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• Harvest w/ and w/o CMNP

• Application was followed by cold weather
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• Valencia – early season

– Two trials April 2008 (Tables 5 & 6)
• 300 ppm CMNP @ 0, 100, 200 and 300 GPA
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• Speed  (0.5 and 1.0 mph) × CPM (145 and 185) × CMNP (+ or −)
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• Data collected was the same, except debris was separated into 

adhering (attached to fruit) and loose (not attached)
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Parson Brown – Jan 2008 (Table 4)Parson Brown – Jan 2008 (Table 4)

Total debris per load (lbs)

230 - 417.14 a

230 + 159.09 c

270 - 254.64 b

270 + 139.29 c

Hand 149.47



Valencia – April 2008 (Table 6)Valencia – April 2008 (Table 6)

Total debris per load (lbs)

100 gal/A 525.16 a

200 gal/A 188.54 b

300 gal/A 128.97 b

Control 452.66 a



Hamlin – December 2008 (Table 9)Hamlin – December 2008 (Table 9)

Total debris per load (lbs)

200 ppm 65.34 b

300 ppm 40.96 b

0 ppm 127.43 a
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equivalent to or below hand harvesting
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