosystem zone 4) was 1.45 g/cm3. He used in his investigation a gamma-ray

attenuation densitometry (CAMPBELL type CPN 507-l. 5)

7.1.1.2. Water hoiding capacity

The soil water holding capacity SWHC in % g/g was determined at the
ISRA/Djibelor station soil laboratory. The values obtained from this experiment were used
only for indication purposes. The real soil water regime must be evaluated in-situ for
better results. For the laboratory determination, three weighed undisturbed soil core
samples were taken from the trial sites in the first 10 cm-horizon and brought to saturation
by capillarity. After all the initial weights were measured, the soil samples were left to
drain for a number of days. ‘The weight of each core sample was determined on a regular
basis (every hour, every two-hours, every day) until the samples were completely air-
dried. The recorded data were used to calculate the soil gravimetric water content SWC in
% g/g. The SWC was plotted against number of days (NDAYS) to have a drainage curve

(Figure 23 and 24).
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Figure 23: Drained soil water content (undisturbed cores)
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Figure 24: Log-SWC vs time
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The analysi¢ ofthe graphs shows that the 1/2 ha plot was uniform as regards to the

drainage profile and soil water content SWC. One soil core showed a preferential flow at
the beginning of the experiment but quickly followed the two other cores drainage pattem.

The SWC in % g/g at characteristic points were calculated:

@ Saturation (SAT) : SWCe= 23.69% (CV=5.28%)
@ Upper Limit (DUL) : SWCpui= 20.00% (CV= 4.08%)
@ Wilting point (LL) : SWCy.= 6.00% (Charreau, 1974)

@ Air-dry (AD) : SWCap=3.00% (CV= 13.60%)

T'he DUL in % g/g corresponding to a point close to the field capacity SFC in %
g/g was reached about | day after saturation while the air-dry moisture level under
ambient air temperature was reached after 14 days. As defined by Ratliff et al (1983), the
DUL is the highest field-measured soil water content after being saturated and allowed to
drain until drainage becomes practically negligible. The soil water holding capacity SWHC
IS the difference between SWCpy, and air-dry SWCap.

The SWC at which, field operations FDOP are performed iS an important factor
towards the evaluation of the amount of energy required for the task. Fat-mers are

expected to schedule field operation so soil is worked at @ moisture close to the optimum

soil water content SWCop.
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7.1.1.2. Penetrometry

The penetrometry described earlier was the investigation- tool used to evaluate the
mechanical properties of the trial site. The dynamic method was used whereby a known
weight faling from a predetermined height hammered the 50 cm long cone penetrometer
rod into the soil. The depth of cone penetration was measured and the associated energy
calculated using Equation 13.

Three locations were chosen at random along one diagonal of the 1/2 ha plot
Along with the soil resistance to penetration measurement, the SWC profile of the spot
was also determined at the same time.

The graphs of the Cone energy in J against the depth in cm and the SWC profile
helped describe the soil resistance to penetration at the given SWC levels (Figure 25 and

26). It appeared that the 1/2 ha plot was uniform enough to minimize the amount of

variation expected in the pull force PF and draft requirement DR trids.

7.1.2. Field operations

In relation to the monitoring of the utilization of draft animals (previous chapter), a
number of field operations performed by farmers to meet their production objectives were

characterized. Among those, plowing was the most important followed by seeding.

7.1.2.1, Tillage

Two types of implements were used for seedbed preparation: moldboard and
ridger plows. In the Basse Casamance region, plowing was recommended as a method to

control and slow down weed pressure at the beginning of the rainy season.
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- Flat land preparation

The most common method of flat land tillage performed by farmers with the
moldboard plow (UCF 10") is to divide the field into small pIo"i uhits of 0.6 hain average
size and to plow each plot until the total field is done. The technique dso known as the
Fallenberg method consists of starting at one corner of the delimited plot and of plowing
around the perimeter with the pair of oxen. In the process, the furrows are turned outward
on one side ofthe delimited plot and adjoined side by side until the center of the plot is
reached. The majority of the farmers prefer this technique because it is faster than other
techniques like plowing in lands or by starting from the middle of the plot.

The average plowing depth in farmers' field was 1 0- 12 cm and the width 23 cm.
These two parameters depended greatly on the pulling capacity of the pair of oxen and on

the level of expertise of the farmers to properly adjust the farm implements.

- Ridging techniques
The second most common technique of land preparation is ridging. The data

analysis shows that farmers used two techniques of ridging. The first technique was

performed with the ridger equipment attached to the ARARA toolbar or with the EMCOT
ridger imported from Gambia (Figure 4 and 5). The technique of ridging is smilar to the
plowing in lands technique with the difference that equi-distant ridges parallel to one side

of the plot are made.

The second ridging technique was executed by means of UCF 10" moldboard
plow. In this case, the making of a good standing ridge required two furrows placed back

to back to create acrest of soil narrow enough to be planted with asingle row crop. This
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method seems to be too Sow to farmers who are concerned with timeliness. The common

practice with amoldooard plow is to make one-way ridges instead, of a back to back -

ridges. This technique is faster as only half of the total field is plowed. With this practice,
the ridge quality is very poor as the height subsides faster with rainfall and water erosion.
The characteristics of the ridges made were highly variable depending on the piece
of implernent used and also on the ahility of the farmers to properly use the pair of oxen.
The average depth and ridge height, and between ridge distance were 12 ¢cm, 15 to 18 cm

and 50 to 60 cm respectively.

7.1.2.2. Seeding

The seeding equipment that farmers used was the Super ECO one row seeder
((Figure 7). The seeder was designed for flat land preparation. This represents a major
limitation in its utilization. All the fields that have been ridged were manually seeded.

It appears that seeding was not felt as a major constraint as the surplus of |abor
generated by the mechanization of the land preparation was mainly used to hand seed
plowed areas. During the rush period in the months of June and July, only 38.7% of the
pairs of oxen were used for mechanical seeding a,nd it shows the importance of hand
seeding. Most of the seeding was performed on the cash crop fields (groundnuts) which
occupied more than 50% of all cropped land. All the Super ECO seeders were equipped
with at least one groundnut seed distribution plate and 59.9% were equipped with
groundnut seed plates only. After groundnuts, maize was the second most mechanized
crop with 3 1.82% of the seeders equipped with maize Seed plates, followed by sorghum

( 18.18% of the seeders) and millet (13.64%).
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7.1.2.3. Weeding

Mechanical weeding was not found to be as important-as.plowing and seeding. The
cultivator SINE 9 was the only implement used by farmers fC‘J;’ \‘/veeding purposes. All the
SINE 9 toolbars were equipped with 3-Canadian full sweep tines. For better efficiency, the
type of sweep used to equip the cultivator must be able to stir the soil surface at a certain
depth to destroy young weeds in favor of crop growth. The average depth in farmers
conditions was around 8 cm. The weeding period generaly starts about 20 days after
seeding (DAS) and constitutes a peak activity for the available farm labor. The extension
of cropped areas through mechanized plowing and seeding has created a labor bottleneck’s
shifting situation that needs to be properly managed. The analysis shows that the weeders
owned by farmers were mainly used on part of the cash crop fields (groundnuts) while the
rest of the crops were manually weeded. The level of utilization of the weeders was not
enough to complete the field operation on all crops. The low level of utilization was
mainly due to a lack of expertise and to a fear of damaging the crops a advanced growing

stage when the weeding operation was not scheduled on time.

7.124. Harvesting

Farmers were not equipped with animal-drawn harvesting equipment. Harvesting
of'al crops is still manually performed. The only available animal-drawn harvester is the
groundnut digger built by SISMAR. The timeliness of the field operation in terms of
satisfying the labor demand is not critica according to the farmers' point of view. Farm
labor is generaly avalable in numbers sufficient to carry out the field operations by hand

in time for upland crops. Only rice harvesting is felt to be a problem.
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7.1.3. Soil water balance and Working days

Since 1960, the Sehel is globaily experiencing an overall drying of the climat?.
Following the two mgor droughts in 1970s and 1980s, farmers lbehavior in resources
adlocation have shown that the year-to-year variation in total amount of precipitation is an
important and determinant factor in planning field activities. Under these conditions over
the years, fat-mers have developed a risk aversion attitude towards investment.

The weather in the area of study is mainly characterized by the seasonality of the
precipitation. During the wet season (June to October), rainfall does not occur every day
making daily rainfal highly variable,

The intra-annual variation of precipitation dictates in general the farmer's strategy
to decide on the types of crops to grow and the corresponding field operation to perform
in relation to the types of implement available at the farm level. The analysis of daily
precipitation amount is important to soil water balance calculation to heip predict runoff
and drainage and to help evaluate the field trafficability and determines the suitabitity for
performing daly field operations.

The most important factor in determining the number of working days (NWDAYS
in days) is the soil moisture regime. This factor significantly influences the timeliness of
performing field operations. The soil water content is generally influenced by highly
stochastical weather variables such as rainfal. relative humidity, temperature, wind speed.
solar radiation, &c. Themain effect of the weather variablesisto associate a certain level
of uncertainty in the process of scheduling farm operations

The method applied in this analysis is based on the approach using probability

levels The probability level represents a degree of certainty. Two probability levels are
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considered 90% (9 years out of 10) and’ 50% (5 years out of ten). A database of 37 years

(1960 to 1996) of daily rainfall for the region of Basse Casamance was used (Table 50).
The data was pulled from the Ziguinchor Wesather Station database which is part of the
National Weather Stations Network. The town of Ziguinchor is 50 km away from the on-

farm research sites. TheGumbel (1941) approach is used (Equation 17 and 18)

Table 50: Annual rainfall (mm)/rank for Ziguinchor (1960-1996)

Y e Amount Rank Year Amount Rank Year Amount: Rank
(mm) (mm) (mm)

1960  1274.60 16 1972 951.80 31 1985 1379.90 10
1961 1549.30 5 1973 1289.40 14 1986 975.20 29
1962 1567.50 4 1974 124040 17 1987 104260 28
1963 1429.40 9 1975 921.90 32 1988 13 1060 12
1964  1222.80 20 1976  1297.10 13 1989  1175.40 24
1965  1756.60 2 1977 790.30 36 1990 111430 25
1966 1603.80 3 1978 1512.10 6 1991 1223.00 19
1967  2006.50 1 1979  1187.30 23 1992 967.10 30
1968 882.50 34 1980 698.50 37 1993 1481.70 7

1969  1460.70 8 1981 122150 21 1994 120420 22
1970 1282.00 15 1982 897.80 33 1995 10'95.40 27
1971 1098.60 26 1983 817.20 35 1996 1310.90 11

1984  1236.00 18

To determine the number of working days, the days suitable for field operations
are counted for every month of the rainy season for each of the 37 years. The counting is

manual and complex in relation to the main characteristics of a working day (see ASAE
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Standard D230.4; Agricultural Management Data, Section 8-Working Days, Timeliness).

In addition to the scenarios introduced by Le Moigne (198 1), the following empirica

assurnptions for the Basse Casamance region were used:

Data collected are norrnally distributed for the long period of 37 years.
Onset of the rainy season is “the date after 1 May when rainfall
accumulated over 3 consecutive days is at least 20 mm and when no dry
spell within the next 30 days exceeds 7 days’ (Sivakumar, 1988).
Plowing and Ridging are difficult to perform after a 10-day dry spell.
Seeding and Weeding are difficult to perform after a 2-week dry spell.

The pair of oxen is at rest | day per week.

The confidence limits were used to estimate the range for the 90% and 50%

probability levels. Assuming a normal distribution (mean annual rainfall = 1229.08 mm and
standard deviation= 274.77 mm), the 9 years out of 10 for Ziguinchor lies within the limits
given by the mean plus and minus 1.6440*standard deviation (777.36, 1680.88) mm. The
5 years out of 10 limits are within the mean plus and minus 0.6745*standard deviation
(1043.88, 1414.27) mm.

The number of working days NWDAYS and their associated probabilities (PWD
in percent) (TILLWDY for tillage and SWWDY for seeding and weeding) are summarized

in Table 51
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Table 51 Probability (PWD) and number of working days (NWDAY'S)

Month %oRain Tilldays TILLWDY Swdays SWWDY
fyr (days) (%) Adays)y (%)
SO% Confidence level
June 8.20 12.18 0.41 9.18 031
July 26.44 25.53 0.82 16.88 0.54
August 32.18 26.12 0.84 15.59 0.50
September 25.16 26.82 0.89 17.76 0.59
October 7.07 18.88 0.61 15.88 051
90% Confidence level
June 7.85 11.59 0.38 8.82 0.29
July 25.03 25.85 0.83 17.09 0.54
August 31.02 25.41 0.82 14.88 0.48
September 26.74 26.76 0.89 17.03 0.513
October 8.38 19.94 0.64 16.26 0.52

The probabilities are monthly averages. To adjugt for the 1-day rest per week. the
PWD must be multiplied by an average coefficient of 0.86 (6 days per week). In the Basse

Casamance region, the rest day is usually on Fridays.

The difference is not very significant between the 50% and 90% confidence levels
in rdaion to the rainfal didribution and intendties during the rainy season (Figure 27

and 28).

72. Pull force and draft requirernents

The totd draft animas liveweight used for the trial was 683 kg with an average
age of 7 years and 5 years of working experience. The pair of oxen belonged to the

Traction Group 1.
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7.2.1. Statistical design

The 3-way factorial statistical design (2x3x3 Factorial in Randomized Blocks) .was
laid out within the 1/2 ha plot aready tested for homogeneity iﬁ .soil moisture regime and
mechanical properties.

A certain number of studies have indicated that choosing the right type of
harnessing system could improve the pulling capacity and the energy output of draft
animals. The head yokes used by farmers for their pair of oxen can be classified into two

groups according to the length: 90 cm and 120 cm (Table 52).

Table 52: Dimension of yokes used by farmers (survey resuits)

Yoke type N MEAN MEDIAN STDEV 5 EME AN
YOKE 1 16 0.9694 0.9500 0.1080 0.0270
YOKE 2 29 1.2069 1.2000 0.1043 0.0199

Table 53: Two-sample t-test for YOKE 1 vs YOKE 2

Yoke type N- MEAN STDEV SE MEAI-\J
YOKE 1 16 0.969 0.108 0.027
YOKE 2 29 1.207 0.104 0.019

95% C.Ifor pyoke: - uyokes: ( -0.305, -0.170)
T-test pvoxer = pvoxe2 (s N.E): T= -7.15 P=0.00 DF= 30
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The average dimension of YOKE 1 (96.9 cm with CV= 11.14%) was found to be

dightly different from the 90 cm-head yoke recommended by Research over the years.

The comparison between the number of the two sizes of yokes (90 cm and 120

cm), using the t-test distribution has showed that the difference is highly significant (Table

53),

The factors and their levels used in the 3-way factorial experimental design are

summarized in Table 54.

Table 54: Factors' levels in a 2x3x3 Randomized Block design

SWC Implement type Head yoke
(% g/8) _ (cm)
6 to 8% UCF 10" plow 90
8 to 10% 3-Canadian tines on SINE 9 Toolbar 120
10 to 13% Ridger equipment on ARARA Toolbar

A total number of 18 treatments were blocked by SWC in % g/g. Each treatment

was performed on a 200 m® size plot. The whole experiment was conducted on 4590 m’

with alleys between elementary plots included.

7.2.2. Required Pull force

The pull force PF in daN was the observed or dependent variable measured by

means of 500 daN dynamometer (PIAB™).
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7.2.2.1. Data collected for UCF 10" plow

The distribution of the data with the 90 cm-yoke at SW.C= 6-8% (avg SWC=
7.01% g/g) is dlightly skewed to the left (Figure 29a) compared to the distribution at
SWC= 8-10% (avg SWC= 9 34% g/g) and SWC=10-13% (avg SWC=11.97% g/g). The
SWC= 8- 10% distribution presents two peaks, the first at PF= 100 daN and the second at
PF= 160 daN (Figure 29b). The first pesk (less than 5% of the data) is not as significanr.
The distribution at SWC= 1 O-| 3% seems to be more norma than the first two (Figure
29¢).

With the 120 cm-yoke, the tendency in the data. distribution looks the same. A
dight skewness to the right a8 SWC= 6-8% (Figure 30a) must be noted. The most norma
digtribution was achieved at SWC= 8-10% (Figure 30b) and the most skewed at SWC=
10- 13% (Figure 30c).

The data collected for the moldboard plow UCF 10" are summarized in Table 55.
The average PF vaues shows that the lowest required PF for the UCF 10" plow was
obtained within the 8- 10% SWC range. The 90 cm-yoke gave dightly higher values, about
5.29 % more than the 120 cm-yoke type. The 90% Confidence Interval for the average PF

required by the UCF 10" moldboard plow is:

PFucror = (146.98, 168.03) daN

The corresponding implement average working width and depth were respectively

IMPLWWD= 23.17 cm and IMPLWDP= 10.62 cm.
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Table 55: Pull Force PF (daN) with the UCF 10" plow

Yoke (cm) 90 e 120

SWC-range | 6-8% 8-10% 10-13% 6-8% 8-10% 10-13%
SWC(%g/g)| 7.01 9.34 11.97 7.01 9.34 11.97
Mean 17891 153,22 154.72 166.00 145.52 146 .67
SE 291 1.61 1.62 1.50 1.27 1.04
Median 180.00  150.00 160.00 170.00 150.00 150.00
Mode 190.00  160.00 150.00 170.00 150.00 150.00
Std dev. 21.57 19.67 18.08 11.16 11.89 10.85
Min 120.00 90.00 100.00 140.00 120.00 100.00
Max 220.00  200.00 200.00 190.00 170.00 170.00

7.2.2.2. Data for 3-Canadian tines on SINE 9

The distribution of the data collected with the 120 cm-yoke is more normal than
the 90 cm-yoke. However, the variaion between the graphs is not significant. Only two of
the six are negatively skewed (Figure 3la and 32c) while the other three are slightly
positively skewed (Figure 31 b, 31¢ and 32a). The digtribution a SWC= 8- 10% with the
120 cm-yoke is normal (Figure 32b).

