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cone nozzles used between 1034 to 1379 kPa, yet efficacy has been
maintained. It is estimated that 100 of Maine's 700 potato
farmers have switched to this type of low drift nozzle.

This adoption has been hampered for more than one reason
Some of the first nozzle sets purchased here were the RD3.
nozzle has a flow rate 166% of the RD1 and considerably greate
than what most farmers have used for a carrier rate in recent

Table 2. Comparison of flat fan, hollow cone and Raindrop
nozzles at low and high pressure for potato vine desiccation in
Ratahdin' - 1983.

Pressure and Percent Desiccationd------ Specific Yield
Nozzle Types leaf leaf/stem leaf/stem Gravity mt/ha
3 datb 7 dat 14 dat
414 kPa:
Raindrop RD2 35 59 L3 o 1.078 17.4
lat Fan LE3 80°¢ 43 80,31 95 86 1.078 8959
Hollow Cone NH20 39 71428 90 84 1.078 23T
1379 kPa:
Raindrop RD2 39 76 23 92:-:84 1.079 18.3
Flat Fan LE3 80° 39 73,125 8979 1.079 21.3
Hollow Cone NH20 38 15 26, 92 81 1.079 20.2
LSD(0.05) ns ns

aApplications of 0.56 kg ai diguat/ha plus 0.125% v/v nonionic
surfactant were made on 9/7/83.
bdat=days after treatment.

years. The most usual result was for the application rate to be
adjusted by decreasing the pressure too low or increasing the
nozzle spacing too wide. The only effective solution has been to
replace the nozzles with the RD1.

A second recurring problem has been the destruction of a
plastic washer supplied with each nozzle by excessive torque
during installation. The flattening of this washer or discarding
it has caused spray patterns to be nonuniform. Farmers that
properly installed the correct nozzles have been very satisfied
with their performance. Note that similar low drift hydraulic
nozzles are being produced by other companies and this report is
not intended to be an endorsement of this product. What is
important to realize is that adjustment of nozzle size can result
in a good compromise between efficacy and drift control.

CDA equipment demonstration: Label rates of metribuzin and
were applied tank mix with the CDA sprayer and
f£lat fan nozzles. The carrier rate was 47 and 373
ely. The side by side plots of 5 rows each were
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R slight difference was evident in the vine desiccant plots
however. The label rate of digquat was applied in 37 1 of
water/ha with the CDA sprayer versus in 238 1 of water/ha with
hollow cone nozzles. Percent leaf/stem desiccation ratings made
two days later were: CDA - 60 to 85%/15% and hollow cone - 45 to
50%/10%. The CDA equipment performed slightly better.

Due to the difficulty in duplicating the application
conditions of this CDA equipment with small plot equipment, it
has been necessary to rely on observations of field operations to
evaluate the effectiveness of this technology. More than 30
farmers have purchased this type of CDA sprayer and most have
been satisfied. Problems have arisen however. One such problem
s been the inability to apply high-rate dry materials with the
low carrier volume and another has been the great weight of the
predominant design in our area. Still, the time and laber
savings acquired through less refilling, the drift reduction and
the retention of pesticide efficacy has caused most to overlook
these problems.






