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« The pre-harvest and after harvest fruit losses were collected from randomly

selected plot (0.91 x 3 m) within each field during harvesting.

« Split plot factorial experiment will be designed with three levels of ground
speed (1.2, 1.6 and 2.0 km h-t) and header revolutions (26, 28 and 30 rpm), and
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compared to grower’s treatment 5 (1.6 km h-* and 28 rpm).
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Figure 2. Collection of harvesting losses
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