The statistics on the data collected with the SINE 9 cultivator are summarized in
Table 56. It appears from the data table that the lowest PF required correspond to the 8-
10%-SWC range for the 90 cm-yoke type. For the 120 cm-yoke, the difference between
the 8- 10% and 1 0- 13% SWC range is not significant. Higher SWC has the tendency to
generate more pulling effort as the wet soil adhered to the sweeps. The 90% Confidence
Inter-val of the average pulling force, required by the 3-tine SINE 9 across the SWC (6-

13%) is equa to:

PFgivpo = (102.84, 135.20) daN
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Table 56: Pull Force PF (daN) with tbe 3-tine SINE 9

_Yoke (cm) 90 o 1200 i
SWC-range | 6-8% 8-10% 10-13% 6-8% 8-10% 10-13%
SWC(%g/g)| 7.01 9.34 11.97 7.01 934 1197
Mean 149.09 11191 130.45 12491 100.00 97.76
SE 1.93 1.97 1.58 2.63 131 151
Median 15000  105.00 130. 00 12000  100.00 100.00
Mode 15000  100.00 140.00 12000  100.00 100.00
Std dev. 1431 19.08 14.92 19.52 9.38 13.12
Min 110.00 70.00 100.00 100.00 80. 00 60. 00
M ax 180.00  150.00 200.00 170.00 120.00 130.00

The average implement working width for this PF range was IMPLWWD= 52.08

cm and the depth. IMPLWDP= 9.60 cm.

7.2.2.3. Data for ridger attached to the ARARA

A similar analysis of the graphs shows that most of observed data distribution are
slightly positively skewed (Figure 33a, 34a and 34b). The skewness coefficients of the
distribution corresponding to the 10- 13% SWC range are positive and greater than 1 (1.18
for 90 cm-yoke and 1.57 for 120 cm-yoke) to witness higher frequency values towards the
low required pull force PF (Figure33c and 34¢). Only one set of dataisslightly
negatively skewed with the 90 cm-yoke at 8-10% SWC range (Figure 33b).

The lowest required PF with the ridger working component attachment was
recorded within the 10-13% SWC range different from the UCF 10" plow and the 3-tine
SINE 9 (‘Table 57). The 90% Confidence Interval for the average required PF in daN
within the 6-13% SWC range is equal to:

PFrars = (109.57, 135.29) daN



Table 57: Pull Force PF (daN) with the ARARA ridger
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Yoke (cm) 90 120

SWC-range| 6-8% 8-10% 10-13% 6-8% 8-10%  10-13%
SWC(%g/g)| 7.01 9.34 11.97 7.01 9.34 11.97
Mean 130.18  118.50 109.88- 13836  137.64 100.00
SE 2.65 1.97 1.63 2.80 3.18 1.37
Median 130.00 120.00 100.00 140.00  140.00 100.00
Mode 130.00  120.00 100.00 130.00  140.00 100.00
Std dev. 19.67 17.65 14.93 20.80 23.57 12.97
Min 100.00 80.00 90.00 100.00  100.00 80.00
Max 180.00 150.00 150.00 180.00  200.00 150.00

The average corresponding implement working width and depth were

IMPLWWD= 2259 cm and IMPLWDP= 10.44 cm respectively.

1.2.3. Regression analysis

The general linear regression model for this analysis uses different levels of

qualitative independent variables: equipment types, soil water content ranges and yokes

type. The following dummy variables were used to describe these levels. SWC2 (1 if SWC

range is 8- 10% and O otherwise), SWC3 (1 if SWC range is 10- 13% and O otherwise), HS

(1 if the equipment type is SINE 9 and 0 otherwise), ARA (1 if the equipment type is

ARARA with ridger and 0 otherwise) and YK 120 (1 if the YOKE is 120 cm and O

otherwise).
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« Full model with interactions

PF = 177 . 231* (SWC2) - 175* (SWC3) - 3B5* (HS) - 382* (ARA) ~999* (YK120)
~80* (SWC2HS)+169* (SWC2ARA) - 20* (SWC3HS) ~ 110* (SWC34R4)  (59)

The regression equation explains a significant part of the total variation (R*=
88.5%) (Table 58 and 59). Most of the non-explained variation cornes fi-om the lack of
normality in the distribution of data collected within some elementary plots. One part of
the variation is dso induced by the variation of the different implements working width
(IMPLWWD) and depth (IMPLWDP). The low values of the skewness coefficients, less
than or equal to 1 in absolute value for 88.89 % of the observed distribution, did not

strongly indicate a need for data transformation. The assumption of normal distribution

Table 58: Parameter estimates of PF regression

Predictor Coef Stdec t-ratio p

Co:nstant 1'77.45 8.77 20.22 0.000
SWC2 -23.08 11.77 -1.96 0.086
swc3 -17.54 11.77 -1.49 0174
HS -3 546 11.77 -3.01 0.017
ARA -38.19 11.77 -3.24 0.012
YK120 - 9.99 5.55 -1.80 0 109
SWC2HS - 796 16.65 -0 48 0.645
SWC2ZARA 1689 16.65 1.01 0.340
SWC3HS - 200 16.45 -0.12 0.907
SWC3ARA -10.99 16.65 -0.66 0.528

s= 1177 R-q = 88.5% R-sq(ad)) = 75.6%




220

Table 59: Pull force PF Analysis of Variance

SOURCE DF SS M S ' F
Regression 9 8561.0 951.2 6.86 0006
Error 8 1108.6 138.6
Total 17 9669.7
" Vaiadles DF SEQ SS
swc?2 ! 336.5
SWC 1 1435.8
HS 1 1708.0
ARA 1 3936.0
YK120 ] 449.3
SWC2HS 1 292.9
SWC2ARA 1 334.0
SWC3HS 1 8.2
SWC3ARA 1 60.4

holds as the centrd limit theorem dlows when the number of obsarvation n from the

random variable PF in each dementary was large (n=5 1 to 149).

The probability values in Table 58 of testing the hypotheses that the interaction
coefficients are equal to zero are quite large. This implies to remove the interection terms
as they are not ver-y important. The same andyss for the yoke suggests its removal from

the modd.

- No-inter action model

PF =173 -201% (SWC2) - 219* (SW(3)-388 * (HS) ~36.2* (ARA)  (54)
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This new Xinear equation simple 1o use explains 76.7% of the variation and has

dightly higher probability levels (Table 60). However., it aso has a dlightly larger standard

error.
Table 60: Analysis of Variance (SWC and EQTYPE)
SOURCE DF SS MS F P
Regression 4 7416.3 18541 10.70 0.000
Error 13 22534 173.3
Total 17 9669.7
Variables DF SEQ SS
SWC2 ! 336.5
SWC3 ! 1435.8
HS 1 1708.0
ARA ! 3936.0

The PF averages corresponding to the SWC-range and EQTYPE factors are of

particular interest i:n the evaluation process of the PF required to perform a given field

operation.

‘7.2.4. Draft requirements

Another approach to the evaluation of the working capacity of draft animals is to

start from the draft requirements DR in daN of agiven field work (Equation 12 or 31).

The draft is defined as the force needed to move the farm irnplement in the direction of

travel. The conversion factor between the pull force PF in daN and the required draft DR
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in daN is the angle of pull y at the implement hitching point, During the trials, the angle of

pull, which gave the best line of traction, was maintained throughout the experiment. The
average y was 22.22 degrees with a CV= 1.15% and a 95% Cl off22.09, 22.35) with a

coefficient of traction cos y = 0.9257 (Table 62).

For the type of sandy soil in the Basse Casamance region, a more interesting
parameter in relation to the working width (IMPLWWD in cm) and depth (IMPLWDP in
cm) is the draft required per unit cross-section of furrow slice at low speed This

parameter is called the specific soil resistance SSR in daN/em” (Table 61).

Table 61: Analysis of variance of Specific Soil Resistance SSR (daN/cm’)

p———e

SOURCE DF ss MS

—SWC > 0.10629 0.05315
EQTYPE 2 1.62410 0.81205
ERROR 13 0.03464 0.00266
TOTAL 17 1.76503

—

Individual 95% CI

SWC Mean e " emmtmmmm o mmetomm e
6-8% 0.704 (mmmmme® man)
8-10% 0.502 — ¥ oeene )
10-13% 0.526 (- mma¥ooemen )

-t + + Famma e

0.490 0.560 0.630 0.700

EQTYPE Mean ;o g S— Ammmmme- Hommee
UCF10" 0.613 (3-)
SINE 9 0.222 (-*-)
ARARA 0.957 (-*-)
-+ t. e +

0.200 0.400 0.600 0.800
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The difference in SSR in daN/ecm’ at the higher SWC ranges is not significant, 0.56

daN/cm’ for the 8- 10% SWC versus 0.53 daN/cm’ for the 1 0-13% SWC range. The
difference is highly significant between the lower and higher SWC ranges.

The implements show also a highly significant difference between their respective
draft requirements per unit area within the whole 6-13% SWC range. In relation to the
characteristics of the field operation performed, the ridger attached to the ARARA toolbar
has the highest draft requirements, followed by the moldboard plow. The sweeps attached
to the SINE 9 toolbar required less draft. A good estimate of the SSR daN/cm” for
commo:n use when evaluating the draft required DR in daN or the required pull force PF in

daN during an average working day (8-13% SWC range) is.

Moldboard plow: 055 daN/em’
Ridger plow :0.89 daN/em’

Full Sweep :0.20 daN/em’

From this perspective, it will be important to know ahead of time the implement
working width IMPLWWD in cm and depth IMPLWDP in ¢cm in order to use Equation
14. The value of the pulling angle y will also be needed. After calculating the
corresponding traction coefficient cos y, it will be possible to determine the required PF in
daN to be developed by the pair of oxen (Equation 31). Other important field
performance characteristics must also be taken into account in order to achieve a good

evauation of the draft animals working capacity.



Table 62: Field work cbaracteristics and Field efficiencies

|
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SWC range 6108%
Implement UCF 10" plow 3-tine SINE 9 ARARA with ridger
Yoke (cm) 90.00 120.00 90.00 120.00 90.00 120.00
Width (cm) 23.00 23.50 50.00 51.50 23.00 2250 :
Depth (cm) 9.50 9.00 9.33 9.00 10.00 10.10
TFDTM(sec) 1366.67 840.00 774.75 520.00 710.00 480.00
EFDTM(sec) 740.00 460.00 490.00 350.00 390.00 340.00
Efl. E(%) 54.15 54.76 63.25 67.31 54.93 70.83
Angle y 22.00 22.00 22.50 22.50 22.00 22.00

SWC range 8 to 10%
[mplement UCF 10" plow 3-line SINE 9 ARARA with ridger
Yoke (cm) 90.00 120.00 90.00 120.00 90.00 120.00
Width (cm) 23.43 24.44 54.50 52.00 21.57 22.50
Depth (cm) 12.11 933 10.25 9.00 11.00 11.33
TFDTM (sec) 2050.00 1033.00 1342.00 954.00 1120.00 91000
EFDTM (sec) 1374.00 710.00 956.00 916.00 624 .00 690.00
Eff. E(%) 67.02 68.73 71.24 96.02 55.71 75.82
Angle vy 22.56 22.50 22.50 22.50 22.00 22.00

SWC range 10 t0 13%
[mplement UCF 10" plow 3-tine SINE 9 ARARA with ridger *
Yoke (cm) 90.00 120.00 90.00 120.00 90.00 120.00
Width (cm) 22.75 22.50 52.50 52.00 23.00 23.00
Depth (cm) 11.80 12.00 10.00 10.00 10.33 10.00
TFDTM (sec) 2308.00 2472.00 1480.00 1332.00 1520.00 1238.00
EFDTM (scc) 1262.00 1634.00 1116.00 986.00 890.00 920.00
Eff. E("0) 54.68 66.10 7541 74.02 58.55 74 31
Angle v 2200 22.00 22.50 22.50 22 0 22.00
Avg E (%) 58.602 63.20 69.96 72.19 56.40 73.66
Stdev. 5.95 6.06 5.05 12.96 1.56 2.09
CV (%) 10,15 9.59 7.22 1549 277 2.84
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7.3. Implement Field capacities

7.3.1. Field effkiencies

The field efficiency E (in percent) of a farm implement is defined as the ratio of the
implement’s effective field capacity (EFC in ha/day) to its theoretical field capacity (TFC in
ha/day). An equivalent approach is to determine the ratio in percent of effective field time
(EFDTM in hrs) to total field time (TFDTM in hrs). The effective field time of an

implement is the time spent performing a functional activity.

EFDTM
E ‘("ﬁﬁﬁ)
(5%)
Table 63: ANOVA of E(%)

Source DF Seq SS Adj 8§ Adj MS F P
SWC 2 378.08 378.08 189.04 4.74 0.030
EQTYPE 2 57156 571.56 285.78 7.16  0.009
YOKE ! 480.09 480.09 480.09 12.03  0.005
Error 12 478.86 478.86 39.90
Tota 17 1908.58

Table 64: Average implement efficiency E (%)

EQTYPE N  MEAN _ MEDIAN STDEV SEMEAN- CV(%)

UCF 10" 6 —All7 60.93 6.87 2.81 11.25
SINE ¢ 6 7454 72.63 11.43 4.67 15.33

ARARA 6 65 19 64.69 9.46 3.86 14.51
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The summary in Table 62 suggests that the field effkiencies E depend not only on

the type of implement but aso on the type of yoke used. The analysis of variance shows

thet the difference in E is highly significant (Table 63).

Field efficiencies are best given in terms of field operation. It makes more sense to
use the eficiency attached to the type of implement to perform the field activities (Table
64).

The dfective fidd time (EFDTM) to perform a field operation is affected by the
losses of time when turning at the end of the furrow and when the implement is grounded
because of continuous high draft requirements caused by the rooting system of tree stumps
scettered across the fields

Another source of variation was introduced by the reluctance to pull on a
continuous basis of the pair of oxen and their. They often made frequent stops to cope
with the draft requirements close to ther optimum draft performance, with an average

PF/LW in the following ranges

UCF 10" plow : PF/LW = (0.21, 0.24)
3tineSINE9 : PF/LW = (0.15, 0.20)

ARARA with ridger : PF/LW = (0.16, 0.20)

7.3.2. Field capacities
Based on the field eficiency E in percent, the effective fidd capacity EFC in

ha/day is equd to the theoreticd field capacity TFC in ha/day times the efficiency E:
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ANWKGHR
T )*36% )0 (56)
dav

EFC = (WWKGCOMP * ANISPEED)* (E) *(

Where the WWKGCOMP in cm is the width of the implement’s working
component; ANISPEED in mvs is the animal walking speed and ANWKGHR in hrs/day is
draft animal daily field working time. The coefficient 36*¥10™ is used to convert the units
into ha’day.

The field capacity depends significantly on the number of hours ANWKGHR the
draft animals are effectively used in the field to perform a task. The time spent traveling to
the field and yoking the pair of oxen are not included in the number of animal-work-heurs.

The total area cropped in ha during the season is calculated using the EFC’ (ha/day)
and the number of days worked in relation to the probability of working day (PWD in

percent).

74. Summary

A number of decision variables are involved in farmers’ daily activities during the
rainy season. Some of the variables are weather t-elated, therefore out of the farmer's
control. The soil moisture regime SWC (% g/g) remains the most determinant factor when
it cornes to performing farm activities. From the onset 10 the end of the rainy season.
farmers rely on their good judgement to decide when to perform a field operation :n
relation to the available resources at the farm level.

The number of days suitable for tillage and other field operations is dictated by the
type of soil along with the configuration of the rainy season. One of the best approaches to

predict the number of working days NWDAYS is to use the level of probability or level of
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certainty. Two levels are generaly used the 50% or 5 years out of 10 and the 90% or 9

years out of 10.

It is unfortunate that precipitation data are not always normally distributed. The
duration of the period to anayze is important to draw acceptable statistical inferences: the
shorter the duration, the less the likelihood of a norma distribution. Long duration periods
are preferred as the World Meteorological Organization WMO recommends a minimum of
30-years data. Even with this range of data, annual rainfall data are still skewed
(positively), with fewer totals significantly greater than the mean. Sometimes the use of
the median instead of the mean can provide a more redistic and usable results especially
for the 50% level of occurrences (Sumner, 1988).

During a suitable day for fieldwork, the level of intensity of the draft animals
utilization represents a determinant factor in the evaluation of their field working capacity.
At the beginning of the rainy season, the work demand is aways high and farmers
consequently try to maximize their utilization for greater output. The number of working
hours per day ANWKGHR along Wwith the speed ANISPEED to perform the work will
determine the farmer’s capacity to meet his cropping objectives. It is important to choose
the correct combinations of implements, which will manage the available working capacity
ofthe draft animals. As demonstrated in previous chapters, farmers do not have a wide
range of implements to select from to carry out the field operations. Only the expected
draft required DR in daN from the working component-soil relationships would help make
a deciston. The amount of draft found in this study shows that farmers normaly use the
draft oxen within the area of their optimum energy output (PF/LW= 0.20). This level of

utilization corresponds to medium-to-heavy work intensity. Working an average of6
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hours/day in these conditions reinforces the management strategy of 1 day-rest per week.

It is important to fit the job to the draft animals in terms of workload to improve their
efficiency and productivity.

The use ofdifferent size head yokes does not seem to have a significant effect on
the pull force PF developed by the pair of oxen. It is a good management p:ractice to look
after draft animal’s comfort by fitting the yokes to the animal as energy is converted to
useful work through the yoking system. A poorly fitted yoke will reduce power output.
On the other hand., the type of yoke has a significant effect on the field efficiency E. The
use of a larger yoke has the tendency to increase the working width without really
performing a better quality job. In order to use realistic parameters, the use of the
implement field efficiency (highly significant) is recommended in the process of field

working capacity evaluation.



Chapter 8

EXPERT SYSTEM TO EVALUATE THE IMPACT OF ANIMAL
TRACTION IN THE BASSE CASAMANCE REGION

8.1. Organization of the expert system program

The expeat sysem developed in this study is aimed a evauaing the working
capacity of a pair of draft oxen in the Basse Casamance region conditions. The program is
built with Rexibility in order to be expanded in the future to include other draft species and
other geographica regions.

The program is organized around different modules (Figur e 35).

- Fed capacities module
- Energy module

« Feading sysem module
~ Farm budget module

- Optimization module

The main module (Energy module) is used to caculate the traction potentia and

the traction delivered in terms of energy.

230




231

"Default Values ————
i > CALCULATIONS
e Traction  Potential
i ;
[Mﬁi_sn_: P> Traction  Delivered e
Traction  Required | oUuTPUTS
. — : - - - .
[.‘;‘BOIL FILE J“‘m‘“‘ —b( Nutrients  Requirements ' ' Field Capacity
| ] [
* — A T Power  Requirements
WATER BALANCE | 7 |
; . Feed Rations
e a
WEATHER ; ] R Farm bud
= S ! gets
| FILE |
L________j“ | WORKING DAYS |
[ | Recommendations
PRODUCTION ~—P»
FIELD , . COSTS
OPERATIONS ———— e — P
-ITT OPTIMIZATION

] » Costs

Figure 35. Animal Traction Evaluation Model Diagram
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The program was built with the LEVELS Object Onented 3.6 for Microsoft

Windows Copyright 1995, Information Builders. The language is a high-level knowledge
engineering language called Production Rule Language (PRL). The syntaxes are organized
within Methods (When changed and When needed), Rules, and Demons which contain
commands that tell the inference engines t0 initiate one or more actions at run time.

