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ABSTRACT 
 

Aims: This study examined post-harvest storage losses in rice in Ekiti State, Nigeria. 
Place and Duration of Study: The study was conducted in Ekiti State, Nigeria between May 2014 
and August 2014.  
Methodology: Multistage sampling procedure was used to select 150 rice farmers from Ekiti State. 
Descriptive statistics, Quantitative analytical techniques and Probit regression model were used to 
analyse the data. 
Results: Over 50% of the respondents were using Warehouse as storage system, while the 
remaining respondents were using Bags. Some of the reasons for the use of warehouse as stated 
by the respondents include inheritance from parents and availability. Majority (52.3% and 48.4%) of 
the farmers recorded less than 10% intensity of post-harvest storage losses using Warehouse and 
Bag storage system respectively. The study further revealed that mean efficiency for Warehouse 
storage system and Bag storage system was 89.7% and 85.3% respectively, which shows that 
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Warehouse is more efficient than Bag. The mean economic loss in Warehouse was N28,380, while 
that of Bag was N32,113 indicating that Warehouse storage system is more efficient economically 
than Bag storage system in the study area. The results of the probit model showed that cost, life-
span and efficiency of the storage system were significant in determining the choice of storage 
systems in the study area. 
Conclusion: It could be concluded that the intensity of post-harvest storage loss in the study area 
was high, which calls for urgent intervention so as to salvage the situation. Therefore, individuals, 
government and non-governmental organisations should introduce more affordable, efficient and 
sophisticated storage systems to the study area for effective storage. 
 

 
Keywords: Losses; Nigeria; post-harvest; quantitative; rice; storage. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION  
 
Rice (Oriza spp) is one of the widely grown 
cereal crops throughout the world, which is seen 
as the most important food crop by virtually half 
of the population around the world [1]. In Africa, it 
has been calculated that rice maintains means of 
livelihood for about 100 million people with 
production processes providing job for over 20 
million people [2]. 
 
According to [3], rice is known to be one of the 
staple foods in Nigeria and as a result of the 
large population it has, Nigeria is one of the 
largest consumers of rice in West Africa. The 
supply and demand gap of about 1.9 million 
tonnes of rice resulting from calculated 5.2 
million tonnes demand and 3.3 million tonnes 
supply annually can only be covered by 
importation. 
 
On yearly basis, some of farmers’ productions 
aimed at boosting the economy are lost at post-
harvest stage. The post-harvest technological 
situation in Nigeria on cereals, grain legumes, 
oilseeds, etc. gives bad experience and they are 
characterized by traditional techniques employed 
by growers, traders and the processors leading 
to considerable deterioration of physical and 
nutritional qualities of harvested crops [4]. It is 
estimated that as much as 15-20% grains are 
wasted after harvest and reducing post-harvest 
losses of agricultural produce to minimal level is 
very crucial to food security [5]. 
 
[6] stated that pre and post-harvest food loss 
among African countries is estimated to be about 
10%, which is still in excess of the average 
global food loss. [7] had earlier explained that 
poor harvest and storage facilities claimed about 
2.4 billion tonnes of food yearly in Nigeria. 
Therefore, households who rely greatly on 
storing excess agricultural commodities as a 
means of livelihood would experience limited 

income, exacerbated poverty condition and food 
insecurity as a result of crop losses [8]. 
 
As defined by [9], postharvest loss is said to be 
the degradation in both quantity and quality of a 
food production from harvest to consumption. 
Quality losses include those that affect the 
nutrient/caloric composition, the acceptability, 
and the edibility of a given product.  
 
Significant losses of agricultural commodities 
produced on the field arise during various 
operations, such as harvesting, threshing, 
winnowing, bagging, transportation, storage, 
processing and exchange, before they reach the 
final consumers [10]. [11] explained that proper 
storage process starts with the condition of the 
harvested grains from the field such as moisture 
content, cleanness of the grains, injury during 
harvesting and transportation. 
 
