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Study on the determination method of potato peeling rate
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Abstract: Proposed a pixel ratio measurement method, and
designs 3 different potato models and 3 different peeling rate or-
thogonal tests through the model verification method, to verify
the determination method. The experimental results showed that
there was no significant difference between the actual measured
value and the theoretical calculated value of the potato model in
the 95% confidence interval, which indicated that the proposed
pixel ratio measurement method had a strong credibility in the
calculation of the peeling rate of potato. This method is scientific
and feasible to evaluate the peeling effect of potatoes, and can be
used as an effective method for the quality identification of potato
products.
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Figure 2 Peel potatoes image information acquisition

ZHRE - DREREBSENEFENTAR

1.2 DREREESENITE

AT AR A G O VE 2 R R S ALY i
FAMRE S RGBSR (A S AR R A E M, H ik,
Matlab {4 F0AH 17 9 P45 M A5 38 (8 3 BURE T /T L
RGB 5% HE {8 X ] (18 3 s p gt . A8 3 o 5 — o e
RGB 58 Ji {8 X 7] (1R R A 805 Z EUR AR 205 B8
FAEDR T a8 S 3 e e LI 20 (D ], IR H e
HARF HAE I 2 5
1.2.1 i RGBSR X 1) WL v e £ 4 Bt 119
R O s K e e b E R S 5 BUA IR R AR N
T e A 45 S8 6, T 2B {8 9 RGB 58 B {8 9 (0,0, 0) ,
RGB 73 [] i 14 2 £, 75 €6, 5 &1 1= 1 40 A 45 B 32 50 B (50,
50,50) i) RGB 8 i {5 3 fE 2%

1.2.2 JIHASDRERERER X DIHHE.
. Ny + Ny .
C 47251f¥7§;;><100/6, D)
A
C IR T R,

N — T4 32 1F T [ 4% RGB 38 2 {4 X ) 35 Bl 19 1%
FEAEG

Ny — D 875 11 B4 RGB 32 Ji (i X (7] 75 Bl (4 4%
FEAEG

Qp — DR IF I MR 1R 3 R

Qn — DR EH HEBZR NGRS
1.3 HFENRER

5 3% LB I A 3 S b R nT AT A9 EL M L AR EE i O
GHL, (HJR  TELE BRBE A 2 3l 20 I 44 5 = 4k il 1f i
T 4258 o A DL 3R B 4 1 AR L 4R 5 B 0T Matlab K
EARAR I N N Q BUME Y L (B R T 55 T 4% 5 11 3% B2 I
FOHIM A RIRERET SR,
2 BRUERIRIAY Ny SRR TR

FF LR AR AR 55 UE S A5 R 56 E Y O ok 58
VEAR R LU (E I 52 35 19 AT AT M. T 2SR Oy Bk, B B AT
TR R T A B T e B T B T R
2.1 BERIERBMNEXSH
211 R DB ERR RN LR DA TR AR
INHEST THAS B = e ST RO, i T IR R 2 H0E
SR ER UK L [ B SRy O 8 S A ST S IR A% S R A R
ROl T DA L RS E 50~120 mm JE YR
ZM0 R I T 7 T R P e PR AN AR 1 TR g 3 B 4%
M ER (R BE AL
2.1.2 REDBERBAFLBGE AT TSR
W IR R M R T R H) 80X DL b Rk, Th AR
AR {14y % 7 JBE v %6 ] 43 B Rl 8590,90%6,95 %,
2.2 EIWIFAEER

2.2.1 A RIS 5l id SolidWorks = 4 #5 4

201



202

F & B2 | DEVELOPMENT &. APPLICATION

HESL B T RN 3 TR .

F1 SHOREMREERNINERTSH R
Table 1 Dimension parameters of three kinds of potato
ellipsoid models mm

L R x fhpEAz v kAR = HipA

Mod1 27.5 30.0 37.5

Mod?2 30.0 32.5 40.0

Mod3 32.5 35.0 42.5
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Figure 3 Potato model
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Figure 4 Potato model sticker
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Potato models with different peeling rate
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Table 2 Sample data and test results (n=2)

I R A A 7o ” P
0.850 1 0.849 2 0.874
Mod1 0.900 1 0.898 6 0.483
0.950 0 0.942 9 0.094
0.850 0 0.851 7 0.484
Mod2 0.900 0 0.897 5 0.421
0.950 0 0.945 1 0.070
0.850 4 0.859 8 0.135
Mod3 0.900 3 0.903 1 0.477
0.950 1 0.946 2 0.451
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