The program at run time needs a certain number of external files ma de with the

DBASE Il program and graphic files made with the Paintbrush software of the Microsoft

Windows 3.1 package.

Mogt of the information and default values supplied to the program were data
gathered from the field or models developed in the previous chapters.
For the Optimization module the program is set to use the Optimizer tool of an

external Windows spreadsheet server program like Microsoft Excel, Lotus 123 version 3

or later versions, and Quattro Pro.

8.2. Database Files structures

8.2.1. Farm location and characteristics

Name of the file: FARM.DB3

Fields Name:
COUNTRY : Senegal.
COUNTPIC : Country picture (Senegal bmp).

REGION . Basse Casamance.

REGPIC : Region picture (Basse. bmp).

SITE . Southwest (Geographical Location).
NZONE : 5 (Number of Agro-ecosystem zones).
ZONE . Agro-ecosystem zone

VILLAGE : Village name (optiond).

FMSZE : Farm Sizeiin ha.

NFWKERS : Number of Farm Workers (active workers).
MCASCROP : Groundnuts (Main Cash Crop).
TYPESOIL : Sandy clay (Type of dominant upland soil).
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It is assumed that small-scale farms production systems are in general driven by at

least one main cash crop (MCASCROP). The information is needed for the program to
execute the energy evaluation module and the optimization

Two types of information need to be input in the p:rogram at this point by the user:

- The types of crops grown at the farm level which make up the cropping
system (Groundnuts, Maize, Millet, Sorghum, Cotton and Rice).
» The First year the farmer started using animal traction. The name of the

farmer is optiona (first screen of the program).

8.2.2. Farm implement

Name of the file EQUIP.DB3

Fields Name:
NAME UCF 10" (Current Name of the implement)
WKGCOMP  : Moldboard (Working component)
NWKGCOMP : 1 (Number of working component)
WWKGCQMP : 25 cm (Working component Width)

WKGDEP : 12 cm (Avg Working component depth)
AVGPF : 145 daN (Average Pull force required)
RETPRICE . Retail market Price

IMPLPIC : Implement picture (* .BMP)

MANLIFE . Years Life according to Manufacturer

FARMLIFE : Years Life in Farmer’s conditions
IMPLEFF : Field Efficiency (in percent)
IMPLREL . Implement Reliability (in percent)

The program will use the given average pull force (AVGPF in daN). The model
developed in the study (Equation 54) is used to supplement a default value for AVGPF
The efficiency IMPLEFF in percent and reliability IMPLREL in percent were

determined previously. New data entered by the user will overwrite the current ones.
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Information on the price of the implement (RETPRICE in loca currency) can be

supplemented at run time.

A bitmap filename with extenson .BMP for the implement picture IMPLPIC is

needed to be loaded for display to the user.

8.2.3. Draft animals

Name Of the file DRAFTANI.DB3

Fields Name:
TYPE - Ox.
BREED : Ndama.
SEX :Male.
AGE : Age of the younger anima if in pair.
CIRCUMF : Circumference at point of heart in cm.
AVGLW . Average Liveweight in kg.

MATURELW : Mature Liveweight in kg.
NDRFTANI  : Number of draft animals.
MKTPRICE : Market price.

MATPRICE : Mature draft animal’s market price.
AGETRAIN : Age trained.

YRSEXP : Number of years of experience.
ANWKGHR : Anima number of field work hours per day
ANIPIC : Anima Picture (* BMP).

- Readiness for traction
The liveweight LW of draft animals are not generally known or readily available
from the mgority of farmers. The model developed previousy (Equation 52) isused by
the program to estimate the value of the liveweight LW in kg. The information needed is
the average value of the circumference CIRCUM in cm, measured a the point of hean of
each draft anima The average liveweight (AVGLW in kg) is used by the program to
evaluate the pulling capacity of the draft animals. For the specific case of cattle, different

studies have shown that oxen with a liveweight less than half ofthe value of the species
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optimal or mature liveweight (MATURELW in kg) must be excluded from traction (Lee

et a, 1993). When a pair o:f oxen is rejected on the basis of that rule, the program will

display a message and will mot proceed further:
Not ready for traction

- Ageversus Years of experience

The program will use the AGE in years of the younger anima (if a pair of draft
animals is used) to test the readiness for traction in terms of capacity to perform field
activities. The average training age (AGETRAIN in years)'s threshold of draft animals of
current species are usually well known to animal traction users. In the Basse Casamance
region, oxen are trained when they are two years of age. To be ready for field work an ox
must be at |east more than 2 years. The threshold can be overwritten.

The number of years of experience (YRSEXP in years) is used to rate the field
working capacity of the draft animals. In the Basse Casamance region 3 years of
experience is an accepted number ofyears to carry out good quality fieldwork. The
number of years of experience and the age for training are compared to the age o:f the
anima to verify the consistency of the data entered in the session. The program. will reject
inconsistencies and ask for new data. If a draft animal with correct liveweight has less
experience than required, the program will inform the user through a displayed message

that:

Need more traiuing
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The program will proceed from that point but will treat the draft animals as

inexperienced.

- Working potential
Draft animals with correct liveweight and adequate working experience, are

characterized by the program as:
Good for Field work

The average number of working hours (ANWKGHR in hrs/day) expected from the
draft animals in relation to their pulling capacity is needed to evaluate the effective field
capacity EFC (Equation 56).

Information on draft animals' market prices MKTPRICE and MATPRICE in loca
currency are used in the cash flow analysis in the farm budget module. This information
can aso be supplemented at run time.

The draft animal's picture ANIPIC is a bitmap file type with .BMP extension.

8.24. Feeding System

Name of the file: FEED.DB3

Fields' name:
MAINFD : Main feed (Pasture grazing, cut grass, .)
MFDQUANT : Quantity of main feed in kg
DMCMFD : Dry Matter content of the main feed in %
ERGCMFD : Main Feed Energy Content (in MJ NE/kg DM)
SUPLFD : Supplemented Feed in kg (Grain, stover, ...)
SFDQUANT : Quantity of Supplemented feed in kg
DMCSFD - Supplemented Feed Dry Matter Content in %
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ERGCSFD . Supplemented Feed Energy Content in Ml/kg DM
SFDPRICE Price of Feed per kg

In farmers' conditions, the main feeding type (MAINFD) during the rainy season is
the natural grazing system. T"he quantity and quality of feed (MFDQUANT in k:g) from the
natural grazing is never enough at the beginning of the rainy season to provide enough
energy to the draft animals. Farmers use different sources for feed supplement (SUPLFD
in kg) like maize grain, sorghum grain or stover. The groundnut hay is generally used
during the dry season along with the other crop residues. Feed information during working
days is required.

The price of the supplement feed (SFDPRICE in loca currency) is used to

evatuate the cost of the daily maintenance of the draft animals

8.2.5. Crops grown at the farm level

Name of the filee CROPS.DB3

Fields' name:
TYPE : Type of Crop (Groundnuts, maize, millet, . .)
VARIETY : Variety of crop grown (69-101, ZM 10, . ..)
CYCLE : Number of days from seeding to harvest
SDRATE  : Quantity of seed in kg/ha
SD LINE . Distance in between rows in cm.

RIDGDIST : Distance in between ridges in cm.
FTRATE  : Fertilizer ratein kg/ha.

SDILIMIT . Date limit of Seeding for potential yield
SDPRICE  : Seed Market price per kg.

FTPRICE : Fertilizer Market Price per kg.
CROPRICE : Crop Market Price per kg.

YIELD : Avg Yield without animal traction in kg/ha
LABCDAY : Farm labor cost per day
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Only information related to thc types of ¢ro.  ‘rown a the farm level are entercd

in the current sesson. The pro- ram will not recognize a crop that has not been selected at

the beginning of the sesson. st of the variables are used for the elaboration of the farm

budget.

Some variables listed in the file are not activated - current version of the
program but will bcin ther  ture. Variable such as T (date limit of seeding
for agiven crop) areused 1 .valuate t he timeliness cost, -ariable FTRATE
(fertilizer rate) to include famers that yse fertilizers. The .. T famersin the Basse

Casamance region do +t use [ itilizers. Different Sudies hav .. - €d that theactual
average rate of fertiize - under 10 kg/ha of NPK (8:18:27)

The YIELD in i requircd by the program correspo: e level of yield
observed before the uti!  :tion of animal traction. Inthe proce s of evaluating the yield,
the program assumes th  «wurmers with less than 6 years of experience or usng non-
experienced draft anima.\ [l not benefit from the yield increase induccd by the
mechanical plowing. The yidd increments given to experienced farmers come froni the
average results Of past experiences onanir: . raction induced yidd increases over menual
farming. A percentage increase on id i« . for different leve of mechanization for
each crop grown at the farm level. ‘The yic.u ncreases generated by the mechanization of
land preparation were found to be most significant and consistent according 1o Tourte
(197 1), Nicou (1979), Charreau and Nicou (1981) cited by Jaeger (1985) (Table 14).
Results from field work carricd gut by the FSR team (Equipe Systemes, 1982-90) in the
Basse Casamance region werc ~'<0 used. Rice is the crop with the highest yield increase

(50.00%), followed by cott. ., o 0%), maize (46.71%), Sorghum (34.60%), groundnuts
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(25.67%) and millet (21.54%%). The mechanization of the post tillage ficld operations
(sceding and weeding) tends in general to inciease the labor productivity more than the
yield, zxeept in fow cases where non sustained yield increases were genevated (Ndiame,

1988; Fall and Sciiko, 1992).

8.3. Program inedules
Al the modules are used to run specific routines and the outputs are displayed to
the end user & er completion of each series of caleulations. A printent of the output can

be obtained with the print screen function from the compuer keyboard.

8.3.1. Vield rapacities wodule

The effective ficld capacities EFC in ha/day are evaluated for cach crop using
Fquation 86 After this operation, the EFC is converted into number of man-days per ha
in order to evaluate the labor requirement per ha of crop (LABOREQ in man-days/ha).

The total number of working days is caleulated using the probability of working
day (PWD in percent) applied to each mornth and evaliated for each field operation

according to the formnla:

NHDAYS ko = (Fags (NDAYS * PWD)J*0 86 (57)

The mumber of working days NWDAYS in days for a given ficld operation FDOP

is equal to the cum of the product of number of days (NDAYS) in the month times the

PN N ORI e BT VU ISR LR EENE SEL IR S MMl B L
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probability of working day in that month (Table 51) for the given FIDOP. The sum is

adjusted by a coefficient (0.86) for the | day of rest per week.

The farm labor balance (LABORBAL#. in man-days/ha) is carried out for each
crop and for each field operation at given probability level: 5 years out of 10 and 9 years
out of 10. The LABORBAL;s in man-days/ha is the difference between the labor available
(AVLABORu in man-days/ha) minus the labor required (LABOREQp. in man-days/ha) to

perform the field operation FDOP (evaluated for each ha of crop):

((LABORBALn = AVLABOR:, - LABOREQu)rvor)crop (58)

The output on the farm labor shows the potential trade- offs and thc labor effects
of each level of mechanization for each crop. The farmer must choose among the t rades-
off, towards meeting his production objectives. One mgjor strategy often performed by
farmers is to use the labor surplus generated by the mechanization of land preparation to

perform seeding oyeration instead of using seeders.

8.32. Energy module

The energy balance uses the most recent scientific work on animal energy
evaluation. The factorial method (Equation 5) is used to perform the different energy
calculations. The coefficients used in the equation for this study are mainly pulled fi-or-n the

dissertation work carried out on cattle in the West African region by Abdou FALL (1995)
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ar ISRA researcher, in partial fulfillment of his degree of Doctor of Philosophy submitted

to the University of Edinberg (England). Four levels of erergy are calculated:
- Energy doing work (pulling farm implements)

- Energy spent walking while pulling,

- Daily energy for Maintenance.

- Energy from body weight losses

8.3.2.1. Energy doing work (WRKERQG)

The amount of energy used to do the 1ask is directly related to the amount of pull
force PF required. The energy for ficldwork (WRKERG in MJ NE/day) is evaluated using
the power model developed in the previous chapters. i relation 1o the traction groups, the
corresponding Fquation (45, 46 or 47) is converted to energy by multiplying the power
with the number of animal-work-hours per day (ANWKHR), adjusted by the field
efficiency E in percent of the given implement used to perfonm the given field operation

FDOP.

ANWRGHR |\ 36007 1.075*10°

WRKERG - ( Power'? )Z;,c.hp *( 0.3 5

o (59)
day

The coeflicients in the equation are used to convert the work energy WRKERG
into net energy expressed in MJ NE/day. The coeflicient 1.075 compensates for the energy
losses due to the yoking system. Different authors suggest an average of 7.5% (=0.075) of
energy loss due to the yoke (Goe and McDaowell, 1980). The coefficient 0.32 is called the

mechanical efficiency.
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8.3.2.2, Energy spent walking (WAL RTERG)

SUOHMENTIESt)
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8.3.2.4, Energy from LW losses (LWLERG)

The beginning of the rainy season represents a peak energy demand period because
of intense field activities. These activities especially tillage, take place within the number of
workings days in the months of June and fuly. The level of draft oxen utilization is often
so intense that draft oxen uses their body reserves to meet energy needs, resulting in aloss
of body waght (LWL in kg/day). Animal traction researchers in general, have reported
negative LW changes during this time of the year. Even well fed draft animals were found
to lose weight (Goe, 1983).

The analysis of field activitiesin farmers{J conditions have shown in previcus
chapters that draft oxen in the Basse Casamance region lost an average of LWL =121
kg/day. Lawrence and Becker (1994) suggested the use of a coefficient of 15 MJ NE/kg
to convert every kg of LWL into usable energy by the draft animals. The energy

(LWLERG in MJ NE/day) is calculated as followed:

IWLERG = ( LWLgrup) * 15 (64)

The LWLERG is expressed in MJ NE/day and LWLas..p in kg/day.

8.3.3. Feeding system nodule
The calculation of the feeding system s based on the ratio k of the energy used

during every working day (daily maintenance + work donc) over the daily maintenance




245
8.3.3.1. Encrgy from the feed (FEEDERG)

The energy from the feed (FEEDERG in M) is calculated starting with the level of
mctabolizable energy ME contained in the feed on a dry matter DM basis. The appetite
limit in Fguation 10 represents the maximam dry matter DM a draft ammal can take per

day. It is directly proportional to the drafl animal LW,

- Metabolizable Energy (ME) in feed (FEEDME)
The FEEDME in MIME is the sum of the ME in each feed composing the total
diet made of the main feeding system (grazing) and the supplement feed (grain, stover,

ete).

FEEDME - QAFIDQUANT * DMCMED* ERGCIED) - (SFDQUANT - I'MCSED + ERGCSED) (65)

- WE available for maintenance and work (MNWRKNE)
The ME in order 1o be usable by draft animals for mamtenance purposes and to
perform work must be converted into net energy MJ NE A mechanical efficiency kn

developed by MAFF (1975) is applied to the ME to yicld the available NE in MJ NE:

MNWRKNE = (k. )* (FEEDME) (66)

k. 0.019*(x):0.503 ")

where x in Ml/kg IX.4 is the equivalent energy content of the total diet.
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MEFDQUANT * ERGCMF}+ (SFDQUANT * ERGCSFD) (68)
X =
(MEDQUANT * DMCMFED) + (SFDQUANT * DMCSFD)

- NE available for work frem the feed (FDWRKNE)
Only part of the energy made available from the meiabolizable energy ME is ysed
to perform work and the remaining part used for maintenance pur-poses. The net energy
avalable for work from the feeding sysem (FDWRKNE in MJ NE/day) is calculated by

subtracting the required energy for maintenance per day MAE frowm the totd net available

energy (MNWRKNE in NJ NE):

FDWRENE = (MNWRKNE) - (MAE) (69)

According to the farmers' systems management of draft animals, the pair of” oxen
may be used 6 days a week. The amount of energy available for work WRKNE in MJ
NE/day is evauated for the working days only and adjusted to 1ake into account the

energy avalable from LW losses LWLERG in kg/day:

v 7
WRKNE = FDWRKNE * (g )+ LWLERG (79)

This level of energy is available and expected ta be expended {rom the pair of
oxen. It is important to mention that the quantity of feed used to carry out all these

calculations corresponds to the total amount given to both animals workiog in the {eam
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- Energy expenditure ratio (ko)

The ratio of energy expenditure calculated on a daily basis is determined by
evaluating the part of the energy required for maintenance MAE in MJ NE from the

effective total energy used per day:

MAE + WRKNE
Keng = (- MAE T =) 70

The energy requirements for the pair of oxen working at this level of intensity

would be ke.p times the energy required for maintenance (Goe, 1980; Lee et al, 1993).

8 3.3.2 Feed vations (FDRATION)

The amount of feed supplied to draft animals is evaluated fiom the quantity of feed
required for the daily maintenance. The quantity of feed given to working animals will
greatly depend on the intensity of utilization. The ratio of energy expenditure ke, 15 @
good measure of the current utilization intensity level. Based on ke, the prograra will
cvaluate the number of forage units (FU) to meet the minimum needs of the working
ammals. The daily ration FDRATION in FU will be equal 10 keyp fold the quantity of
forage units (FU) required for maintenance. The daily maintenance is evaluated using the

model formulated in Equation 63:

FDRATION = (ko )*(6.321* 107 * Totall. W - 0.7089) (72)
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A list of avallable feed stuffs along with their FU cuntent per kg of DM (Table 65)

is presented for the user to select and make up his own ration FDRATION expressed in

FI-J.

Tahle 65: FU contained in some available feed

Available Feed FU/kg
Sorghum grain 0.90
Millet gran 0.70
Maize gran 1.10
Cow peas gran 1.00
Cotton gran 1.10
Groundnut cake 1.00
Millet/Sorghum stover 0.85
Cut grass 0.14
Pesture grazing 0.06 - 0.19
Good quality hay 0.29
Groundnut  hay 0.35
Rice straws 0.26

“Source. CEEMAT, 1975.

Most of these feeds are avallable on a yearly basis It is important to select the feed

available during the intense working period, mainly June, July and August.