Seasonability of agricultural production makes 
storage very important in agriculture since 
demands for agricultural produce are not 
seasonal throughout the year. Therefore, this 
calls for the need to store during harvesting 
period when there is glut till the later days, when 
there will be scarcity, for stead release into the 
market [12]. 
 
It is generally believed that storing grain for long 
term is profitable [13] and storage structure can 
be said to be one of the major determinants of 
sale of grains. Increasing marketing flexibility to 
strengthen marketing position can be made 
possible by increasing sophisticated storage 
facilities. [14] enumerated the importance of 
storage structure in grain marketing where it is 
stated that appreciable quantity of grain is 
damaged during storage process and can 
subsequently result in reduced profits. This is the 
reason for having good storage management as 
one of the essential ways of preventing spoilage 
caused by mould growth and insect activities. 
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Reduction in food availability for human 
consumption is not only the consequence of food 
losses but also the related externalities which 
adversely affect the society in terms of the costs 
of managing waste and the production of Green 
House Gas (GHG). Food loss has been 
estimated to be producing about 6-10% of GHG 
generated by human [15]. Drudgery, stress, 
pains, and a whole lot of difficulties encounter 
during rice production process are not being 
rewarded neither compensated for because of 
poor storage facilities. 
 
This is the motivation for this study which 
analysed post-harvest storage losses in rice in 
one of the major rice producing States in 
Southwestern Nigeria. The specific objectives 
are to; assess the intensity of post-harvest losses 
from the storage systems, estimate the efficiency 
of the storage systems, estimate the economic 
loss resulting from storage systems and 
determine factors influencing the choice of 
storage systems in the study area. 
 
This study on post-harvest storage losses in rice 
would help assess the extent and magnitude of 
losses and identify the factors responsible for 
such losses. This in turn would help develop 
proper measures to reduce these losses. 
Formulating correct policies for minimizing post-
harvest losses would crucially depend on reliable 
and objective estimates of such storage losses. 
Information that emanate from this study is 
important for scientists, technologists, 
policymakers, administrators and industrialists. 
 

2. METHODOLOGY 
 

2.1 Study Area  
 
This study was carried out in Ekiti State, Nigeria, 
which is located between longitudes 40°51 ′ and 
50°451 ′ East of the Greenwich meridian and 
latitudes 70°151 ′ and 80°51 ′ north of the Equator. 
The State has a climate marked by two major 
seasons: the rainy season which lasts between 
April to October, and the dry season lasting from 
November to March. The temperature ranges 
between 21°C to 28°C with high humidity. The 
State has topography of mainly an upland area, 
rising over 250 metres above sea level. The 
population of the State as at 2006 was 2,384,212 
people. The south – westerly winds blow in the 
raining season, while the North East Trade winds 
blow dry (Harmattan) seasons. Tropical Forest 
exists in the south, while guinea savanna 
predominates in the northern peripheries. The 
main occupation of the people of the State is 

Agriculture which provides employment for about 
75% of the population. Agricultural produce in the 
State include the following; cocoa, coffee, kola 
nut, cashew and oil palm, while arable crops 
grown include rice, yam, cassava, maize cowpea 
and cocoyam [16]. 
 

2.2 Data Collection and Sampling 
Procedure  

 
Multi-stage sampling procedure was used to 
select the respondents. At the first stage, two 
Local Government Areas namely; 
Irepodun/Ifelodun and Ikole were purposively 
selected because of the dominance of rice 
production in the areas. In the second stage, 
simple random sampling  technique was used to 
select three communities from each of the 
selected Local Government Areas. At the third 
stage, simple random sampling technique was 
used to select twenty five respondents from each 
of the selected communities. In all, a total 
number of 150 respondents were selected for the 
study. Primary data used for this study were 
collected directly from the rice farmers with the 
aid of a well-structured questionnaire. Data were 
collected on socioeconomic characteristics, 
storage facilities used, factor influencing their 
choice, storage facilities efficiency, economic 
losses incurred and intensity of the losses 
recorded overtime. 
 

