ZAYHL o] &7 A FrdEnd Jfds} v’
Comparison of Statistical Methods for Calibrating Soluble Solid Measurement
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Fig> 1. Schematic of visible/nir reflectance Fig 2. Fiber optic bifurcated cable
measurement system
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Fig 3. The change of coef. of determination and standard error of calibration(SEC)
in calibration process by no. of wavelength used
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Table 3. The result of calibration and prediction using each model.
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s A H A g log(1/R) d9or(1/R) log(1/R) dlog(1/R)
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Multiregression Ao .7 5 7 5
Ty PLS regression HY a9y 20 19 8 9
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R* PLS regression 0.8612 08611 0.9380 0.9378
s B ANN 0.8193 09119 0.7795 0.9348
o R Multiregression 0.2577 0.2404 0.2492 0.2457
) SEC(bx) PLS regression 0.3459 0.3379 0.2304 0.2307
ANN 0.5575 0.3687 0.4649 0.2491
Multiregression 0.8935 0.9065 0.9021 0.8992
R* PLS regression 0.8860 0.8338 0.9236 0.9177
YroErdg ANN 0.8243 0.8856 0.7507 0.8992
o] & ¢ Multiregression | -0.0190 -0.0220 -().0330 -0.0230
o} 20 A 2 9] bias(bx) PLS regression { 0.0172 -0.0206 -0.0198 -0.0089
a3 ANN -0.0352 -0.0274 -0.0593 -0.0265
= Multiregression 0.2980 0.2800 0.2730 0.2930
SEP(bx) PLS regression 0.3101 0.3729 0.2527 0.2634
ANN 0.4906 0.3091 0.4622 0.2903
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