The program will present to the user a calculator type of display to sum the FU of

the selected feed.
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8.3.4. Farm budget module

The farm budget module uses the available informastion to carry out a yearly

budget on each crop according 10 the following format (the local currency is used for the

farm budget (§1 US= 560 CFA):

Production value (PRODVAL in CFA/Ma)).

FRODVAL = YIELD * CROFPRICE

Variable Cost (SDCOST= seed cost; FERCOST= fertilizer cost in CFA/ha)

SDCOST = SDRATE * 5DPRICE

FERCOST = FERTRATE * FFRPRICE

Labor cost (LABCOST in CFA/ha)

LABCOST = LABOREQ * LABCDAY

Total variable cost with labor (TVCWLAB in CFA/ha)

TVCWIAB = SDCOST + FERCOST + 1 ABCOST

(73)

(76)

(7'7)
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Total variable cost wo labor (TVCWOLAB in CFA/ha)

TVCWOLAB = SDCQST + FERCOST (78)

Totd_fixed cost (TFCOST in CFA/ha)

TFCOST = IMPFCOST + ANIFCOST (79)

Total cost (TCWLAB; TCWOLAB with and without abor in CFA/ha):

‘TCWLAB = TVCWLAB + TFCOST (80)

TCWOLAB = TVCWOLAB + TFCOST (81)

Gross Margin GM per ha (GMWLABha; GMWOLABha w and wo labor in CFA/ha)

GMWLARBhKa = PRQDVAL - TVCWLAB (82)

GMWOLABha = PRODVAL - TVCWOLAB (83)

Net Margin NM per ha (NMWILABha, NMWOLABha w and wo labor in CFA/ha)

NMWLABha = PRQDVAL - TCWLAB (84)

NMWOILABha = PRODVAL . TCWOLAB {85)
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Margin per man-day (in CFA/man-day):

GMmanday = GMWOLABha / LABOREQ (86)

NMmanday = NMWOLAEBha / LABOREQ (87)

Production cost/kg (PRODCOST in CFA/kg)

PRODCOST = TCWLAB / YIFLD (83)

Two separate displays are used to present the output of the farm budget. All
marginal analyses are presented in one display Only the budget related to the crops
sclected at the beginning of the program is processed

It is left to the user to make good interpretations of the farm budget output

8.3.5. Optimization module

The optimizatior: module is executed by using the optimizer tool of a Windows
spreadsheet server. The program becomes the client and sends the needed information to
the server by means of DDE links and receives the result back afier calculations are
completed. The server is required for the program to run properly.

Linear programming is used for the optimization The program will display the
constraints' matrix to the user before sending the information to the server. It is up 1o the

user to verify its consistency before action is taken.
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The objectives of the optimization problem can be expressed as followed:

8.3.5.1. Optimizatien objectives
Goal 1. Maximize revenue from the cash crop

Geal 22 Produce enaugh cereals for farmer’s own consumption.

Instead of using a goal programming approach, the second objective of the
problem is considered as a constraint in the search of solutions to producing cereals
corresponding t0 no less than the farmer’s needs.

In small-scale farming system, farmers' objectives are not always monetary.
Trades-off are sometimes possible in relation to the current economical production
environment. A magjor adjustment performed in the Basse Casamance region was to
sacrifice the cereals production in - general and rice in particular, in favor of the groundnut
cash crop. Rice was kept to aminimum and was allocated theleast resources compared to
other upland crops. The main reason was the risky weather Situation characterized by a
persistent shortage of rainfall. Among the cereals produced by farmers to meet their own
consumption, rice production always plays arole of regnlator and occupies afixed

percentage of land in the low land areas according to the spatid distribution of ¢rops.

8.3.5.2. Constraints and objective function
8.3.5.2.1. Decision variables
The decision variables used in the program, in the form of area allocated to a crop

(CROPAREA in ha) are defined as follow:
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GNAREA = Arca cropped with Groundnuts GN in ha

MZAREA = Area cropped with Maize MZ in ha

MLAREA = Area ciopped with Millet ML in ha.

|

SGAREA = Area cropped with sorghum SG in ha.

i

CTAREA = Area cropped with Cotton CT in ha

RCAREA = Area cropped with Rice RC in ha

Among the crops listed, only cotton is not part of the cropping systern of a
comumon farmer in the Basse Casamance region. Cotton is considered as a cash crop in

other regions.

8.3.5.2.2. Objective function
The objective function which maximizes net prefit (NPROFIT in CFA) is written

as.

Max(NPROFIT) = 2 cior (NMWOLABw,* CROPAREA) (&%)

8.3.58.2.3. Statements of the constraints
The constraints to small-scale production systems are in general the same
throughout the region: land (FMSIZE in ha), Jabor (I.LABOR in man-day), animal energy
(ANERGY in MJ NE), own consumption (CONSUMP in kg) and minimum of rice

(MINRICE in ha).
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Land constraints

Y cror (CROPAREA) < FMSIZE (90)

. Farm labor constraints

Y chor (LABOREQ, * CROPAREA) < AVLABOR (91)

The available farm labor (AVLABOR in man-days) is evauated in rdaion 1o the
number of active farm workers NFWKERS a the farm level multiplied by the number of
working days during the growing ceason.

The labor required per LABOREQ:. in man-days/ha corresponds to the total

amount of man-days per ha needed to conduct the crop from tillage to harvest.

Animal energy constraints
The animd energy must be evauated for the time the field operation FDOP lasts
and for as many field operations FDOP as performed (tillage, seeding, weeding). If the
pair of oxen is used for plowing only then the competition betueen different crops
becomes a constraint in relaion to the totd energy avalable for the number of working
days (NWDAY S in days) for tillage field operation.

The avallable anima energy (AVANERG in MJ NE) is equal to:

AVANERG = (ko) *(MAE)* (2 rpor NWDAYS (92)
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The constraint on animal energy utilization is given by:

Ycxor | 2oipor (TERG o+ MAE ,,)J* (CROPAREA) < AVANERG (93)

. Consumption constraints

The consumption constraints are evaluated using the FAO standards for food
encigy intake per year. The equivalent cereal for that requirement 1s 200 kg per year and
per active farm worker. An extraction coefficient (RXTCOEF in percent) is applied to
each cereal type to convert the amount of production needed into consumable foed form.
The value of EXTCOEF is closely related to the quality of the post-harvest operations
ithrough handling and processing. For cereals, maize, miflet and sorghum, EXTCOEFF is
equal to 0.83 (MBENGUE, 1986) Rice harvested from the field for example needs to be
dried, threshed, de-hulled and milled. After processing, only approximately 65% of the
original quantity can be used as food supply for human consumption (Equipe Systemes,
1983). The extraction coeflicient takes into account all the losses observed during the
processing from harvest to the find age for consumption The cotton is not edible (0%)
Studies conducted in the region by socio-economists, researchers of the Djibeler FSR
team have reported that most farmers provide more than 6(0% of their groundnut seed,
around 20 1o SO kg per ha, The tota household use for groundnuts is estimated to be 5%
of the harvest per year.

The constraint on consumption can be formulated as follow: The sum of

consumption value from each crop (CONSVAL in kg) must at Jeast be equal 1o the

household total consumption needs (CONSNEED in kg).
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CONSVALcror = ( EXTCOEF crop ) * (YIELD crop ) (92)

CONSNEED = 200* (NFWK) (93)

The consumption congtraints can be written as follow:

2opop (CONSVAL * CROPAREA) 2 CONSNEED (94)

Cropping system constraints

The cropping system congtraints are expressed in terms of minimum area of the
farm land to be reserved to specific crops. Rice production in the Basse Casamance region
car-ries a heavy load of cultural behavior as the traditional cropping systems in the past was
mainly centered around this crop. A number of socid science researchers refer to the
Basse Casamance population as the "Rice Civilization" people (Pdlissier, 1966).

For the Basse Casamance region, the percentage of land allocated to rice
production (RCPCENT in percent) varies on the bass of type of agro-ecosystem. In agro-
ecosystem zone 4, for example an average of 15% of the farm land FMSIZE are used for
rice production againgt 20% in the agro-ecosystem zone 5.

The value of RCPCENT in percent is expected to be different for individual
farmers but the present version of the program is designed to use a default value per agro-

ecosystem zone.
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The cropping system constraint is expressed as followed:

RCARFEA 2 (RCPCENT)*(FMSIZL) (95)

The cropping system constraint i not included in the table of constraints prasented
to the user before optimization. The constraint equation is directly written to the

spreadshcet as a condition to be met.

Decision varigbles constraint

(CR OPARFEA CROP) 20 (96)

The amount of land resources allocated to a crop (CROPAREA in ha) must be
positive or equal to zero. When using the CROPAREA variable in the equation, CROP
has 10 be replaced by GN for groundnuts, MZ for maize, ML for millet, SG for sorghum,
CT for cotton and RC for rice. This general condition on the decision variable also ¢alled

the non-negativity regrictions will guarantee a real vaue to the solution

8.4. Optimization output
The optimization output is bound by the amount and quality of information the

server is able 10 process. The Solver tool from Microsoft Excel or Optimizer from Quaitro
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Pro for Windows have their own technique to handle such problems. The current verson

of the expert system program is designed to fit the Quattro Pro for Windows' forrna

8.4.1. Server solution

It is important to mention at this point that the solution {o the optimization
problem refers to the combination of the different decison variables and not to the
maximum velue of the net profit (NPROFIT in CFA). The main concern for the user is to
determine the crop mix to be grown and the area of land that will maximize the profit,
using the available resources.

The solution is given in ha of cropped land for each crop. A zero value means that
the crop must not be included in the cropping system. As the decision-maker, the user
must weigh all the information given by the optimization output before formulating a
decison. The cropping system chosen should reflect the specificity of his farrn. Qudlitative

variables not used in this analysis can help reach a better viable solution.

8.4.2. Interpretation of Coefficients
A number of information items are given along with the solution to the problem.
The informetion items are presented to the user on the same display. The main coeffkients

given ae

- Slack/Surplus

The coefficients represent the difference between the level of utilization of a given

resource and its availability.
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A resource with a positive coefficient also called slack is not fully utihized and is
considered & "free good". A free good means that an increase iN its availability will not
increase or change the profits. The slack must always be zero or podtive. Slack is tetter
represented in a greater than or equal to type of relationship in formulating the constraints
equations.

In surplus Stuations, the difference between the level of utilization of a resource
and aminimum requirernent i s postive. This difference is used 10 measure how much the

requirements are exceeded.

- Shadow prices
Different names are used {o represent the same coefficient, like opportunity cost,
margina or dud values in relaion to the way the optimization problem js stated. Shadow
prices are applied to resources to estimate their opportunity cost when not one unit of the
corresponding resource is included in the solution. In other words, it expresses the change

in the value of the objective function when one additional unit of the resource is added to
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8.5. Program validation

In the process of continuous vaidation, the expert system program is built to work
with validated input data. Built-in messages guide the execution of the program. The eror
trapping system can still be improved to better handle certain type of "wild" data. Program
routines execute and verify at the same time the quality of 1 he data entered. In case of
inconsistencies, the program will prompt the user to enter correct data. The amount Of
data to be provided directly by the user during the session is kept to a minimum

Two modules need to be tested and validated against other methods of evaliation:

the feld capacities module and the animal energy module.

&5.1. Exanple of one Session

- Data input
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any cther variable enters the basis, it can only eit her decreases the profit or leave it

unchanged.

- Reduced cost
The reduced cost for the decision variables represents the amount by which the
objective function will be reduced if the varigble is introduced into the optima solution. In
other words, it expresses the pendty imposed on the objective function if one unit of the

variable not currently accounted is entered into the optima  solution

- Binding status
A fully used rcsource is "binding". It constitutes a bottleneck for any improvement
or reorganization oOf the environrnent. The Kuhn-Tucker conditions stipulate that if the
shadow price is nonzero then the resource is fully utilized meaning there is no slack o1

suiplus (Turban and Meridith, 1994).

8.4.3 Sensitivity analysis

An explicit module to run a sensitivity analysis is not included in this verson. The
program must be re-run in order to change the parameter and observe its effect on the
optimal solution. The purpose of the senditivity analysis is to give to the user additional

decison making informetion.
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8.5. Program validation

In the process of continuous validation, the expert system program is built to work
with validated input data. Built-in messages guide the execution of the program. The error
trapping system can still be improved to berter handle certain type of "wild" data. Program
rautines execute and verify at the same time the quality of the data entered. In case of
inconsistencies, the program will prompt the user to enter correct data. The amount of
data to be provided directly by the user during the session is kept to a minimum.

Tw,o modules need to be tested and validated against other methods of evah:ation:

the ficld capacitics module and the animal energy module.

8.5.1. Example of one Session
- Data input

Farm characteristics
First year in animal traction: 1990
Agro-ecosystem zone 4
Farm size ‘ 6
Number of farm workers: 5
Crops grown . Groundnuts, Maize, Millet, Sorghum, Rice

Implements and draft amimals select on

Implement type : UCF 10" moldboard plow
Draft animals . Pair of oxen
Average LW 1200 kg

Age (younger animal) c6years  Working Experience -4 years
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- Program gutput

Effective field capacities (ha/day)

GN M Z ML SG RC

Tillage 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
Seeding 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.05
Weeding 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.05
0.05 0.08 °©  0.08 0.10 0.02

Harvesting

Energy evaluation module (MJ NE/day)

GN MZ ML SG RC
Tillage 39.69 39.69 39.69 39.69 39.69
Weeding
Seeding
Harvesting -

Maintenance (MJ NE/day) = 37.02

Energy evaluation module (MJ NE/ha}

GN MZ ML SG RC
Tillage 223.78 223.78 223.78 223.78 223.788
Weeding .
Seeding
Harvesting

Maintenance (MJ NE/ha) = 208.76
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Annual Farm budget
GN MZ ML SG RC
NMWOLABha (CFA/ha) 154669 144477 106645 106646 164412

PRODCOST CFA/kg) 103.88 86.11 107.63 94.07 205.57

The prices used are the official market prices of year 1995 (CSA, 1995)

Optimization output

Crops Land (ha) Reduced cost (CFA/ha)
Groundnuts 4.75 0.00
Maize a35 000
Millet 0.00 -34264 3 |
Sorghum 0.00 -43607 64
Rice 0.90 000

Resources Slack Shadow prices
Land 0.00 108154 90
Labor 0.00 509.51
Energy 1014.40 a 30
Corsumption 44 24 0.00
Rice land 0.00 -54468.06

The units of the shadow prices are the objective function unit (CFA) per unit of the

constraints (ha, man-day, MJ NE, kg equivalent-cereal and ha of rice inthe order written).
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8.5.2. Discussion on Optimization output

capacities

In this farmer’s situation, only land preparation is mechanized with the UCF 10"
moldboard plow. All the post-tillage field operations are manually performed.

According to the tillage effective field capacity EFC in ha/day, it will require from
the pair of oxen an average of 5 days (6 hours/day) to plow one hectare of land. 1t is
assumed that flat land preparation is executed with the moldboard plow.

In comparison with the vaues pubiished in the literature, the program output for
cach oper ation is within acceptable range. For example, Le Moigne (198 1) gave the 1 ange

of6 to 8 days for a pair of oxen, working 4 to 5 hrsyer day to complete the task.

Draft animals Energy balance

The vdidation of the anima energy baance is more difficult in terms of finding
similar utilization environment. For testing the consistency of the information given by the
program, the output is compared to the experiment reported by Favey (1986) in terms of
procedure. All the steps were followed to reach the ener gy baance for each field
operation. The vaue given in the output is mainly refated to the level of confidence given

to the raw data and to the validity of the different equations used.

Optimization output
The solution of the optimization rccommends that tbe user grow 79% of the farm
with groundnuts which is consistent with the practices in agro-ecosystem zone 4. In terms

of cash flow, it was expected from the. program to allocate more land resources to the
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cash crop. In asmall scale farming system, the value attached to the cash crop represents

the driving force for trades-off in relation to the pricc levels of goods in the cfficial
market Such decisions in turn can reshape the type of cropping system to the point that
thcy become the determinant factor in the evolut jon of the globa production system.
The general formulation of the objective in terms of profit maximization and the
equations used to formulate the constraints on the available resources do not specify
which crop is driving the profit. It is important to leave it that way in order to take into
account a farmer who decides not to grow cash crop in consideration of particular
constraints at the farm level (farm size, consumption required for the family meinbers).
In the decision making process the opportunity cost of resources and the reduced

cost of the decision variables must help to find a better organization of farm operations.

8.6. Sumnmary

The building of a decision support system program must be performed around
geod first hand information. There are some advantages but also some disadvantages to
using expert systems. The advantages of an expert system over a human expertise are
primarily in the facts that expert system knowledge is permanent, easy to transfer,
consistent and easy to access. The main disadvantages are the lack of creativencss, the
required symbolic type of input, the narrow focus and the high level technical knowledge.

The main limitation of designing and building an expert system is the cost of
getting the needed information to run the program. As this study has shown, the

evaluation of the different variables and parameters required considerable time and human



266
resources. The good news is that once the data are validated and tested for stability, they

remain consistent and ready to be used.

Expert systems in agriculture represent a valuable tool to conduct farming system
diagnostics, field operations scheduling and management. The existence of such programs
gives opportunity to farmers, government servants, non-governmental organizations, to
access technical information and to interpret simulation in relation to the socio-economical
environment

The organization of the program in modules makes information flow and outputs
easy to interpret. The energy evaluation rodule uses in its important routines, animal
energy equations developed elsewhere by other researchers. This approach is aimed to
stimulate the continuity of the research on that topic. The factorial method developed by
Lawrence (1985) to evaluate the extra energy used by drafl animals to perform work is
actually widely used around the world. An effort has been made in this study to use
coefficients validated in the West African region with cattle.

The annual farm budgeting and the linear optimization are classic tools used in
decision-making problems. The program output was designed to furnish as much
decisional information as possible to the user.

As a general comment, this version of the program needs to be used for more
validation and improvement. Some actions are going to be tzken in the near future to
expand the versatility and the geographical coverage to other regions of Senegal and,

possibly 1o other countries.




Chapter 9

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1. Conclusions

In developing countries, farmers are generally confronted with a variety of
agricultural technologies. These technologies have the common characteristics of being
not well adapted to their new environment. Most of them have proven their merits
elsewhere, and are possibly being penalized by the transfer process. Animal traction has to
undergo the same constraints. Its utilization presents some advantages and disadvantages
which need to be correctly evaluated. One main advantage over human energy is that it
provides more power to help farmers improve the timeliness of their daily agricultural
activities.