2.3 Data Analytical Procedure  
 
Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the 
socio-economic characteristics of the 
respondents in the study area. Quantitative 
analytical technique was used to analyse the 
intensity of post-harvest storage losses, storage 
efficiency and economic loss due to storage. 
Probit regression model was used to analyse 
factors influencing the choice of storage facilities 
in the study area. 
 
2.3.1 Quantitative analytical technique 
 
Following authors [17], the quantitative analytical 
techniques used are as follows: 
 
The Intensity of Post-harvest Storage Losses 
 

 =                                                 (1) 

 
Storage Efficiency of the Facilities  
 

= 100*
QBS

QAS
                                             (2) 

100*
IQ

QLS
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Economic Loss Due to Storage (EL)  
 

= ( )PiPaNi −                                            (3) 
 
Where;  

 
QLS = Quantity Lost to Storage,  
IQ = Initial Quantity  
QAS = Quantity After Storage,  
QBS = Quantity Before Storage 
EL= Economic Loss 
Ni = Quantity of infested grains 
Pa = Price of good grain 
Pi = Price of infested 

 
2.3.2 Probit regression model 
 
The Probit model is one of the widely used 
statistical models for studying data with binomial 
distributions. According to [18], probit model 
constrains the estimated probabilities to be 
between 0 and 1 and relaxes the constraint that 
predicted values of the dependent variable. This 
is normally experienced with the Linear 
Probability Model (LPM). The probit model 
assumes that while we only observe the values 
of 0 and 1 for the variable Y, there is a latent, 
unobserved continuous variable Y* that 
determines the value of Y. As part of the 
advantages of the probit model, it has credible  
error term distribution and realistic probabilities 
[19]. 
 
Following authors [20], the Probit model can be 
expressed in probability as follows; 
 

( ) [ ]
[ ] [ ]∑∑

∑

==

=

==

−−==
k

k kk

k

k kk

k

k

k k

bbF

bFYob

11

1
11Pr

βϕβ

β
           (4) 

 
The equation for probability of non-event is then 
written as follows; 
 

( ) [ ]∑ =
−== k

k kkbYob
1

10Pr βϕ             (5) 

 
The farmer’s decision on use of a particular 
storage system depends on the criterion function; 
 

ii UZY +=∗ γ                                            (6) 
 
Where,  
 

∗Y = Underlying index reflecting the 
difference between the use of Warehouse 
and Bag storage system.  

γ =Vector of Parameters to be estimated  
 

iZ
=Vector of Exogenous variables which 

explain use of storage system  
 

iU
=Standard Normally Distributed Error 

Term  
 
Considering the farmers’ assessment, which 
crosses the threshold value, 0, it is observed that 
the farmer using the storage systems in question. 

In practice, 
∗

iY is unobservable. Its counterpart is 

Yi  which is defined by; 
 

Yi = 1 If Yi* > 0 (Farmer i use Warehouse), 
and  
Yi = 0 If  Otherwise (Farmer i use Bag). 

 
In the case of normal distribution function, the 
model to estimate the probability of observing a 
farmer using a storage system can be stated as 
follows; 
 

( ) dz
z

X
X

YP
X

i 






 −
Π

==






 = ∫− 2
exp

2

11 2β

α
βϕ                           

(7) 
 
Where,  
 

P = Probability that the ith farmer use 
Warehouse and 0 Bag.  
 
X = K by 1 Vector of the explanatory 
variables.  
 
Z = Standard Normal Variable (i.e Z ~N(0,δ2)  
and  
 
β = K by 1 Vector of the Coefficients 
estimated. 

 
For a non-dichotomous variable, the marginal 
probability is defined by the partial derivative of 
the probability that Yi = 1 with respect to that 
variable. For the jth explanatory variable, the 
marginal probability is defined by: 
 

  ( ) ji
ij

X
X

p ββϕ=
∂
∂

                                  (8) 

Where,  
 

ϕ(.) = Distribution Function for the Standard 
Normal Random Variable  
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β j  = Coefficient of jth explanatory Variable.  
 
