Performance Evaluation of Commercial Wild Blueberry Harvester for Fruit
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Table 2. Results of multiple means comparison using least-squares method to identify the two way interaction effects

on fruit losses during harvesting..
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Figure 3. Bar charts of pre-harvest fruit losses and fruit yield during harvesting for selected fields. Means with no letter shared are significantly different at p = 0.05. o)
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Figure 1. Layouts of selected wild blueberry fields (Left) Cooper site (Middle) Small Scott site and (Right) Tracadie site. Speed NS NS NS NS NS NS 0 0 - N - -
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Figure 4. Mean comparison of total losses (%) for (a) Cooper site (b) Small Scott site and (c) Tracadie site.

un-harvested berries on the plants (Table 2). &
» Result showed that the losses on the ground were significantly higher than the un-harvested berries
on the plants and losses through blower (Table 2).
In high yielding sites a combination of 1.2 km h-t and 26 can reduce losses on the ground during
harvesting. R

In the storage bin prior to harvest the experimental plot.
1 Total yield was collected from each plot by attaching a bucket to the harvester conveyer (Fig. 2b).
The yield loss via blower was collected by attaching a bucket under the blower fan (Fig. 2b).
A Berries on the ground and un-harvested berries on the plants were manually picked from each plot| |»
(Fig. 2a)
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Conclusion

The major portion of the fruit losses during harvesting was on the ground when compared with
the un-harvested berries on the plants and losses through blower.

» The mixed trend of the losses through blower for selected sites suggested that the blower losses

during harvesting were not affected by the treatment combinations (Table 2). < The results showed that a treatment combination of 1.2 km h and 26 rpm can result in
» Results of LS means comparison reported that the best treatment combinations with minimum total significantly lower losses in wild blueberry fields with yield over 3500 kg ha’.
losses (kg ha*) were 1.2 km h™ and 28 rpm, 2.0 km h** and 26 rpm and 1.2 km h-* and 26 rpm for < In low yielding fields (Small Scott site) there was a mixed effect of treatment combinations on
Cooper, Small Scott and Tracadie sites, respectively (Table 2). the berry picking efficiency of the blueberry harvester.
lower.. LR » Since the total losses (%) are dependent upon the fruit yield collected from each treatment, therefore, < In coming years the performance of harvester for berry picking will be studied in relation to
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there was mixed trend for total losses (%) in selected sites (Fig. 4).

Results indicated that a combination (2.0 km h-t and 30 rpm) can result in increased losses in high

yielding fields during harvesting.

» Overall, the efficiency of the blueberry harvester was 92% (8% losses) for Cooper and 88% (<12%
losses) Tracadie sites at 1.2 km h-t and 26 rpm. The picking efficiency of the harvester was 94% (6%
losses) at 2.0 km h-t and 26 rpm for Small Scott site (Fig. 4).

mechanical, biological, environmental factors and operators skill in variable blueberry fields.

Figure 2. (a) Manual collection of losses on the ground and un-harvested berries on the plants; (b) Collection of >
fruit losses through blower and total fruit yield from plot.
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» The collected berries were cleaned to record the actual weight of fruit yield and losses in kilogram
from each plot.
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