Animal traction is providing more than 80% of the energy needed in the
agricultural activities, in Senegal in particular. The animal species used for traction ai-e
mainly cattle, horse and donkey. In the Southern part of Senegal, in the Basse Casamance
regicn, cattle are the main source of power. The Ndama breed is well adapted in the
environment characterized by harsh sanitary conditions for working animals. The level of
utilization is highly variable across the region, and yet it needs to be evaluated a the farm

level Tht: purpose of the evaluation is to estimate its potential and current impact. It
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represents an important factor of evolution of the cropping systems and towards farmers'

achievements in building up a sustainable production system.

In this study, the evauation technique used was built around an expert system to
simulate different levels of utilization of animd traction in different agro-ecosystern zones
in the Basse Casamance region. The expert system was structured according to modules
linked by routines and subroutines using a high-level language called PRI (Program Rule
l.anguage). The PRL language is similar to naturd language (like natural English) with
interactive editors for more flexibility and accuracy in building applications. The LEVELS
OBJECT™ (Release 3.6 for Microsoft Windows, Copyright© 1995 by Information
Builders, Inc.) shell was used as the main programming environment and development rool
kit. As any expert system derived from the artificial intdligence (Al) domain, it needs a
considerable amount of quality information in order to be used for decision making. The
information supplied to the expert sysem c¢an be performed through a well-organized
knowledge base management system (KBMS).

The knowledge gathered from animd traction utilization in the area ofstudy was

processed into 5 modules:

- Field capacities calculations
- Anima Energy evduation
- Feeding system

- Annual Farm budget

- Optimization of farm resources' utilization.
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Information fed in the program has been collected directly from the fields in

farmers' conditions and from reliable sources in the existing scientific literature. A
methodology of data collection on animal traction was proposed through surveys and field
trials. To carry out the field activities, the farm was considered to be the unit of

observation and was viewed as the basic element of the preduction system
The surveys were divided into two types. The first type focussed on the invenrtory
of the different types of farm implements currently tised by farmers for crop production.
The second was a follow up of different field operations performed with the draft cxen.
The field trials were designed 1.0 evaluate two things: (1) The amount of power
and energy required to perform different field operations; and (2) To measure the
maximum and opimum power that the draft oxen could develop a the beginning of the

reiny Season.

9.1.1. Surveys
- Farm implements

It was possible in a relatively short period of time {two weeks for 40 farmers) to
identify all the implements actually used by farmers. The cata collected ranged from the
type and number of implement s, the acquistion mode, the system management, the repai
and maintenance problems, the type and number of di aft znimals to the loca blacksmith
activities. These data were analyzed to better understand the agricultural cropping system
dternatives available to farmers in relaion to the opportunities offered by the type of

Agro-gcogystem zones.
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It gppears that the range of implements is not very large. Only one model per type

of implement was used: UCF 10" moldboard plow was the only type avalable; the same
for the cultivators including the SINE toolbar; also one type of one-row seeder (Super
FECQ). Only the ridging implements were available in two versions. One was attacbed to
the ARARA toolbar and the second, imported from Gambia.

AN the farm implements experienced severd breskdowns. This was associated with
the quality of the materids used to make the working components and the conditions of
use. Mogt of the soil working compenents were victims of the natural wear and of the
presence of roots and stumps scattered in farmers' fields. The problems were aggravated
by the absence of technical support. The locd blacksmiths were not able to handle some
types of breakdown. The unavatlability of required tools and good quality raw materials
prevented timeliness of the services. In these conditions the reliability, evaluated for each

piece of fam equipment was generally found to be low.

- Draft animals
Even though oxen were available to farmers, the distribution was found to be

highly variable. The main source of draft animals remained the herds in the village. The
analysis shows how unstable the technology was as the majority of farmers refied on only
one pair of oxen. They represented more than 70% of the farms. One pair of oxen will not
protect farmers from production Eosses in case of anima injuries, diseases or deaths |
such cases the only dterndive is to borrow another animd, if available, or 1o rent for a
day or two, or to simply use hand tools. The mgority of the farmers in that Stuation use

hand tools. For some fax-mers, this situation can last a longtime beforethey find a
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replacement. The frequency of these types of event placed acertain Jevel of unreliability in

the utilization of draft animals for a given year.

9.1.2. Follow up of field operaticns

How the technology was helping far mers to fulfil their production needs was the
man concern ofthe follow up. The aspects included in the daly follow up were: type of
field operations performed, how it was performed in rdaion to the type and amount of
resources involved, the health and care of the animals and, the feeding system used {o
maintain their Working capacities. The draft animals were weighed every month to
evaluate the liveweight LW variation during the rainy season,

To get the best perfor mance from the animal, farmers had to manage the oxen
working time in reldion to the climatic conditions They mainly used their animals during
morning hours. Anaveraae of ¢ to 7 hours of fieldwork per dav put alot of physical stress
on the animals, to the point that they lost weight to cover the level of energy demand. The
main feeding system through natural grazing afler work or during breaks was not enough
to supply the energy necessary for the tasks. Feed was supplemented early in the marning
on a daily basis. The supplement was manly mede of maize, millet, sorghum grain or
stover.

The liveweight of draft animals isa needed parameter in the process of evaluating
the impact of animd traction. The model developed herein can be used to estimate the
liveweight through the measurement of the circumference or girth ‘The ciscunderence and

the liveweight are highly correlated.
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9.1.3. Maximum working capacity

The maximum working capacity was evauated through the amount of power
developed to pull different loads. The pull force PF developed was measured along with
the speed used {o pull the load. These two variables were combined to evaluate the pouer
output of the draft animals at different level of utilization intengties. Draft animals were
classified by liveweight into traction groups and the power output of each group modeed
using a linear regression. The results showed that there was no significant difference in the
power output among the traction groups, therefore one¢ general model could be used to
model the power output.

Two interesting points on the power curve were analyzed to compare the groups
performance: the optimum and maximum power. The amount of pull force PF
corresponding to the optimum power revealed the existence of a range of forces too
difficult to sustain. All pairs of oxen used in the pulling trial showed a certain leve of
unwillingness to pull in that range and induced an underestimation of the corresponding
power output. At the maximum point, it was found that a pair of oxen could develop
around 50% of its liveweight into force. This levd of pull was an extreme and was not

expected on aregular basis in famers working conditions.

9.1.4. Energy required for field operations
The different implernents in the repertoties at the farm level were tested to evaluate
the leve of energy reyuired for ther daily utilization. The amount of pull force generated

for moldboard and ridger plows corresponded closely to the optimum area of the power

- o v - - -
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curve. The tevel of working intensity could be classified in the range of medium to heavy

job

The dfective field capacity EFC of each field operation was calculated along with
the number of working days during the rainy. Two levels of probability were used: 5 years
out of 10 and 9 years cut of 10.

The amount of energy delivered by the pair of oxen was evaluated usng the
factorial method with rh use of car coefficients. The animal encrgy baance was
determined by taking into account the energy used for working, for walking, for
liveweight losses, and for the daily maintenance.

A man output of the energy balance was the calculation of the feed ration fiom
feed available to farmers.

This methodology will need more refinements in the future v better evaluate the

information needed to build up the KBMS.

9.2, Recommendations

The first recommendation is 10 improve the methodology Of collecting information
from farmers, in particular, data on animal traction. The technology is widely used in
developing countries and need more attention. The other aspects to investigate further are

asfollow:

- Animal farming systems
The technology has brought about significant changes ta farmers' cropping

systems. The level of utilization isstill Jow as many farmers me draft animals for land
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preparation only. There is room for improvement by designing better equipment to carry

out post-tillage field operations. Weeding is a serious problem which farmers are faced
every Year due to fluctuation of available family labor during the season.

The use of draft animals for fieldwork is very attractive to farmers as their
utilization can generate substantial revenue. By raising the level of utilization of the draft
animals, it will be possible to increase the rate of adoption of the technology. One aspect
that will increase adoption of animal traction is the reduction in production costs resulting

from mechanization.

- Draft animal selection

The environmental effects on working animals need to be better addressed to help
farmers select the right format of draft animals and to fit the job to their pulling capacity.
The stress generated by the local climate has an effect on their efficiency. The only existing
recommendation is to work morning hours but farmers' working needs go beyond morning
hours.

The format and the age to star-t working drafl animals are determinant for future
performance through better training. Farmers are not generally consistent on these two

factors because of lack of technica information.

- Feeding system
Meeting the feeding requirements of their working animals at the beginning of the

rainy Season is a serious concern for farmers. The state of the art shows that agro-
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ecosystem zones offer very limited possibilities. It is important to focus on what is feasible

in farmers' conditions. More research IS needed.

- Harpessing system
Different trials showed that draft animals are wasting considerable amount of
energy in relaion to the high level of pulling intensity. Regular field working conditions
will require pull force around the optimum power output level. One aspect to consider in
the future isthe improvement of the yoking system to have animals pull in a more
comforizble and efficient way The loss of the willingness to pull by the ox-team does help

the farmer or improve the quality of the fieldwork.

- Implement selection and design
The maor challenge is to fit the job to the working animals. This ¢an be done, by
designing and adapting implements to better fit the working conditions. This mugt be done
in consideration with the ergonomic factors involved in + he implement design to account

for the animal format, the soil characteristics, and the user.

- Learning period
Itiscrudd to find ways to reduce the learning period. Farmers do not see the
benefits of using animd traction because they do not master the technology. The Jack of
skills shows that most of the advantages of using animal traction are offset. One

alternative is to reinforce the capacity of the farmers' organization to train farmers on a
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regular basis. The dassic approach of regional training centers depends to alarge extent

on external funding sources

- Instrumentation

The evaluation of work output and energy expenditure still requires highly
sophisticated instrumentation. The factorial method developed by Lawrence from tieadmill
and laboratory measurements is alinest the only technique used. 1t should be possible to
develop pertable inexpensive sensors 10 measure integrated parameters used in the energy
evaluation: draft, speed, heat, {emperature, and heart rates. The indrumentation developed
by the French research indtitution CEEMAT needs to be completed with a computer
software capable of analyzing data recorded in the data logger and carrying out basic

power and energy calculations.

- Cemputer programs
More computer programs dealing with anima traction management need {o be
dey eloped. This will enable information to be shared by different users through a common
database and to better simutate conditions of utilization, The present expert system is
expected to be improved, to be validated, and to be extended to other regionsin Sesegal,

and to 1 he West African region.
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APPENDIX Al

ANIMAL TRACTION QUESTIONNAIRE

Objegtives

As part of the methodology, the animal traction
questi onnaire i S conductedst the household level in order
to evaluate the type and numnber of farm equipment avail able
to farmers. This survey must bhe completed before any draft
and other energy evaluation is performed. Themai n focus o f
the questionnaire deals with different technical aspects
related to the utilization cf animal drawn-equipment at the
household level. The objectives of this survey are:

1. To identify the types of eqguipment actually
involved in field cperations for which more detai led
investigations are needed to determine power
requirements.

2. To evaluate the learning process for animal
traction use by correlating performance at the farm
1 evel against years of exper ience.

Methodology

The target group i nclude farmers equipped With and
using animal traction implements. The enumerator for this
survey must undergo technical trai ning in iaenti fying the
different pieces 0 f equipment and their use by farmers.

The questionnaire addresses a 1 imited number of
variables:

L. Agro-ecosystem zone : There exists f ive agro-
ecosystem zones in the area of study and farmers located in
two of them are considered effective animal traction users.,.

2. Location: By location it is understood Vil lages
within the identi fied agrc-ecosystem zone.

3. Household: ldentification of the chief of the
hoc sehol d.

4 . Mumber of family workers: number of persons
belonging t o the household and carrying out field
activi ties (labor force) .

277
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S. Equipment type: equipnment nust be identified
properly. A variety of equipnent is being used by farners.
T' he nost common itens are:

Mol dboard plow UCF 190"
Mil ti purpose beam iRARA
Multipurpose beam SINE
Ri dger EMCOT

Seeder SUPER ECO
Transport cart

6. Field aperation: this variable relates to the piece
of equipnment and its use in the field for land preparatior,
weedi ng, etc...

7. Working tools: this variable is typical of the
mul ti purpose tool bars which can be equipped wth
moldboards, ridgers or cultivator tines.

8. Traction npbde and age of the animal(s): Three
species are used: donkey, horse and cattle as source of
energy.

9. Yoke type: in relation to the field operations, the
activity and the species, yokcs are derigned to provide
efficient transfer of energy from the animal to the
implement. The type will be described by its name and
length.

10. Acquisition of the equiprment: information is
collected as regard to the Date of acquisition, Mde
(credit, cash paynent, gift, etc...), State (new, used),
Price if bought.

11. Origin: farmers use equipnent of different trade
names (locally made or inported).

12. Managenent: what is the status of the equipnent at
the household level: does the farmer own the equipnment? 1s
he co-owner with a neighbor? 1Is he borrowing, renting, |ong
term leasing, etc .

13. Actual condition of the equipnment: Is the

equi pment in good condition (working parts nust be
checked), does it need repair and maintenance ? Should it

be discarded ?, .
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14. Repair and maintenance:what repair has been
performed and at what cost? Who took carre of the
maintenance?

15. Observations:. important information corning up
during the survey




Tablie Al: ANIMAL DRAWN EQUIPMENT QUESTIONAIRE

1. Agro-ecosystem zcone:
2. Location:
3. Household:
4. Number of family workers:
1 2 3 4 5 6

5. Type

6.F. operations
. Land prepar.
. Seeding

Cultivating
Harvesting

7.Working Tools
Moldboard
Ridger
Tines
Lifter

8.Animal age
Cattle
Donkey
Horse

9.Yoke dimension
Head
Neck

Observations

087




{Table Al continued)

10.Acquisition:
. Date
. Mode
State l:new
2:used

Price

11.0rigin (™)
. SISCOMA
SISMAR
. Blacksmith
Imported

12 .Management
. Owner
Co-Owner
. Borrower
. Others

14 .Repairs and
maintenance

Observations

I8¢
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APPENDI X A2: Draft Animals Follow-Up Cuidelines

1. Draft

animals utilization

1.

1.2.

2.

Utilization Tineframe (hours per day)

1.1" Field work

Tillage

Seedi ng

Weedi ng

Har vesti ng
Transport
-~ Destination
- Distance
-~ Rate (paid or non-paid)
Cust om wor k
~ Number of days
- Type of field work
- Site
- Rental rate
Draft animals feeding system
2.1. Dry season
- Types of feed
- Daily Quantity (average)

- Oigin
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2.2. Rainy season

I'l. Health

1.

N

w

Health

Length

Care

. Housi ng

- Types 0 f feed

- - Daily Quantity (average)

-- Supplement (type, quant.ity)

= Origin (For natural grazing, sample the
type of grasses and hays for identification

and evaluate i ts proportion in the feeding
system),

Problems and diseases
- Dry season

- Rziny season

Mani f estations / Identification / Frequency

of immobilization
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Table Bi: Maximum draft trial (G1P1)

.74

q XIANIddV

DATE June 25,1996

L OCATI ON : DPjibelor Station

ZONE : 1

IDRAFT ANl MAL NAME : Etoile Double Les

SIDE : R ght Left

LENGTH (cm) 85. 00 82.00

CIRCUMFERENCE (cm) 166. 00 162. 00

WEIGHT (kqg) 357. 00 326. 00

IAGE (yrs) 8.00 7.50

EXPERI ENCE (yrs) : 5.00 5.00

Path Length {m) 200. 00

L ————————— T ——
Avg. Draft STD S.E cv Mn Max Speed Powcr Draft/LwW | Powexr/IW
N N L N N m/s J/a N/N J/s-N
0.00 [ 0.00 0.00 1.28 [ 0.00 T 0.00 7 0.00 7
46. 89 11. 37 18. 06 196. 20 294. 30 1.17 303. 81 0.04 0. 05
.61 58 50. 82 9.44 9.03 392. 40 588. 60 1.14 590. 04 0.08 2.0
920.37 62.90 10.890 6.85 764.80 981.00 1.09 1003. 21 0.14 0.15
1086. 95 91. 53 16.18 8.44 951. 00 1275. 30 1.02 1108. 69 0.16 0.17
9.3 1210.49 83.78 13. 08 6.59 1079. 10 | 1471.50 0.92 1168. 65 0.13 0.17
65. 92 3.83 4. 68 1275.30 | 1563. 60 0.90 1267. 49 0.21 0.19
1531. 44 66. 51 9.05 4. 34 1373.40 | 1667.70 0.75 1148. 58 0.23 0.17
1866. 84 155. 59 27.08 8. 33 1667. 70 || 2452. 50 0.53 989. 43 0.28 0.15
2138 .09 145. 97 23. 37 6.83 1962 nyn || 2452 5§ 0. 49 1047.66 0.32 0.16
2344. 59 68. 67 { 21.72 2.93 2256. 30 || 2452.50 0.34 797.16 0.35 0.12
2777.01 351. 39 l 97. 46 12. 65 || 2452.50 { :3433. 50 0. 34 944. 19 0.41 0.14
3531. 60 | 3531. 60 | :3531.60 0.00 0. 00 0.53 0.00
l ) ——— —— ee— o e
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Table B2: Maximum draft trial (Gl P2)

!