Therefore, the Probit model specification in this 
analysis can be written as: 
 

iii XY εβ +=∗                                        (9) 

 









<∗
≥∗

=
00

01

i

i
i ifY

ifY
Y  

 
Where,  
 

Yi =  Observed Dichotomous Dependent 
Variable which takes Value 1 when the  ith 
farmer uses Warehouse and 0, Bag as 
storage system.   
 
Yi* = Underlying Latent Variable that indexes 
the use of storage system.  
 
Xi = Row Vector of Values of K Regressors 
for the ith Farmers.  
 
β  = Vector of Parameters to be estimated  
 

iε  = Error term which is assumed to have 

standard Normal Distribution. 
 

2.3.3 Model specification 
 
The probit model was used to analyze factor 
influencing the choice of a particular storage 
facility between the storage facilities available in 
the study area (warehouse and bags storage 
systems are dominantly in use). For this study, 
the model is specified explicitly as follows;  
 

Yi = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 +β3X3 + β4X4 + β5X5 + 
β6X6 + β7X7 + β8X8 + iε                     (10) 

 
Where  
 

Yi = Storage System used (1=Warehouse, 
0=Bags) 
X1 = Age of the respondent 
X2 = Household size 
X3 = Educational level 
X4  = Farming years of experience 
X5 = Farm size (Ha)  
X6  = Cost of storage system (N) 
X7 = Life-span of system 
X8 = Efficiency of the system (%) 

iε = Error term 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
3.1 Socio-economic Characteristics of 

the Respondents 
 
The results as shown in Table 1 indicate that 
majority of the respondents were between 30 
and 49 years of age with mean age of 46 years. 
This implies that majority of the respondents 
were still in their active working age which is 
good for the labour-intensive and energy sapping 
farming activities being practiced in the study 
area. This study is in line with the study by [21-
22] which stated that the average age of rice 
farmers was 46 years. Majority of the 
respondents (50%) had between 1 and 5 
household size with mean household size of 6. It 
was observed that about 49% of the sampled 
farmers had at least household size of six, which 
is a pointer to access to family labour and 
adoption of new technologies on the farm. The 
result from this study is similar to the findings of 
[21] who reported mean household size of 7 
persons. The reason for large household size 
could be attributed to polygamous nature of rural 
household farmers as stated by [23] citing [24]. 
Findings from this study revealed that about 80% 
of the sampled rice farmers were married 
indicating the dominance of married people in 
rice farming in the study area. This shows that 
majority of the respondents had stable family that 
is expected to strengthen the decision-making 
process in agricultural production. This result 
corroborates the findings of [25]. Majority (94%) 
of the respondents had one form of education or 
the other which is an indication that they were 
literate. This is expected to enhance the rate of 
adopting the disseminated innovations/ 
knowledge in agricultural production. The result 
is in conformity with the findings of [22] who 
explained that majority (91.2%) of the 
respondents had formal education ranging from 
primary to tertiary. The study further revealed 
that majority (68%) of the respondents were male 
farmers, while the remaining 32% were female 
farmers. This indicates that rice farming is 
dominated by male gender in the study area 
probably due to the intense nature of farming 
activities. This confirms the findings of [26] who 
reported that 87.3% of the respondents were 
men. Majority (53.3%) of the respondents 
cultivated 1-5 hectares of rice farm, which implies 
that majority of the sampled rice farmers were 
small scale farmers. Over 50% of the 
respondents were using Warehouse as storage 
system, while the remaining respondents were 
using Bags. Some of the reasons for the use of 
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warehouse as stated by the respondents include 
inheritance from parents and availability. 
 
