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Development of Gripper for Damaged Egg Selection

- Location of Broken Point and Measurment of Egg Shell Strength
for Damaged Eggs -
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Table 1. The number of kind of damaged eggs in relation to egg parts (unitkgf)

Position " Ig:fﬁetzd gsz;hed gﬁ:i’k Total
Blunt end 84(32%) 123(47%) 55(21%) 262(100%)
Side 153(27%) 253(449%) 164(29%) 570(100%)
Point end 92(27%) 134(39%) 115(34%) 341(100%)
Total 329(28%) 510(44%) 334(28%) | 1173(100%)
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Fig. 4. Schematic of the damaged parts in

damaged eggs.
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Table 2. The egg shell strength of normal and damaged eggs. (unitkgf)

Item Breaking method Average
Upper point-end|Upper blunt-end

Impact Cracked(a) 2.66 1.90 2.28
Toe-Punched (b) 1.23 1.18 1.21
Toe-Punched (c) 2.91 1.35 2.13
Damaged|Body Check (d) 1.54 1.30 1.42
eggs Body Check (8) 2.57 141 1.99
Body Check (f) 1.38 1.46 1.42
Soft Shell (g) 2.72 2.20 2.46
Average 2.14 154 1.84
Midle eggs 3.31 3.95 3.63
Normal Large eggs 3.35 3.80 3.57
eggs ]umboiggs 2.93 291 292
Average 3.20 3.54 3.37
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