DATE Junc 2/, 1i¥¥o
LOCATION Bougoutoub
ZONE 4
DRAFT ANIMAL NAME : Bahanga Bclong
SIDE Right Left
LENGTH {cm) 118.00 99.00
CIRCUMFERENCE {(cm) 181.00 163.00
WEIGHT {kg) 400.00 290.00
AGE (yrs) : 12.00 9.00
EXPERIENCE (yrs) : 9.00 5.00
Path Length {(m) 100.00
Avg.Draft STD S.E cv Min | Max Speed Power !Draft/LW Power/LW
N Y % : N N m/s J/s N/N J/s-N
0.00|- £ - ! U, v © .00 1. 33j 0, 00 0.00 w Yy
999 .44 99 .47 24.87 9.951 882,90} 1z77.20 o.%1 6'9.66 0.14 o, =1
1442.07] 76.621 17.13 5.311 1 275-30] 15%9.60 0-49; 70g-61 0.21 .13
1680.75] 123.41} 31.8° 7.34] 14771:50] 19%2.00 - 38f 633 68 0.24 °.12
2060.10]~ - - 2.6.:10] 20%0.10 o. o0 .00 0.30 o o0
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Tabl e B3: Maximum Draft

trial (Gl P3)

JATE June 28,1996

JOCATION : Suel

JONE : 5.00

JRAFT ANIMAL NAME Amerique Gaston

3IDE Right Left

ENGTH (cm 97.00 105.00

:IRCUMFERENCE (cm) 153.00 170.00

TEIGHT (kg) 272.00  376.00

\GE (yrs) 13.00 12.00

.XPERIENCE (yrs) 7.00 8.00

’ath Length (m 100.00

Avg.Draft| STD S.E cv Min Max Speed Power |{Draft/LW|Power/LW

N N % N N m/s J/s N/N J/s-N
0.00 - - 0.00 0.00 1.38 0.00 0.00 0.00

1017.79 84.07 29.72 8.57 882.90 1177.20 1.18 12131.17 0.16 n.1a
1185.05 100.94 ; 30.44 .44 1079.10] 1471.50 1.16 11386. 26 0.19 0.22
1618.65 90.45 28.60 5.59 1471.50) 1765.80 1.11 1796.70 0.25 0.28
2011.05 {100.55} 31.80 5.00 1863.90] 2158.20 0.81 |1628.95 0.32 0.26
2452.50 92.51 | 30.84 3.77 2354.401% 2648.70 0.53 |1299.83 0.39 0.20
2844.90 |120.17 | 60.09 4.22 2648.70 2943.00 0.34 967.27 0.45 0.15
3400.00 - - 3400.001 3400.00 0.00 .00 0.53 0.00

L8T



Table B4: Maximum draft trial (G2 P1)

AT L L

(AR SO

ZONE

DRAFT ANIMAL NAME
SIDE

LENGTH (cm)

Vil vy L s

Kagnawrou

5
Balla Kumukor
Right Left
93,00 95.00

CIRCUMFERENCE (cm) 149.00 159.00
WEIGHT (kg) 250.00 285.00
AGE (yrs) 8.00 7.00
EXPERIENCE (yrs) 5.00 2.00
Path Length ({(m) 100.00
Avg. Draft STD Min Max Power |Draft/LWiPower/LW
N N % N N J/s N/N J/s-N
0.00 - - - 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.00
928.71 60.63 15. 6.18 784.8G 881. 817.27 0.i8 0.16
1379.19 71.12 17. 5.16f 1275.30f 1471. 1241.27 0.26 0.24
1809.95; 113.89 25. 11.61F 1667.70} 1962. 1013.57 0.34 0.19
2256.30 - - 2256.30f 2256.: 0.00 0.43 0.060
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Table B5: Maximum draft trial (G2 P2)
DATE June 27,1996
LOCATION : Bougoutoub
ZONE : 4
DRAFT ANIMAI NAME Afrique Senghor
SIDE Right Left
LENGTH (cm) 96.00 92.00
IRCUMFERENCE (cm) 164.00 162.00
IGHT (kg) 299.00 301.00
GE (yrs) : 7.00 8.00
XPERIENCE (yrs) 2.00 2.00
ath Length (m) 100.00
r | T ]
Avg.Draft| STD S.E o Min . Max Spee2 Power |Draft/LW|Power/LW
N e % N ' N m/s Tl M/, 5752
i T. 00|~ = .00 0.00 1.353 0.00 0.00 0.00
931.95| 121.55 32.48 13.04 686.70| 1177.20 1.04 965.23 0.16 0.16
1409. 711 75.64 22.80 5.37| 1275.3¢9| 1471.50 0.91} 1282.29 .24 G.22
2013.g59! 202.1.8 49,04 10.04) 1569.¢60| 2452.50 0.35 704. 86 0.34 0.12
2412.pg| 111.93 27.15 4.64| 2158.20| 2648.70 0.29 699. 50 0.41 0.12
3256.090{- - 3256.00| 3256.00 0.00 0. 00 0.54 0.00

R e ———— "
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Table B6: Maximum Draft trial (G2 P3)

e

DATE : June £u, 19Yo
LOCATION : Suel
ZCONE @ 5.00
DRAFT ANIMAL NAME Ndicley Babou Raw
SIDE : Right Left
LENGTH {(cm) = 95.00 93.00
CIRCUMFERENCE (cm) : 153. 00 154,00
WEIGHT (kg) : 256 oo 261.0°
AGE (vrs) : 1o ©e° 9 oo
EXPERIENCE (yrs) : T.ec 4 ©©
Path Length (m} : 100.60
Avg.Draft STD S.E cv | Min Max Speed Power |Draft/LW|Power/LW
N N % N N m/s J/s N/N J/s-N
0.00 - - e - 0.00 6.00f 1.32 0.00 0.00 0.00
868.87 62.69 23369‘ 7.21 784 .80 981.00 1.25i 1086.09 0.17 0.21
1209.87 92.51 37.77 7.64, 1079.10f 1373.40[ 1 11! 1342.95 0.24 0.26
1471.50 65.43 22;81 4.44) 1373.40] 1569.60 1.09) 1603.94 0.29 0.32
1970.14 93.59 27.02 4.75! 1863.30)] 2158.20 U750 1477.61 0.39 0.29
2452 .50 69.36 34 .68 2.837 2354.40] 2550.60 C 421 1030.05 0.48 0.20
2950.00 - - - 2950.00f 2950.00 © .00 0.00 0.57 0.00

o
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Table B7: Maxi num draft trial (G3 P1)

DATE June 27,1996

LOCATION : Boulandor

ZONE : 4

DRAFT ANIMAI, NAME Robert 1Iba Der

SIDE : Right Left

LENGTH (cm 99.00 90.00

CIRCUMFERENCE (cm) 158.00  139.00

WEIGHT (kg) 279.00  190.00

AGE (yrs) 7.00 5.00

EXPERIENCE (Yyrs) 200 2 an

Path Length (m) 100.00

Avg. Draft STD S.E cv Min Max Speed Power |Draft/LW|Power/LW 02
N N % N N m/s J/s N/N J/s-N -

0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00 1.45 0.00 0.00 0.00

186.20 0.00 0.00 9.00 196.20 196.20 1.33} 260.95 0.04 0.06
524.84 89.24 19.95 17.00 392.40 686.70 1.10f 577.32 0.11 0.13
924.40 98.75 19.37 10.68 686.70; 1079.10 1.01} 933.64 0.20 0.20
1264.41] 158.71 30.54 12.55 981.00F 1471.50 0.57} 720.71 0.27 0.16
1500.54} 165.00 31.50 11.00} 1200.60} 1780.80 0.39] 585.21 0.33 0.13
1962.00 - - - 1962.00] 1962.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.00
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Table B8B: Maximum draft trial (G3 P2)

DATE ﬁJune 27,1996

LOCATION iEBoulandor

ZONE i 4.00

DRAFT ANIMAL NAME | Lena  soulou

ISIDE : ﬂ Right Left

LENGTH (cm) : y 91.00 91.00

ICIRCUMFERENCE (cm | 146.00 140.00

WE IGHT (kg) 222.00 213.00

AGE (yrs) 3 4.50 4.50

EXPERIENCE ({yrs) 2.00 2.00

Path Length (m) 100.00

1
Draft STD cv Min Max Spaed Power |Draft/LW| Power/LW
¥ W % N N /s J/s N/N J/s-N
0.00 - - 0.00 0, ow 1.30 0. 0.00 0.00

j 350.50 32.67 9.87 9.32 255.45 410;31 1.19 417. 0.08 0.11
720.40 45.23 13.60 6.28 655.87 870167 0.97 698. 0.17 0.18
950.79 126,78 24 .86 13.04 ©86.70 1177\\20 0.86 817. 0.22 0.19
1250.00| 122.34] 22.34 9.79] 980.70| 1340.77} 0.65| 812. 0.29 0.19
1411.17 72.40 20.08 5.134 1275.30 1471%50 0.35 493, .33 0.12
2158.20 - - 2158.20) 2158.Z20 0.060 G. 0.51 0.00

767




Table B9: Maximum Draft trial (G3 P3)

DATE ﬂFune 28,1996
LOCATION : Kagnarou
ZONE : 5.00
DRAFT ANIMAL NAME : Bassene Casa
SIDE : Right Left
LENGTH (cm) 88.00 84.00
CIRCUMFERENCE (cm) 145.00 148.00
WEIGHT (kg) 207.00 234.00
AGE (yrs) 6.00 5.50
EXPERIENCE (yrs) : 3.00 1.00
Path Length (m) 100.00
Avg.Draft STD S.E cv Min Max Speed Power | Draft/LW | Power/IW
N N % N N m/s J/s N/N | J/s-N__|
0.00 - - - 0.00 0.00 1.39 0.00 ©.e° 0.00
882.90 90.84 34.33 10.29 686.70 981.00 1.28 1130.11 o 2o 0.26
1299.83 106.93} 37.81 8.22 1079.10 (| 1471.50 1.06 1377.81 ©.30 0.32
I 1692.23 136.56 )| 48.28 8.07 1471.50 | 1962.00 0.67 1133.79 0.33 0.26
2530.00 - - - 2530.00 | 2530.00 0.00 0.20 ©.58 0.00
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Tabl e B10: Draft animals LW and CIRCUMF
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[Rec. LW Length [CIRCUMF
# (ko) (cm) (cm
1] 166.00 96.00¢ 135.00
2| 173.00 90.00} 135.00
3| 186.00 89.00| 137.00
4| 186.00 94.00¢ 138.00
5/ 190.00 90.00| 139.00
6| 207.00 88.00] 145.00
1] 208.00 99.00| 141.00
3| 212.00 95.00f 144.00
3| 213.00 93.00{ 142.00
10 213.00 91.00] 140.00
11| 215.00 89.00] 140.00
12| 222.00 91.00] 146.00
13| 227.00 88.00] 148.00
14| 228.00 91.00| 148.00
15| 233.00 89.00| 145.00
16| 233.00 95.00| 148.00
17| 234.00 96.00§ 148.00
18| 234.00 84.00{ 148.00
19 235.00 94. 00| 1.50.00
20 238.00 90. 00y 140.00
21 238,00 96.00| 150.00
221 240,00 93.00| 149.00
231 243,00 95.00f 152.00
24 244,00 98.00| 150.00
251 251,00 91.00} 150.00
26| 234,00 92.001 150.00
270 255.00| 100.00} 157.00
28] 256,00 95.00f 153.00
29 257.00| 111.00] 152,00
30 261.00 93.00f 154,00
31 264,00 95.00] 159.00
21 265.00[ 100.00% 152.00
31 271,000 100,00 156.00
341 270,000 102,00% 156,00
381 272.00 97 , 00| 153.00
3¢l 272.00 94. 00} 151.00
. 37| 273.00 87.00] .152.00

r

ReC.
H#__
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73

LW .ength |CIRCUMF
(kg) {cm) {cm)

273.00 | 100.00f 152.00
277.00 95.00! 159.00
278.00 | 101.00§ 15%4.00
279. 00 99.00| 158.00
282.00 95.00{ 159.00
286.00 | 103.00| 155.00
290. 00 99.00| 163.00
294. 00 98.00| 15r3.00
297.00 | 103.00) 160.00
300.00 | 102.00{ 15"7.00
300. 00 99.00] 158.00
301. 00 92.00f 162.00
304. 00 96.00| 164.00
305.00 | 101.00{ 158.00
306.00| 103.00| 155.00
307.00 99.00| 159.00
311,00 97.00| 160.090
311.00| 106.00{ 156.00
322.00| 104.00{ 166.00
325.00| 103.00| 160.00
326.00 82.00] 162,00
335.00( 1200.00| 167.00
337.00( 1200.00| 169.00
344,00 99.00| 172.00
346.00 97.00| 169.00
348.00| 1207.00| 168.00
357.00 85.00] 166.00
358.00( 108.00f 172.00
364.00( 105.00) 16€.00
371.00( 107.00) 171.00
376.00[ 105.00} 1'7¢,00
376.00] 105.00| 174.00
379.00] 108.00f 170.00
402.00{ 12128.00} 181.00
442.00| 114.00| 188.00
445,00f 1129.00] 189.00
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Table Bl1l: Regression analysis of the 18 draft oxen
LW LENGTH |CIRCUMF LW vs Cl RCUMF

(kg) (cm) {cm)

190.00 90.00| 139.00

20" 7.00 88.00| 145.00 [Const ant -467.80
213.00 91.00| 140.00(Std Err of Y Est 19.48
222.00 91.00| 146.00 |R Squared 0.8'7
234. 00 84.00| 148.00 [No. of Qoservations 18.00
238. 00 90.00| 140.00 [Degrees of Freedom 16.00
256. 00 95.00| 153.00 |X Coeff 4.78

261.00 93.00| 154.00(std Err 0.45

264. 00 95.00 | 159.00

272.00 97.00| 153.00

279. 00 99.00| 158.00

290. 00 99.00 | 163.00

301.00 92.00| 162.00

304.00 96.00 | 164.00

326. 00 82.00| 162.00

344.00 99.00| 172.00

357.00 85.00 | 166.00

.376.00| 105.00| 170.00
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SUMMARY OF DATA COLLECTED DURING ON-STATION TRIALS
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Table Cl: 'UCF 10" Block I @ SWC-range 6 -

Implement

Width (cm

Depth (cm

Total tine (s)
Effect. time (s)
Efficiency (%)
Angl e of pull
Yoke (cm)

Draft (daN)

23.00
9. 150
1366.67
'740. 00
54,15
22. 30
90.00
Pull
130
180
150
120
190
170
210
190
180
190
180
200
170
190
180
160
150
160
180
190
190
190
210
210
210
200
160
190
220
170

Plow UCF

Reqg.
120. 53
166. 89
139. 08
111. 26
176.16
157. 62
194. 71
176.3.6
166. 89
176.16
166. 89
185. 44
157,62
176. 16
166. 89
148. 35
139. 08
148. 35
166. 89
176. 16
176. 16
176. 16
194,71
194.71
194. 71
185. 44
148.35
176. 16
203. 98
157. 62

23.
9.
840.
460.
54.
22.
120.

Pull

8 % g/g (Extract)

50
00
00
00
76
00
00

160
160
160
150
170
150
140
170
180
150
160
180
180
150
150
160
170
160
150
160
170
190
170
160
170
150
180
170
170
160

Req.
148

148.
148.
139.
157.
139.
129.
157.
166.
139.
146.
166.
166.
139.
139.

148.

157.
148.
139.
148.
157.
176.

157.

148
157
139.
166

.35
35
35
08
62
08
81
62
89
08
35
89
89
08
08
3'5
62
35
08
35
62
16
62
.35
.62
013
.89

157. 62

157.
1413

62
.35
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(Table O continued)

160 148.35 170 157.62
200 194.71 190 176.16
160 148.3.5 170 157.62
170 157.62 160 148.35
160 148.35 170 157.62
180 166.89 170 157.62
200 185.44 180 166.89
190 176.16 270 157.62
170 157.62 180 166.89
170 157.62 160 148.35
150 139.08 170 157.62
190 176.16 170 157.62
180 166.89 160 148.35
140 129.81 150 139.08
180 166.89 190 176.16
170 157.62 160 148. 35
150 139.08 180 166. 89
160 148.35 160 148.35
170 157.62 160 148.35
170 157.62 170 157.62
190 175.16 170  1137.62
200 185.44 170 157.62
190 176.16 170 157.62
210 194.71 170 157.62
200 185.44 160 148.35
Avg (daN) 178.91 162.92 166.00 153.91
Std dev. 21.38 29.47 11.05 10.25
CV (dec.) 0.12 0.18 0.07 0.07
Max (daN) 220.00 203.98 190.00 176.16

M n (daN) 120.00 0.00 140.00 129.81




Table ¢2 :

Implement
Wwidth [cm
Depth (cm
Total time (s)
Effect. tine
Efficiency (%)
Angl e of pull
Yoke (cm

Draft (kg)

(s)

299

3-tine SINE 9

50.00
9. .33
774 .75
490.00
63.25
22,50
90.00
Puli Req.
160 147.82
110 101.63
150 138.58
140 129. 34
160 147.82
140 129.34
140 129. 34
130 120.10
150 138.58
160 147.82
160 147.82
140  129.34
170 157.06
150 138.58
180 166. 30
130 120.10
150 138.58
140 129.34
130 120.10
140 129. 34
160 147.82
130  120.10
170  157.06
150 138.58
150  138.58
140 129. 34
130 12¢C.10
150 138.58
150 138.58
180 166. 30

"SINE 9 Block 1 @ SWC-range 6 = 8 % g/g (Extract)

51.50
9.00
520. 00
350. 00
67,31
22.50
120. 00
Pul | Req.
L 00 92. 39
170 157.06
120 110.87
L50 138.58
L40  129.34
130  120.10
110 101.63
140  129.34
L50 138.58
110 101.63
100 92. 39
120 110. 87
120 110. 87
100 92. 39
140 129.34
130 120.10
100 92. 39
130  120.10
100 92. 39
130 120.10
120 110. 87
130 120.10
110 101.63
130 120.10
120 110.87
100 92. 39
1 00 92. 39
140 129.34
120 110. 87

120 110. 87



(Table C continued)

Avg (daN)
Std dev.
CV{cec.)
Max (daN)
Min (daN)

150
150
150
140
150
140
160

160
130

130
160
150
150
170
170
150
130
150

140

170
160
130
150
160

160

149. 09
14.18
0.10
180. 00
110. 00

138.
138.

138.
129.

138.

129.

58
58
58
34
58
34

'14'7.82

147.

120.
120.
147.
138.

138.
157.
157.
138.

120.
138.
129.

157.

147.
120.
138.

147.
147.

137.
13.
0
166.

101.

82
10
10
82
58
58
06
06
58
10
58
34
06
82
10
58
82
82

74
10
10
30
63

300

130
110
160
170
120
100
120
160
100
110
150
110
110
140
120
100
140
150
140
110
130
160
110
120
120

124. 91
19. 34

0.15
170. 00
100. 00

120.
101.
147.
157.
110.

92.
110.
147.

92.
101.
138.
101.
101.
129.
110.

92.
129.
138.
129.
101.
120.
147.
101.
110.
110.

115.
17.
.15
157.
92.