Table 1. Distribution of respondents by socio-

economic characteristics 
 

Household  
characteristics 

Frequency Percentage 
of  
respondents 

Age (years) Mean = 46 
years 

 

< 30 4 2.7 
30-39 50 33.3 
40-49 54 36.0 
50-59 31 20.7 
60-69 6 4.0 
≥ 70 5 3.3 
Household size Mean = 6  
≤ 5 76 50.7 
6-10 67 44.7 
≥ 10 7 4.6 
Marital status   
Single 20 13.3 
Married 121 80.7 
Divorced 03 2.0 
Widowed 06 4.0 
Educational level   
No formal education  09 6.0 
Primary 38 25.3 
Secondary 72 48.0 
Tertiary 31 20.7 
Gender   
Male 102 68.0 
Female 48 32.0 
Farm size (Ha) Mean = 4 Ha  
≤  5 80 53.3 
5.1-10 54 36.0 
10.1-15 6 4.0 
15.1-20 4 2.7 
>20 6 4.0 
Storage system 
used 

  

Warehouse 88 58.7 
Bags 62 41.3 
Source: Field Survey, 2014; Number of Observation = 150 

 

3.2 Intensity of Post-harvest Losses from 
the Storage Systems Used 

 
Distribution of respondents by intensity of post-
harvest storage losses in rice as shown in Table 
2 revealed that majority (52.3% and 48.4%) of 
the farmers recorded less than 10% intensity of 
post-harvest storage losses using Warehouse 
and Bag storage system respectively. Some of 
the causes of the loss were attributable to mould 
resulting from inability to sun-dry rice grain to 
require moisture content and infestation of the 
storage system by rodents as well pest and 
diseases. This is in conformity with [27] who 
reported lower percentage post-harvest storage 
loss in the study carried out in Bangladesh. 

3.3 Efficiency of the Storage Systems 
 
Table 3 shows the distribution of respondents by 
efficiency of the storage systems used. Majority 
(48.9% and 59.7%) of the respondents recorded 
between 90.1% and 100% efficiency in 
Warehouse and Bag storage system 
respectively. There is significant difference 
between mean efficiency in Warehouse and Bag 
storage system at 5% significant level. The mean 
efficiency was 89.7% for Warehouse storage 
system and 85.3% for Bag storage system, 
which shows that Warehouse is more efficient 
than Bag. 
 
3.4 Economic Losses Resulting from 

Storage Systems 
 
As shown in Table 4, distribution of respondents 
by economic loss indicates that majority (85.2% 
and 88.7%) of the respondents recorded 
between N 1 and N 50,000 in Warehouse and 
Bag storage System respectively. There is 
significant difference between mean economic 
loss in Warehouse and Bag storage system at 
5% significant level. The mean economic loss in 
Warehouse was N 28,380, while that of Bag was 
N 32,113 indicating that Warehouse storage 
system is more efficient economically than Bag 
storage system in the study area.  

 
3.5 Factors Influencing the Choice of 

Storage Systems 
 
The parameter estimates and marginal effects 
from probit model as shown in Table 5 revealed 
that cost of storage, life-span of the storage 
system and the efficiency of the storage system 
were significant in determining the choice of 
storage systems in the study area. R2 value 
which measures the proportion of the variation in 
dependent variable that is explained by the 
independent variables was 0.58. This implies that 
the variables included in the model could explain 
58% of the variation that occurs in the choice of 
storage system by the respondents in the study 
area. As cost of storage system increases, the 
tendency of the respondents to choose 
Warehouse storage system increases. As shown 
in Table 5, the marginal effect of the cost of 
storage system indicates that the probability of 
the respondents to use Warehouse storage 
system increases by 0.8%. The reason for the 
small percentage could be attributed to the fact 
that people are reluctant to use any system that 
is capital intensive. The tendency of the 
respondents to choose Warehouse storage
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Table 2. Distribution of respondents by intensity of post-harvest storage losses 
 

Intenstity (%)               Warehouse (Mean=6.85%)                   Bags (Mean=7.79%) 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

≤  10 46 52.3 30 48.4 
10.1-20 26 29.6 20 32.3 
20.1-30 15 17.0 10 16.1 
30.1-40 01 1.1 02 3.2 
Total 88 100 62 100 

