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Egg weight estimation by image analysis technique
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Table 1 Errors received during the classification of the studied objects from the training sample.

Classification Actual classes Errors
decision 1 2 3 4 g; (%) e; (%)
1 20 1 0 0 4.8 9
2 2 23 1 0 11.5 8
3 0 1 15 2 16.7 21
4 0 0 3 12 20 14.3
Total number 22 25 19 14 eo=125%

#lun : finuvasann Alikhanov et al. (2018)
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Table 2 Errors received during the classification of the studied objects from the test sample.

Classification Actual classes Errors
decision 1 2 3 4 g (%) e (%)
1 11 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 15 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 8 1 11.1 0
4 0 0 0 5 0 16.7
Total number 11 15 8 6 eo=25%

fla : dauvasann Alikhanov et al. (2018)
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Table 3 Results of size classification experiments.

No. Size class Number Correct Incorrect Accuracy (%)

0 Jumbo 52 a7 5 90.38%
1 Extre - large 44 35 9 79.54%
2 large 64 51 13 79.54%
3 Medium 53 a7 6 88.68%
4 Small 54 49 5 90.74%
5 Pee wee a7 46 1 97.87%

Total 314 275 39 87.58%

31 : AnwUasan Thipakorn et al. (2017)

Table 3 1unisdanuenvuinveslifeandunguismun 6 nqulagld3s Support Vector
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Table 4 Dynamic sorting performance of the automated table egg sorter.

Actual Classified

Small Medium Large Extre - large Jumbo Total

Small 0 0 0 0 0 0

Medium 1 32 1 0 0 34

Large 0 1 39 0 0 40

Extre - large 0 0 3 10 0 13

Jumbo 0 0 0 3 10 13
Total 1 33 a3 13 10 100

fin : Faudasan Quilloy et al. (2018)
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Table 5 Accuracy in sorting.

Actual Classified
Small Medium Large Extre - large Jumbo
Medium 29 94.1 2.9 0 0
Large 0 2.5 97.5 0 0
Extre - large 0 0 23.1 76.9 0
Jumbo 0 0 0 23.1 76.9

fiun : fawUasnnn Quilloy et al. (2018)
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Receive command from the computer

v

Process received command

Actuate mechanical parts

Figure 1. Receiving algorithm of the Gizduino 168.

fiun : fawUasann Quilloy et al. (2018)
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