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Experimental Harvests

Row Row Row Row Row
H2 H3 H4 #5 H6

Each row was randomly assigned to either “hand Harvesting
harvest” or “machine harvest” method
X
Half were treated at “Processor A” and the other Processor

half at “Processor B”

‘ X

Half were processed as “fresh olives” and the Processing
other half as “stored olives” method

“Commercial olives”
from each Processor

8 differently treated olives/ row

2 commercial olives

*Olives from different rows (#1-6) which went through the same
treatment were pooled together

*The olives were standard
products to be compared
against mechanically-
harvested ones
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aste Test for
Black Olives

1~ 3 pm
RMI Sensory Rm.1000

Consumer Preference Panels
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Mean Hedonic Score
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Liked machine and hand harvested olives equally well



Limiting Factors
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Limiting Facm ors
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Final Harvester Evaluations
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Trunk Shakers: imported and domestic
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Tree Training
and Pruning

“Harvest method determines tree training.” Gucci, 2009
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2008 = _259_1:,11_
~ Mech. 1.34 0.07 68 7.3 15.5
Topped Topped - Hedged
Hedged Hedged West
West East
Hand 1.54 0.18 8.5 2.8 13.0
NSD NSD P= P=0.05







Mechanically Pruned vs. Hand Pruned:
- harvested 8%™* more efficiently: 2010
- decreasing alternate bearing: 2008 - 2011
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Mechanical Harvesting
Sum ummary
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chanical Harvesting
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