Source: Field Survey, 2014 
 

Table 3. Distribution of respondents by efficiency of the storage systems used 
 

Efficiency (%) Warehouse (Mean = 89.7%) Bag (Mean = 85.3%) 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

≤ 70 03 3.4 04 6.5 
70.1-80 05 5.7 03 4.8 
80.1-90 37 42.0 18 29.0 
90.1-100 43 48.9 37 59.7 
Total 88 100 62 100 

Source: Field Survey, 2014 
 

Table 4. Distribution of respondents by economic losses 
 

Economic Loss (N)       Warehouse (Mean= N28,380        Bags (Mean= N 32,113) 
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

1-50,000 75 85.2 55 88.7 
50,001-100,000 10 11.4 06 9.7 
100,001-150,000 03 3.4 01 1.6 
Total 88 100 62 100 

Source: Field Survey, 2014 
 

Table 5. Parameter estimates and marginal effects from probit model 
 

Variable Estimates t-Ratio Marginal effects 
Age -0.002 -0.15 -6.43E-04 
Household size -0.072 -0.82 -0.015 
Educational status -0.153 -0.81 -0.031 
Farming experience 0.018 0.66 0.004 
farm size 0.005 0.40 9.35E-04 
Cost of storage 1.86E-04** 2.00 0.006 
Life-span of the system 0.362*** 5.12 0.827 
Efficiency of the system 0.048** 2.19 0.310 

** Significant at 5% level; *** Significant at 1% level 
LR chi-square (8) = 79.17***; Log Likelihood = -42.773; Pseudo R2 = 0.5806; Number of Observation = 150 

Source: Field Survey, 2014 
 

system increases as the life-span of the storage 
system increases. According to marginal effects, 
increase in the life-span of storage system will 
bring about increase in the probability of 
choosing Warehouse storage system by 82.7%. 
This result shows the importance of life-span of 
storage system in determining the type of 
storage system to use in the study area. 
Efficiency of the storage system has a positive 
and significant relationship with the choice of 
storage system which implies that increase in the 
efficiency of the storage system increases the 
tendency of the respondents using Warehouse 
storage system. Therefore, a unit increase in the 
efficiency of the storage system increases the 
probability of using Warehouse storage system 
by 31% by the respondents. These results show 

that cost of storage system is not as important as 
life-span and efficiency of the storage system in 
increasing the likelihood of choosing Warehouse 
storage system in the study area as it is capital 
intensive. 
 

4. CONCLUSION AND POLICY 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
4.1 Conclusion 
 
It could be concluded that the intensity of post-
harvest storage loss in the study area was high, 
which calls for urgent intervention so as to 
salvage the situation. Warehouse storage system 
was the choice of the sampled farmers in the 
study area because of its efficiency and life-span. 
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However, the study revealed that increase in cost 
of storage system did not seriously increase the 
probability of the respondents using Warehouse 
storage system probably because law of demand 
was observed. 
 

4.2 Policy Recommendations 
 
Based on the findings of this study, it therefore 
suggests the following policy options that can 
drastically reduce post-harvest storage losses in 
rice enterprise in the study area; 
 

1. More efforts should be intensified on 
creating awareness about importance of 
using storage system that gives room for 
ventilation and free from rodents as well as 
other pathogens.   

2. There should be awareness creation on 
the need to sun-dry rice grains very well to 
minimum required moisture content before 
they are stored. This will help in preventing 
pathogens from gaining access to 
environment that promotes multiplication of 
the disease causing organisms.  

3. Individuals, government and non-
governmental organisations should 
introduce affordable, efficient and 
sophisticated storage systems to the study 
area for effective storage process.  

4. Rice farmers are encouraged to participate 
in the cooperative societies where credits 
can be accessed to build warehouses that 
can be used for storage because of its 
efficiency. Cooperative societies can also 
provide benefits of economies of scale to 
rice farmers where cost of using efficient 
and sophisticated storage facilities will be 
shared by the participating cooperators, 
thereby reducing the cost of storage.  