10
63
82
06
87
39
87
82
39
63
58
63
63
34
87
39
34
58
34
63
10
82
63
87
87

40

87

06
39
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Table(C3: 'ARARA Bleock 1 ¢ SWC-range 6 -~ 8 % g/g (Extract)

Implement R dger ARARA

Width (cm 23.00 22.50

Depth !cm) 10. 00 10. 10

Total time (S) 710,00 480. 00

Effect. time (s) 390.00 340. 00

Efficiency (%) 54.93 70. 813

Angle of pull 22.00 22.00

Yoke (cm) 90.00 120. 00

D:raft {kg) Pul | Req. Pull Req.
120 111.26 130 120.53
120 111.2¢ 170 157.62
130 120.53 140 129.81
100 92.72 120 111.26
100 92.72 110 101,99
120 111. 26 L 10 101.99
140 129.81 L20 111.26
100 92.72 140 129.81
130 120.53 130 120.53
11.0 101.99 120 111.26
140 129.81 100 92.72
130 120.53 120 111.26
120  111.26 130 120.53
150 139.08 140 129.81
120 111. 26 180 166. 89
100 92.72 160 148.35
110 101.99 170 157.62
130 120.53 120 111.26
160 148.35 170 157.62
110 101.99 130 120.53
150 139.08 160 148.35
130 120.53 260 148.35
140 129.81 120 111.26
150 139.08 130 120.53
150 139.08 130 120.53
130 120.53 150 139.08
150 139.08 170 157.62
160 148. 35 130  120.53
150 139.08 1.50 139.08
130 120.53 140 129.81

k.



Avy (daN)
Std dev.
CV (dec.)
Max (daN)
M n (daN)

100
120
100
150
130
110
130
130
130
120
140
170
110
130
160
160
110
150
120
130
120
180
120
150
110

130. 18
19. 49

0.15
180. 00
100. 00
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(Table C3 continued)

92

111.
92.
139.
120.
101.
120.
120.
120.
111.
129.
157.
101.
120.
148.
148.

101

139.
111.
120.
111.
166.
111.
139.

101.

118.

24.

0.
166.
0

.12
26
12
08
53
99
53
53
53
26
81
62
99
53
35
35

.99
08
26
53
26
89
26
08
99

55
01
20
89
00

150
170
140
130
110
140
110
140
150
140
130
140
160
110
140
160
130
160
150
120
180
160
130
110
100

138. 36
20. 61

0.15
180. 00
100. 00

139.
157.
129.
120.
101.
129.
101.
129.
139.
129.
120.
129.
148.
101.
129.
148.
120.
148.
139.
111.
166.
148.
120.
101.

92.

128.
19.

08
62
81
53
99
81
99
81
08
81
53
81
35
99
81
35
53
35
08
26
89
35
53
99
12

29
11

.15
166.
92.

89
72




Table QU 'UCF 10"Blockll & SWC-range 8- 10 % g,' g (Extract)
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Inplement Plow UCF

Width (cm 23.43 24. 44
Depth (cm 12. 11 9.33
Total tine (s) 2050.. 00 1033. 00

Ef fect. time (s) 1374. 00 710. 00
Efficiency (%) 67.02 68.73

Angl e of pull 2.2, 50 22.50

Yoke (cm 90,00 120,00
Draft (daN) Pull Req. Pull Req.

160.00 147. 82 120. 00 110.87
160,00 147. 82 150. 00 138.58
150.00 138. 58 160. 00 147. 82
170.00 157. 06 170.00 157.06
150.00 138. 58 160. 00 147.82
160.00 147. 82 150. 00 138.58
150. 00 138. 58 160. 00 147.82
150. 00 138. 58 160. 00 147.82
150.00 138. 58 140.00 129.34
150. 00 138. 58 140.00 129.34
160. 00 147. 82 150. 00 138. 58
200. 00 184.78 140.00 129.34
150. 00 138. 58 160. 00 147.82
150. 00 138. 58 150. 00 138. 58
140. 00 129. 34 150. 00 138.58
150.00 138. 58 150.00 138. 58
140. 00 129. 34 130.00 120.10
150.00 138. 58 150. 00 138.58
160. 00 147. 82 150. 00 138. 58
170.00 157. 06 150. 00 138.58
150. 00 138. 58 150. 00 138.58
150. 00 138. 58 160. 00 147.82
140. 00 129. 34 160. 00 147.82
160. 00 147. 82 140.00 129.34
150.00 138. 58 1~40.00 129. 34
180.00 166. 30 140.00 129.34
160.00 147. 82 160. 00 147.82
1180. 00 166. 30 140.00 129. 34
170. 00 157. 06 1150.00 138. 58
350.00 138. 58 130.00 120.10




L e

Avg (daN)
Std dev.
CV (%)
Max (daN)
M n (daN)

160.
160.
180.
160.
160.
160.
170.
180.
160.
160.
160.
160.
150.
160.
180.
170.
160.
170.
160.
170.
160.
160.
170.
150.
160.
180.
160.

153.
19.

12

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

22
60
.19
200
90
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(Table C4 continued)

147.
147.
166.
147.
147.
147.
157.
166.
147.
147.
147 .
147.
138.
147.
166.
157.
147.
157.
147 .
157.
147 .
147 .
157.
138.
147 .
166.
147 .

141 .
18.
12.

184.
83.

82
82
30
82
82
82
06
30
82
82
82
92
58
82
30
06
82
06
82
06
82
82
06
58
82
30
82

56
11
79
78
15

150. 00 138.58

150. 00 138.58
140.00 129. 34
150.00 138.58
130.00 120.10
160.00 147.82
150.00 138.58
160.00 147.82
160.00 147.82
130.00 120.10
120.00 110.87
120.00 110.87
140.00 129. 34
150.00 138.58
130.00 120.10
130.00 120.10
140.00 129.34
150.00 138.58
150.00 138.51:
140.00 129.34
140.00 129.34
150.00 138.58
130.00 120.10
150.00 138.58
150.00 138.58
140.00 129.34
160.00 147.82
145.52 134.44
11.82  10.132
8.12 8.12
170.00 157.06
120.00 110.87




Table C5: '"SINE 9 Block I

Implement
Width (cm) 54 . 50
Depth (cm) 10.25
Total. time (s) 1342.00
Effec:tive time (s) 956,00
Efficiency (%) 71,24
Angle of pull 22.50
Yoke (cm) 90.00
Draft (daN) Pull
140,00

150.00
140.00
340.00
140.00
150.00
140.00
150.00
140.00
140.00
1.40.00
3.30.00
150.00
3.00.00
140.00
330.00
1.00.00
150.00
12¢c.00
140.00
140.00
100.00
120.00
120.00
:too.00

110.00
:too.o0o0

:too.o0o0

130.00
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¢ SWC-range 8-

Cultivator HS

Req.
129.34
120.10
138.58
329.34
129.34
129.34
138.58
129.34
138.58
129.34
129.34
129.34
120.10
138.58

92.39
129.34
120.10

92.39
138.58
110.87
129.34
129.34

92.39
110.87
110.87

92.39
101.63

92.39

92.39
120.10

52.00
9.00
954.00
916.00
96.02
22.50
120.00
Pull
100. 00
80.00
100.00
110.00
100.00
90. 00
100.00
100.00
110.00
1.00.00
90.00
100.00
3.00.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
320.00
200.00
210.00
700.00
90.00
100.00
110.00
100.00
110.00
100.00
80.00
100.00
80.00

Req.

92.
73.
92.
73.
92.
83.
83.
92.
73.
92.
83.
83.
92.
92.
92.
92.
92.
83.
92.
73.
92.
83.
92.
73.
92.
73.
92.
73.
83.
73.

10 % g/g (Extract)

39
91
39
91
39
15
15
39
91
39
15
15
39
39
39
39
39
15
39
91
39
15
39
91
39
91
39
91
15
91



Avg (daN)
Std dev.
CV (%)
Max (daN)
M n (daN)

120.
120.
100.
140.
130.

100

120.
100.
110.
100.

90.
110.
120.

90.
100.
120.
100.
120.
110.
110.
110.

111.
18.
16.

150.
70.

00
00
00
00
00

.00

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

91
98
96
00
00
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(Table C5 continued)

110.
110.
92.
129.
120.
92.
110.
92.
101.
92.
83.
101.
110.
83.
92.
110.
92.
110.
101.
.63

101

101.

103.
17.
16.

138.
64.

87
87
39
34
10
39
87
39
63
39
15
63
87
15
39
87
39
87
63

63

40
53
96
58
67

100.
80.
100.
100.
100.
120.
120.
100.
90.
100.
100.
110.
120.
90.
100.
100.
90.
100.
100.
100.
100.

100.
9.
9.

120.

80.

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

00
29
29
00
00

92.
73.
92.
83.
92.
110.
110.
92.
83.
92.
92.
73.
83.
83.
92.
92.
83.
92.
92 ,
92.
92.

87.
8.
-90
110.
73.

39
91
39
15
39
87
87
39
15
39
39
91
15
15
39
39
15
39
39
39
39

32

64

87
91




b

Table C& : 'ARARA Block II @ SWC-range 8- 10 % g/g (Extract)

Implement
Wdth (cm 21
Depth (cm 11

. ol
.00

Total time (s) 1120 , 00

Effective tine (s) 624
Efficiency (%) 55
Angl e of pull 212

Yoke (cm) a0,

Draft (daN) Pul
100

. 00
711
.00
00

.00

80. 00

90

.00

100. 00
100. 00

90

.00

120. 00

90
100
110

.00

.00
.00

120. 00
100. 00

120
140

.00
.00

100. 00

90

.00

100. 00

90
90
120
80
140
150
150

.00
.00
. 00
.00
. 00
. 00
.00

100. 00
130. 00

150

. 00

120. 00

110

.00
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Ri dger ARARA
22.50
11. 33
91.0.00
690. 00
75. 82
22.00
120. 00

Req. Pul

92.72 160. 00
74. 17 150. 00
83. 45 170. 00
92.72 150. 00
92.72 180. 00
83.45 200. 00
111. 26 200. 00
83.45 130. 00
92.72 200. 00
101. 99 140. 00
111. 26 150. 33
92.72 160. 00
111. 26 150. 00
129. 81 160. 00
92.72 150. 00
83.45 130. 00
92.72 140. 00
83. 45 140. 00
83. 45 150. 00
111. 26 130. 00
74. 17 120. 00
129. 81 110. 00
139. 08 130. 00
139. 08 130. 00
92.72 100. 00
120. 53 140. 00
139. 08 140. 00
111. 26 100. 00
101. 99 110. 00

Req.

148.
139.
157.
1309.
166.

185.

185.
120.
185.
129.
139.
148.
139.
148.
1309.
120.
129.
129.
139.
120.
111.
101.
120.

120.

92.
129.

129.

92.
101.

35
08
62
08
89
44
44
53
44
81
08
35
08
35
08
53
81
81
08
53
26
99
53
53
72
81
81
72
99



Avg (daN)
Std dev.
CV (%)
Max (daN)
M n (daN)

‘di‘eaa.

130.
100.
140.
130.
120.
1' 20.
120.
110.
120.
120.
140.
130.
130.
100.
110.
130.
140.
120.
130.
130.
140.
140.
130.
100.
120.
110.

118.

17.

14.
150.

80

00
00
00
00
00
00

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

50
o4

80
00
.00
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(Table Cé continued)

120.

92.
129.
120.
111.
111.
111.
101.
111.
111.
129.
120.
120.

92.
101.
120.
129.
111.
120.
120.
129.
129.
120.

92.
111.
101.

109.
16.
14.

139.
74.

53
72
81
53
26
26
26
99
26
26
81
53
53
72
99
53
81
26
53
53
81
81
53
72
26
99

87
27
80
08
17

120.
130.
100.
110.
130.
140.
130.
140.
140.
150.
110.
120.
120.
150.
120.
140.
140.
130.
150.
120.
120.
120.
160.
140.
120°
100.

137.
23.
16.

200.

100.

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

64
35
97
00
00

111.
120.

92.
101.
120.
129.
120.
129.
129.
139.
101.
111.
111.

26
53
72
99
53
81
53
81
81
08
99
26
26

1.39.08

111.
129.
129.
120.
139.
111.
111.
111.
148.
129.
111.

92.

127.
21.
16.

185.
92.

26
81
81
53
08
26
26
26
35
81
26
72

61
65
97
44
72
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Table C7: 'UCF 10" Block 111 @ SWC-range 10 ~ 13 % g/g (Extract)

I ' mpl enent Pl ow UCF

width (cm 22.75 22.50
Depth (cm 11.80 12.00
Total time (s) 2308. 00 2472.00
Effect. tinme (s) 1.262.00 1634.00
Efficiency (8) 54.68 66. 10
Angle of pull 22.00 2.2.00
Yoke (cm) 90. 00 120. 00
Draft (daN) Pul I Req. Pul I Req.

140,00 129. 81 140.00 129.81
150.00 139. 08 150. 00 139.08
150,00 139. 08 150. 00 139.08
160,00 148. 35 160. 00 148.35
160..00 148. 35 150. 00 139.08
180,00 166. 89 150. 00 139.08
190. 00 176.16 140.00 129.81
1el. 00 148. 35 150. 00 139.08
200.00 185. 44 150. 00 139.08
150.00 Z-39. 08 140. 00 129.81
160.00 3.48.35 150.00 139.08
LT0.00 157. 62 240.00 129.81
160. 00 148.35 150.00 139.08
160. 00 | 48.35 3.50.00 139.08
150.00 139. 08 140.00 129.81
150. 00 139. 08 140. 00 129.81
160. 00 148. 35 140. 00 129.81
160. 00 148. 35 140.00 129.81
150. 00 139. 08 140. 00 129.81
150. 00 139.08 150. 00 139.08
150.00 139. 08 150. 00 139.08
160. 00 148. 35 140. 00 129.81
150. 00 139. 08 170.00 157.62
17~0.00 157.62 150.00 139. 08
180. 00 166. 89 150. 00 139.08
160. 00 148. 35 150.00 139.08
200. 00 185. 44 150. 00 139.08
150. 00 139. 08 170. 00 157.62
160. 00 148. 35 160. 00 148.35
170. 00 157.62 140. 00 129.81



Avg (daN)
Std dev.
CV{dec.)
Max (daN)
M n (daN)

160.
170.
160.
160.
120.
130.
150.
160.
170.
150.
170.
150.
170.
150.
200.
160.
150.
150.
140.
200.
180.
160.
160.
160.
160.
160.
180.

154.

15.
.93
200.
120.

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

72
99

00
00
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(Tabl e C7 continued)

148.
157.
148.
148.
111.
120.
139.
148.
157.
139.
157.
139.
157.
139.
185.
148.
139.
139.
129.
185.
166.
148.
148.
148.
148.
148.
166.

143.
14.
9.

185.
111.

35
62
35
35
26
53
08
35
62
08
62
08
62
08
44
35
08
08
81
44
89
35
35
35
35
35
89

45
82
93
44
26

140.
150.
140.
150.
150.
140.
150.
130.
140.
150.
150.
140.
150.
150.
140.
150.
160.
160.
150.
150.
160.
160.
160.
150.
170.
160.
150.

146.
8.
5.
170.
130.

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

67
46
68
00
00

129.
139.
129.
139.
139.
129.
139.
120.
129.
139.
139.
129.
139.
139.
129.
139.
148.
148.
139.
139.
148.
148.
148.
139.
157.
148.
139.

135.
7.
5.
157.
120.

81
08
81
08
08
81
08
53
81
08
08
81
08
08
81
08
35
35
08
08
35
35
35
08
62
35
08

99
84
68
62
53
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Table €8 : "SINE 9 Block IIl & SWorange 10 - 13 % g/g (Extract)
Implement 3-tine SINE 9

Width (cm 52. 50 52. 00

Depth (cm 10. 00 10. 00

Total time (S) 1480. 00 1332.00

Effect. tine (s) 1116. 00 986. 00

Efficiency (8) 15.41 74.02

Angle of pull 22.50 22 . 50

Yoke (cm 9 0.0. 22000

Draft [daN) Pul | Req. Pul | Req.

130.00 120.10 80. 00 73.91
120.00 110.87 60. 00 55.43
140.00 129.34 70. 00 64.67
120.00 110.87 80. 00 73.91
130.00 120.10 90. 00 83. 15
140.0 129.34 80. 00 73.91
140.00 129.34 90. 00 83.15
150.00 138.58 80.00 83.15
150.00 138.58 80. 00 73.91
15 .00 138.58 90. 00 83.15
130.00 120.10 90. 00 83.15
140,00 129.34 90.00 83.15
30.00 720.10 110.00 101.63
130.00 120.10 80. 00 73.91
120.00 110.87 100.00 92. 39
140.00 129.34 120.00 110.87
15 .00 138.58 120.00 110. 87
150.00 138.58 100.00 92. 39
140.00 129.34 110.00 101.63
140.00 1.29.34 120. 00 110. 87
140.00 1.29. 34 110.00 101.63
130.00 120.10 120. 00 110. 87
150.00 1.38.58 110. 00 101.63
130.00 120.10 :100. 00 92. 39
130.00 120.10 100. 00 92. 39
20.00 110.87 80. 00 73.91
120.00 110. 87 100.00 92. 39
120.00 110.87 100.00 92. 39
140.00 129. 34 100. 00 92. 39
140.00 129. 34 80. 00 73.91



Avg (daN)
Std dev.
CV (%)

Max (daN)
M n (daN)

150.
130.
140.
140.
140.
150.

00
00
00
00
00
00

14'0.00

140.
110.
140.
200.
150.
140.
130.
140.
140.
120.
130.
120.
140.
140.
120.
130.
140.
140.
110.
110.

130.

13.
.67
200.
110.

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

45

22

00
00
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(Tabl e C8 continued)

138.
120.
129.
129.
129.
138.
129.
129.
101.
129.
184.
138.
129.
120.
129.
129.
110.
120.
110.
129.
129.
110.
120.
129.
129.
101.
101.

120.
12.
9.
184.
101.

58
10
34
34
34
58
34
34
63
34
78
58
34
10
34
34
87
10
87
34
34
87
10
34
34
63
63

52
21
67
78
63

120.
90.
80.

110.

110.

100.

110.

110.

100.

100.
80.

100.

110.

110.

110.
90.
90.

110.
80.

110.

110.
90.

100.

100.

130.

100.
90.

97.
14.
14.
130.
60.

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

76
53
80
00
00

110.
83.
73.

101.

101.
92.

101.

101.
92.
92.
73.
92.

101.

101.

101.
83.
83.

101.
73.

101.

101.
83.
92.
92.

120.
92.
83.

90.
13.
14.
120.
55.

87
15
91
63
63
39
63
63
39
39
91
39
63
63
63
15
15
63
91
63
63
15
39
39
10
39
15

32
43
80
10
43




313

Table C9: ‘ARARA Block III @ SWorange 10 -~ 13 % g/g (Extract)

Implement Ri dger ARARA

Width (cm) 23.00 23. 00
Depth (cm 10. 33 10.00
Total time (s) 1520. 00 1238. 00
Effect. time (s) fi9.00 920. 00
Efficiency (%) 58.55 74.31
Angle of pull 22.00 22.00
Yoke {(cm) 90. 00 120. 00
Draft (daN) Pull Req. Pull Req.