5. Competent extension agents should be 
sent to the study area for more 
enlightenment on the danger of post-
harvest storage losses to the farmers and 
economy of the country at large. 

 

COMPETING INTERESTS 
 
Authors have declared that no competing 
interests exist. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
1. IRRI. Rice Policy- World Rice Statistics 

(WRS); 2009. 
Available:http://www.irri.org/science/ricesta
t(Retrieved May 28, 2014)  

2. WARDA. Rice, a Strategic crop for food 
security and poverty alleviation; 2005. 
Available:www.slu.se/cigar/CGIAR_WARD
Appt 

3. JICA. Status of NRDS implementation in 
Nigeria, Presentation at the fifth general 
meeting of CARD, Dakar, Senegal; 2013. 

4. Oni KC, Obiakor SI. Post-harvest food loss 
prevention: The role of the National Centre 
for Agricultural Mechanization (NCAM) 
Ilorin under the FGN/UNDP first country 
Cooperation (ccf-1) framework. 
Proceedings of National Seminar for 
Cooperating Agencies under the CCF-I 
Framework on Post Harvest Food Loss 
Prevention, April 18-19, Ibadan. 2002;1-10. 

5. Mrema CG, Rolle SR. Status of the post-
harvest sector and its contribution to 
agricultural development and economic 
growth. Proceeding of the 9th JIRCAS 
International Symposium, (JIRCAS'08), 
Value-Addition to Agricultural Products, 
Ibaraki, Japan. 2002;13-20. 

6. AMCOST. Technologies to reduce post-
harvest food loss. The African Ministerial 
Council on Science and Technology 
(AMCOST) of the African Union (AU), 
Pretoria, South Africa; 2006. 
Available:http://www.nepadst.org/platforms
/foodloss.shtml 

7. Olumeko DO. Simulation and performance 
evaluation of metal and brick on-farm grain 
storage structure in southwestern Nigeria. 
Unpublished PhD thesis submitted to the 
Department Of Agricultural Engineering, 
University of Ibadan, Nigeria; 1999. 

8. Thamaga-Chitija, J.M., Hendriks, S.L., 
Ortmana GF, Green M. Impact of maize 
storage on rural household food security in 
Northern Kwazulu-Natal Tydskrif vir 
Gesinsekologieen 
verbruikerswetenskappe. 2004;32:8-15. 
Available:http://www.up.ac.za/academic/ac
adorgs/saafecs/vol32/chitja.pdf 

9. Kader AA. Post-harvest technology of 
horticultural crops. 3rd ed. Univ. Calif. Agr. 
Nat. Resources,Oakland, Publ. 3311;2002.  

10. Basavaraja H, Mahajanashetti SB, Naveen 
CU. Economic analysis of post harvest 
losses in food grains in India: A Case 
Study of Karnataka, Agricultural 
Economics Research Review. 2007; 
20:117-126. 

11. Shelton D. Grain bin maintenance. 
Agricultural News leaks, breaks and 
releases. University of Nebraska – Lincoln, 
USA; 2007. 



 
 
 
 

Oparinde et al.; JSRR, 12(4): 1-9, 2016; Article no.JSRR.29652 
 
 

 
9 
 

12. Okoruwa VO, Ojo OA, Akintola CM, 
Ologhobo AD, Ewete FK. Post-harvest 
grain management storage techniques and 
pesticides use by farmers in South-West 
Nigeria. Journal of Economics and Rural 
Development. 2009;18(1): 53-72. 

13. Beranek, M. Grain storage as a marketing 
strategy. Government of Alberta, 
Agriculture and Rural  Development, 
Alberta, USA, 2010. 

14. Oelke EA, Rehm GW. Bissonnette HL, 
Durgan BR, Simmons SR, Noetzel DM, 
Cloud HA, Benson FJ; 2008. Tips for 
profitable production. College of Food, 
Agriculture and Natural Sciences, 
University of Minnesota; 2002. 
Available:http://www.extension.umn.edu/di
stribution/cropsystems/dc2900.html 

15. Vermeulen SJ, Aggarwal PK, Ainslie A, 
Angelone C, Campbell BM, Challinor AJ, 
Hansen JW, Ingram JSI, Jarvis A, 
Kristjanson P, Lau C, Nelson GC, Thornton 
PK, Wollenberg E. Options for support to 
agriculture and food security under climate 
change. Environmental Science and 
Policy.  2012;15: 136–144. 

16. Ekiti State Government. Overview of Ekiti 
State;2016. 
Available:www.ekitistate.gov.ng 
Accessed on 1st June, 2015 

17. Afolabi OI, Adebayo GM, Olarewaju TO. 
Economic assessment of storage 
technologies of some selected grain crops 
in Egba Division of Ogun state, Nigeria. In: 
Agriculture in the National Transformation 
Agenda: The Policy Mix: Proceedings of 
Annual Conference of the Nigerian 
Association of Agricultural Economists; 
2012, Ile-Ife, Nigeria. 

18. Nagler J. Interpreting probit analysis. New 
York University; 2002.  
Available:www.nyu.edu/classes/nagler/qua
nt1/probit1_post.pdf 

19. Nagler J. Interpreting probit analysis. New 
York University; 1994.  
Available:http://www.nyu.edu/classes/nagl
er/quant2/notes/probit1.pdf 

20. Alabi OO, Lawal AF, Coker AA,  Awoyinka 
YA. Probit model analysis of smallholder’s 

farmers decision to use agrochemical 
inputs in Gwagwalada and Kuje Area 
Councils of Federal Capital Territory, 
Abuja, Nigeria. International Journal of 
Food and Agricultural Economics. 2014; 
2(1):85-93. 

21. Mustapha SB, Udiandeye UC, Sanusi              
AM. Bakari S. Analysis of adoption of 
improved rice production technologies in 
Jeer Local Government Area of Borno 
State, Nigeria. International Journal of 
Development and Sustainability. 2012; 
1(30):1112-1120. 

22. Osanyinlusi OI, Adenegan KO. 
Determinants of rice farmers’ productivity 
in Ekiti State, Nigeria. Greener Journal of 
Agricultural Sciences. 2016;6(2):49-58. 

23. Olumba CC. Productivity of improved 
plantain technologies in Anambra State, 
Nigeria. African Journal of Agricultural 
Research. 2014;9(29):2196-2204.  

24. Onu DO. Analysis of the factors influencing 
farmers’ adoption of alley farming 
technology under intensified agriculture in 
Imo State, Nigeria; using a qualitative 
choice model agro-forestry systems 
international. 2005;29(4):176-187. 

25. Ayoola JB, Dangbegnon C, Daudu CK, 
Mando A, Kudi TM, Amapu IY, Adeosun 
JO, Ezui KS. Socio-economic factors 
influencing rice production among male 
and female farmers in Northern Guinea 
Savannah, Nigeria: Lessons for promoting 
gender equity in action research. 
Agriculture and Biology Journal of North 
America. 2011;2(6):1010-1014. 

26. Matanmi BM, Adesiji GB, Owawusi WO,  
Oladipo FO. Perceived factors limiting rice 
production in Patigi Local Government 
Area of Kwara State, Nigeria. Journal of 
Agriculture and Social Research. 
(JASR).2011;11(2):40-45. 

27. Abedin MZ, Rahman MZ, Mia MIA, 
Rahman KMM. In-store losses of rice and 
ways of reducing such losses at farmers’ 
level: An assessment in selected regions 
of Bangladesh. Journal of Bangladesh 
Agricultural University. 2012;10(1):133-
144. 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 
© 2016 Oparinde et al.; This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 
License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any 
medium, provided the original work is properly cited. 
 

Peer-review history: 
The peer review history for this paper can be accessed here: 

http://sciencedomain.org/review-history/16742 