90.00 83. 45 100. 00 92.72
100.00 92.72 120.00 111.26
110.00 101.99 100.00 92.72
120.00 111.26 00.00 92.72
100.00 92.72 100.00 92.72
100.00 92.72 150,00 139.08
120.00 111.26 120,00 111.26
120.00 111.26 00,00 92.72
150.00 139.08 90.00 83.45
150.00 139.08 00.00 92.72
150.00 139.08 00.00 92.72
150,00 139.08 100.00 92.72
100.00 92.72 100,00 92.72
140.00 129.81 110,00 101.99
130.00 120.53 100. 00 92.72
120.00 111.26 30,00 83. 45
110.00 101.99 100,00 92.72
100.00 92.72 100,00 92.72
120.00 1X1.26 100,00 92.72
100.00 92.72 120,00 111.26

110.00 101.99 90,00 83. 45
140.00 129.81 109,00 92.72
120.00 111.26 90,00 83. 45

120.00 111.26 140.00 129.81
100.00 92.72 100 . o0 92.72
130.00 120.53 130.00 120.53
100.00 132.72 100. 00 92.72
100.00 92.72 80. 00 74. 17
120.00 111.26 100. 00 92.72
100.00 92.72 100. 00 92.72



Avg (daN)
Std dev.
Cv(8)

Max {(daN)

Mn (daN)

130

100.
100.
100.
100.

100

100.

110

100.
100.
100.
100.
100.
100.

90.
100.

90.
120.
100.
100.
100.
110.
120.
100.
100.
100.
110.

109.
16.
14.

150.
90.

.00
00
00
00
00
.00

00
.00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

88
16
60
00
00
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(Table C9 continued)

120.
92.
92.
92.
92.
92.
92.

101.
92.
92.
92.
92.
92.
92.
83.
92.
83.

111.
92.
92.
92.

101.

111.
92.
92.
92.

101.

101.
14.
14.

139.
83.

53
72
72
72
72
72
72
99
72
72
72
72
72
72
45
72
45
26
72
72
72
99
26
72
72
72
99

98
99
60
08
45

100
90
90
90
90
90

100.
100.
100.
110.
100.
80.
100.
90.
100.
90.
100.
90.
130.
100.
90.
90.
100.
100.
90.
90.
100.

100.
13.
13.

150.
80.

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

00
19
10
00
00

92.
83.
83.
83.
83.
83.
92.
92.
92.
101.
92.
74.
92.
83.
92.
83.
92.
83.
120.
92.
83.
83.
92.
92.
83.
83.
92.

72
45
45
45
45
45
72
72
72
99
72
17
72
45
72
45
72
45
53
72
45
45
72
72
45
45
72

92.72

12.

13.
139.

74.

23
10
08
17
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Tabl e.

3158

the CEEMAT data processing

T5

Radar
pul se
53.00

138.
162.
126.
122.
099.
130.
115.
146.
147.
148.
140.
149.
134.

0

O OO OO OO OO oo

o

28.00
0.000
0.000
0.000
18. 00
48.00
08. 00
48.00

125.
096.
117.
143.
196.
104.
082.
102.

0

OO OO o oo

127.0

134.

0

123.0

181.

0

C10: Qutput example of
system (UCF plow -Bugutub rice field)
T1 T2 T3 T4
# hour:min Second Draft:
hr :mn s daN
0103. 12:36. 0000. 108.5
0103. 12:36. 002.0 131.9
0103. 12:36. 004.0 102. 7
0103. 12:36, 006.0 135. 8
0103. 12:36. 008.0 132.0
0103. 12:36. 010.0 131.8
0103. 12:36. 012.0 158. 3.
0103. 12:36. 014.0 122.3
0103. 12:36. 016.0 086.0
0103. 12:36. 018.0 152.6
0103. 12:36. 020.0 108.5
0103. 12:36, 022.0 094. 4
0103. 12:36. 024.0 165.8
0103. 12:36. 026.0 117.2
0103. 12:36. 028.0 26. 84
0103. 12:36. 030.0 23.49
0103. 12:36. 032.0 1.195
0103. 12:36. 034.0 2.690
0103. 12:36. 036.0 17. 38
0103. 12:36, 038.0 23.62
*3103. 12:36. 040.0 079. 2
0103. 12:36. 042.0 099.4
0103. 12:36, 044.0 148.7
3103. 12:36. 046. 0 101.0
0103. 12:36. 048.0 122.3
0103. 12. 36. 050.0 097.4
0103. 12:36, 052.0 099. 8
0103. 12:36. 054.0 092.0
0103. 12:36, 056.0 088.5
0103. 12:36. 058.0 085.2
0103. 12:37. 0000. 104.1
0103. 12. 37. 002.0 131.8
0103. 12:37. 004.0 105.5
0103. 12:37. 006.0 136.7
3103. 12:37. 008.0 103.4

164.0



0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
01083.
0103.
0103.
01083.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
01083.
0103.
0103.
01083.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
01083.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
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(Table C10 continued)

12:37,
12:37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
137,
137,
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
37.
1 37.
37.
37.
37.
38.
138,
38.
38.
38.
38.
38.
38.
38.
38.
38,
38.
38.
38.

12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:

12
12

12
12
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:

12

12:
12:
12:
12:

12

12:
12:
12:
12;
12:
12:
12:
12
12:
12:
12:
12:

010.
012.
014.
016.
018.
020.
022.
024.
026.
028.
030.
032.
034.
036.
038.
040.
042.
044.
046.
048.
050.
052.
054.
056.
058.
0000.
002.
004.
006.
008.
010.
012.
014.
016.
018.
020.
022.
024.
026.

=Rl olelsleNoNoNe N No o NoNoNoNoNoNoloNoNoeNeNo Ne)

oolololleolNoNeolNoloeNoelNolNollo)

132.
090.
117.
121.
096.
116.
158.
166.
169.
138.
108.
133.
146.
127.
180.
187.
142.
171.
165.
120.
130.
076.
103.
123.1
115. 4
116.0
079.0
127. 4
130.5
136. 4
162.0
170. 8
134.1
136. 9
147.9
07.63
3.016
0.872
43. 77

RPoOoPFP o NomUlorh Ul WO~ - 00k 00 0 00 0 ~

139.
144,
143.
166.
138.
088.
113.
100.0
40. 00
09. 00
094.0
59.00
144.0
094.0
110.0
115.0
092.0
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
08.00
082.0
073.0
65. 00
137.
072.
090.
089.
071.
086.
085.0
63. 00
39.00
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

OO OO0 oo

o

OO O oo




0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.

€103.

0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.

0103.
0103,

0103.

0103.

0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
01083.
0103.
0103.
01083.
0103.
0103.
01083.
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(Table €10 continued)

12:
12:
12
12:
12
138,
38.
38.
38.

12

12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12
12:
12

12

12:
12:
12:
12:
12
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:

12
12

12:

12:

38.
38,
38.
38.
38,

38.
38.
38.
38.
38.
38.

38.
39.
: 39,
39.
39.
39,
39,

39,
39.
39,

39.

39.
39

~ °

"aq

39,
39.
1 39.
$ 39,
12:
12:

39.
39.

39

39.

12:39.

028.
030.
032.
034.
036.
038.
040.
042.
044.
046.
048.
050.
052.
054.
056.
058.
0000.
002.
004.
006.
008.
010.
012.
014.
016.
018.
020.
022.
024.
026.
028.
030.
032.
034.
036.
038.
040.
042,

OO OO OO ODODODODODOCOO oo

OO0OO0OO0CO O OO0 ODOODODODODODOO (H) O oo

091.7
099.9
69. 18
090. 4
121.
096.
093.
106.
089.
104.
2.494
10. 81
0.934
0.414
32.81
078.6
113.5
107. 1.
091.
075.
080.
088.
09 .
110.
105.
086.
114.
092.
077.
080.
103.
109. 3,
092.
078.
096.
089.
090.
084.

o w O o U1 ©

N OMNOO W

RS
wAs

A OO &5 U1 NWO 5, (n O11© O

53. 00
114.
120.
114.
100.
100.
081.
45. 00
092.0
101.0
5. 000
0.000
33.00
63. 00
3.000
132.
176.
182.
189.
183.
198.
184.
174.
167.
201.
154.
174.
191.
141.
144,
170.
169.
108.
108.
154.
121.
127.
176.

OO0 O oOoOo o

OO OO OO OO ODODODODODODO0DODODOD0DODOC O oo o



0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103,
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
0103.
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(Table C10 continued)

12:39.
12:
12;
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:
12:

12

12:
12:
12:

39.
38.
39.
39.
39,
39.
39,
40.
140.
40.
40,
40,

044.
046.
048.
050.
052.
054.
056.
058.
0000.
002.0
004.0
006.0
008.0

[eNeNoNoleloeNolNo)

107. 4
67.62
083. 2
071.3
070.7
60. 34
51. 88
65. 32
56. 15
071.2
073.5
30. 47
45.81

111.
130.
147.
140.
127.
120.
088.
084.
076.
101.
57.00
31.00
0.000

OO OO OO oo o




Storage
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Figure C3: CEEMAT data recording and processing system
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FEEDING SYSTEMS AVAILABLE IN WEST-AFRICA

APPENDIX D

Table DI: FU for maintenance FUM of working cattle

Weight

Feeding Units (FU)

_1 1 . T ]

1.95
2.30
2.60
295
3.25
3.55
3.85

Source: CEEMAT, 1975
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Table D2: Composition of some African feeds (As-Fed Basis)

Feeds D 100 % DM basis) FU
o
_ _ |DP P Ca
Green grass pasure |
Sudan (Andropogon gavanus) 18.0 1 6.2 { 0.02 { 0.35 | 0.66
Guinea (Panicum manmum) 16.6 | 6.7 | 0.27 | 0.45 [ 0.57
Elephant  (Pennisetum purpureum) 185 ] 6.9 | 0.26 | 0.60 | 0.58
Digtaria 153 1 9.4 |} 0.23 [-0.49 | 0.60
Mixed fi-esh shoots 17.7 } 18.2 | 0.45 | 0.29 | 0.77
Mixed young pasture 24.8 | 58 | 0.24 | 0.31 | 061
Mixed young pastiure + legumes 25.6 | 7.5 | 0.10 { 0.87 | 0.72
Drier pasture (standing hay)
Sudan #] 29.7 | 4.2 | 012 | 0.34 | 0.57
Sudan #2 34.6 | 3.5 1 015 | 0.39 | 0.63
Guinea 34.7 | 3.6 | 0.22 | 0.54 | 0.57
Digtaria 32.7 | 2.5 | 0.33 | 0.64 | 0.54
Mixed - average quality 30.8 | 3.2 { 0.18 | 0.30 | 0.48
Mixed = poor qudity 39.6 { 2.0 | 0.10 | 0.48 | 0.35
Para grass (Brachiaria) 28.6 - 0.08 | 0.22 | 0.58
4. .-
i:"rf’d hay - average quality 64.0 | 2.6 | 0.09 | 0.69 | 0.46
Straw
Sudan 93.2 { 0.5 | 0.06 | 0.39 | 0.49
Guinea 95.7 0 0.08 | 0.48 | 0.49
Elephant 93.2 | 0 0.04 | 0.17 | 0.15
"Ivory Coast hay" 87.0 | 3.1 | 0.24 | 0.42 | 0.44
Brachiaria 94.1 | 0.1 | 0.06 | 0.62 | 0.37
Mixed (standing or cut) 9%.4 | 04 | 0.10 | 0.40 [ "0.30
Green legumes
Stylosanthes gradlis 21.0 | 112.4 | 0.23 | 1.65 | 0.73
Stylosanthes gracilis - older 44.0 | 5.9 | 0.18 | 1.22 | 0.72
Centrosema pubescens 21.8 | 11551 0.21 | 1.04 } 0.70
Centrosema pubescens - older 29.4 1 114.7) :0.18 | 1.15 | 0.68
—4 4 e _r_—
,egumc hay
losanthes 92.8 | 6.1 { 10.17 | 0.85 | 0.54
Centrosema 87.0 | 1251 w0.27 { 1.88 0.54
Peanut hay (as-fed basis = afb) 92.1 | 6.3 { 0.13 | 1.19 | 0.40
Bean hay (Dolichos lablab)afb 93.9 | 4.2 | 12 | 0.15 ] 0.56
Cowpea hay (Vignas sinensis)afb 89.0 | 7.6 | 0.26 | 0.57 | 061
‘odders
Maize - whole young plant 21.9 | 4.8 | 0.20 | 0.34 | 0.89
Maize » same + cob forming 48.2 | 49 | 0.25 | 0.69 | 0.75
Maize - dry leaves+stalk-+husk 936} 08 - . 0.53
Millet (Sorghum amum) - whole 27.4 { 1169 0.54 | 0.62 | 0.70
Millet = whole plant - younger 150 | 4.7 | 0.35 ] 0.30 | 0.41
Millet - same plant - older 30.9 | 2.7 { 0.28 0.23 | 0.42
Millet ~ dry leaves + stalks 85.0| 1.9 | 0.14 | 0.55 | 0.36

Source: Watson, PR. 198 1.
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Table D3: Compostion of some African ffeeds (AsFed Basis)

Feeds DM 100 % DM basis 1 FU
| _.bP_|_P__ Ca
Grains
Maize (Coastal West Africa) 87.0 | 6.61 0.34 0.03 1.05
Maize (Savanna West Africa) 92.6 7.73 0.33 0.02 1.08
Millet (Burkina Faso) 91.8 1.3 0.37 0.40 0.97
Paddy rice 87.3 4.7 0.26 0.06 0.82
Sorghum 89.9 59 0.29 0.02 0.92
Fonio 88.4 | 3.6 | 0.06_ | 0.07 | 0.8
Brans
Maize (traditionalmilling) 86.0 6.23 0.72 0.06 0.92
Willet 92.3 9.0 0.61 0.09 0.86
Rice 88.6 4.16 0.41 0.09 0.42
_sorghum 90.7 | _6.8_[_0.64_ 0.09 0.78_
(Cakes andmeals
Peanut cake 92.7 47.3 0.65 0.11 1.13
_Cottonseed meal (industrial) . 212 1.2 0.15 .56
Seeds
Cottonseed (whole) 94.4 9.6 0.49 0.11 I1.03
Peanuts 90.8 14.0 0.29 0.12 11
Cowpeas (Vigna) 90.4 19.1 0.42 0.17 I1.06
_Beans (Dolichos lablab) 89.6 | 19.9 | 0.29 | 0.26 |
Leaves
Banana (Tanganyika) 16.2 1.26 0.03 0.17 0.14
Manioc (Cassava) 21.3 9.4 0.51 0.92 0.64
Sahel  acacia 60.8 10.1 1.90 3.05 0.46
Acacia Albida - dry leaves 92.8 1.2 0.15 0.23 0.69
_Baobab - dry, West Africa 9.0 | 5.7 | 0.40 | 1.08 | 0.41
Miscellaneous
Brewers wet meal (local) 30.7 17.6 0.41 0.26 0.80
Brewers meal dried (local) 92.3 21.6 0.33 0.03 0.87
Breadfruit (Artocarpus com.) 30.0 00 0.04 0.02 0.31
Mango (green/pulp) (munis) 14.5 0.16 | 0.01 0.02 0.18
Yam(fresh) 36.8 00 0.05 0.11 0.39
Yam (dried) 89.6 | 5.04 | 0.12 0.19 | 0.59
Cassava (manioc) - fresh 34.2 0.0 0.04 0.04 0.34
Cassava - dried 88.0 0.0 0.08 0.09 0.98
Rice husks (chaff) 92.0 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.29
Beanhulls (Vigna sinensis) 39.3 5.60 0.44 0.85
Cocoa puds 92.1 4.13 0.15 0.20 0.46
Maize cobs 88.3 0.0 0.03 0.01 0.40
Maize » mature cob+ grain chop 93.3 54 0.01 0.22 | 0.84
Whole “banana 24.1 0.68 0.02 0.01 0.26
Banana pulp 24.1 0.55 0.02 0.02 0.25
Sugar cane molasses 83.3 0.9 0.03 1.49 1.04
Nere powder (Mali) . 1.00
Rice straw 92.5 0.35 0.19 0.19 0.29

" Source: Watson, P.R. 198 1.
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Table D4: Field operation execution time

1. Tillage

Manual: 28 a 35man-days/ha (8 hrs/day)
Animal traction: 6 a 8 ox-team-day/ha (4 a 5 hrs/day)

2. Manual seeding

Millet 20 man-day/ha
Maize 15 man-day/ha
Sorghum 15 man-day/ha
Groundnut 24 man-day/ha
3. Manual Weeding
Millet 20 man-day/ha
Maize 32 man-day/ha
Sorghum 17 man-day/ha
Groundnut 38man-day/ha

4. Manual Harvesting

Millet 13 man-day/ha
Maize 13 man-day/ha
Sorghum 10 man-day/ha
Groundnut 18 man-day/ha

(Source: Le Moigne, 198 1)
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ONE COMPLETE SESSION OF THE EXPERT SYSTEM PROGRAM
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I\/ISU: Michigan Statt University
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EXPERT SYSTEM FOR ANIMAL TRACTION EVALUATION

. User identification.

Farmer's Identificaiion

Mamadou Goudiaby

The farmer's name is optional

Figure E4: Screen 4
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“Implement and Draft animal Selection

Figure E7: Screen 7
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Diatt Animal Traction Group [:é}gg—;—é&]

_ kKinerary2 |

| Eftective Field Capacity [EFC. halday]

S CHek here B Invoundout] Maioe Mifled M.E{zﬁnn Ttanaa | fice _‘I
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. 1 [Seeding 0.0416 | 0.0666 | 0.0500 | 0.0666 | 0.0476
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Probebility Level:  ITillage 10.7 22.1 10.9 | 437
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1 A 1. Energy Used for field work [MJ NEfday]
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Harvest
fincrary [ 22378 | 22378 | 22378 | o378 | | 22378 |

{Chck here for feed energy)
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A, Energy from the feed (NE MUday]
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Duantity g}

U

Feed
Sorghum grain 0.00 0.00
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Cotton grain 0.00 6.00
Cow peas 0.00 0.00
Groundnut cake 1.00 1.00
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AT
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Feed Quantity (kg) ¥ U
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Rice straw 0.00 ¢.00
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[Winerary 2]
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