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Hale AlZg o] &%to. ¢ o stHEE F3 dolAe 3AY ¥4 FEE 3XY o
FAR7L 22 HH o] FAMEO Ao HRolm2 dAAT ZHE 33 I BRE
A7l A% HIHol Basith 2H L v H(Stereo vision) Z+zte] sidiEtE 5§38t
2219 F4E d1 ol BT A EHHE olistd 3Ad FRE HAEIe Aot W
He T odAZ ded, AAM dAe Fo9dddA Addd HEY ds#A
(Correspondence) & T3t 1 Ho Ho|HRE Altste doltt. 8 dA= B3
¥ 52 AL G4y BE Ho digty AoARE 7 ¥ 3x4d U ERHS
YErE Aol
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L9y 9%
9 QAR AR I 4AFNZE 48mmAZE FHE Tkegamirtel He)

CCD 7tH[2HICD-703) 2 & AR&-&ch & Aol A& Fhelete]l AL t&a 2o

Table 1. Specifications of CCD camera

Item Specification
T V NTSC standard 525Lines
60 Field/sec 2:1
CCD camera Image sensor 1/3inch interline transfer CCD
(Model: ICD-703) Pixel elements 771(H) X 492(V)
Resolution 460TV Lines
S/N ratio 50dB(AGC OFF)
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RS-170 12.28Mhz9] o}g 23 A3 Loz CCD g &85+ 494 A3
HFEISe] Qe H)EE Y8ty g NEgegE d@Ho g}, AFEH Ty
odf ols) S| P4 Ade 4R R LUT(Look Up Table)® Z&§te
2Z2H F4EE AEY EYUEHAAANM A & gk olE Sl B AFgME
CorecoAte]l OCULSU TCI-SE PClI Frame grabber(CORECO Inc., St. Laurent,
CANADA)E AH&sith. ZX & A/D RE77F WEd 483, X8 24, =gy o
¥ vzel7t X388 Storage block, D/A Convertor’t WA ® Output device 528 F
4o

FA e 7L 2URY, 2HPRE FF =ghold, sivizt F of, 4F viojxd o
PC%t RS232F41°] 7153t EE 3t FUEE T2 F4H0 Slvh
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o AgE T4 A8 A Bgolvh RS22CHA AN UxolzAd % A45HE 7)
A7) sl AFFE21E AHEE RS42Z2UAE A on BeFAel HedEgE &
[ £ HF AU YrlE 29409 ZHo FHE dIdE AEEe] AAA Y

AASE T ZAEdHe BEAlE 16%2 gl LCDE #&As .

Fig. 1 RS422 convertor Fig. 2 3~-D image processing system
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Fig. 3 (a)9] olvx| A& 445%x 363 Aoln] 20oj9] JAARYE AAgP oz el
R FEHEE EEH o2 FES] Y3 Fig. 3 (b)olA <1x8 A

Table 2& 5709 HAREE 7HAL AF A& o)y Ax4E YeEATH
1~4= 0|9 AAF} YAFHE AE37] AT Fdelx, 58 FgFddH A &9
RS ey Hf 297x421 =YY Qolvt gl FAolth. FAEF(Total
detection numbers)E AAFAAA 209 HAHEE AFoZ HET Fojth. £ HE
¥ T (Detected numbers) HEZ2AE H &3 F gHulda {FAS &3 dddoln

(a) (b)
Fig. 3 Cucumber images before and after image processing in the greenhouse

- 183 -



R0] Hmy oz olag
number)i I/PE}UA‘I&

g
u
i

&

_>r.
FI

e

[

L

i

Lo

2

°>'

Table 2. Results of pattern recognition

HE FollA

¢14]  4*(Recognition
% €l (False detection pattern)°]
£=

s}oq e Qo
258¢ BUIYT

o]z %

Image size | Threshold Total Recognition pattern False detection pattem
No. (Pixels) value detection |Detected| Recognition Number False [Removal
numbers {numbers|{ number rate rate(%)
1 445 % 363 170 15X12 (180)] 4 1 3 1.6 % 93.4
2 501 x 391 210 17X13 (221) 2 1 1 01 % 9.9
3 300 X421 80 1014 (140) 7 1 6 42 % 95.8
4 450X 271 180 15X9 (135) 4 1 3 22 % 97.8
5 297 X 421 160 10X 14 (140) 1 - 1 01 % 99.9
Table 3. Results of pattern recognition on each threshold value
N Im.age Threshold | Total detects Recognition patt.eI.'n False detection pattern
0. glze value nummbers Detected | Recognition Number False |Removal
(Pixels) numbers | number rate rate
1 445X 363 150 15X 12 (180) 5 1 4 26 % 97.4%
2 501 X 391 190 17x13 (221) 4 1 3 16 % 98.4%
3 300 x 421 60 1014 (140) 5 1 4 29 % 97.1%
4 450X 271 160 15X9 (135) 4 1 3 22 % 97.8%
5 297 X 421 140 10X 14 (140) 0 - 0 0.0 % 100.0%

Table 4. Error rates of position from recognized images

No. of images Image size Pattern coordinate
. (Pixels) Original image Recognized image Position error
1 445 % 363 (196,261) (192,255) (46)
2 501 < 391 (171,209) (164,223) (7,14)
3 300 x 421 (170,191) (165,192) (5.1)
4 450 % 271 (211,102) (205,103) 6,1)
5 297 X 421 - - -

AAGGANA 23Ee2

AA GANA 01~42%E Jebgto g5 e
o213t diolE =
o] X3} FANA E

96~99%< A A& (Removal rate)S YWEIN AT}
=S AAgolgn wdddg, A& dUdS

oy
g ndd
FEAHEE AA7 WEolH

Table 3& Table 2914 A

off
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B

-

AL T2A 3o 209 HEE&S UERA Holth

3~5W 449 AAXN AAL Table 29 FAA HART 20jq dst] T&HA

21 & E JeEldc Table 4+
A= AFE JEM AT Y X 2 xH(Position error):

Gl A 2ol Y
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Fig. 4 Pixels of an threshold image Fig. 5 Binary codes for pattern recognition
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Table 5. Results of pattern recognition for 140 detected numbers

Total Learning Recognition pattern False detection pattern

detects pattern Detected |Recognition Number False Removal
numbers | number numbers number rate(%) rate(%)
2 2 2 - - 100.00

3 2 2 - - 100.00

4 2 2 - - 100.00

5 2 2 - - 100.00

6 2 2 - - 100.00

7 2 2 - - 100.00

8 3 2 1 0.01 99.99

9 3 2 1 0.01 99.99

10 3 2 1 0.01 99.99

11 4 2 2 1.43 98.57

12 4 2 2 1.43 98.57

10x14 13 4 2 2 1.43 93.57

(140) 14 5 2 3 2.14 37.86

15 5 2 3 2.14 87.86

16 6 2 4 2.86 97.14

17 6 2 4 2.86 97.14

18 6 2 4 2.86 97.14

19 3 2 6 4.29 95.71

20 8 2 6 4.29 95.71

21 8 2 6 4.29 _ 9%5.71

22 9 2 7 5.00 95.00

23 9 2 7 5.00 95.00

24 9 2 7 5.00 95.00

25 11 2 9 6.43 93.57

Table 5% 15%159] vl2=3E o] &3t 300x42127]¢] FalA 2~26709 g5

He 2Hgs AEARE e Aotk dFdd FE 2~THE HET BS 2HES
32 ¥ Aoz Jveigth B&uEe) 8/ ooz FE F4dE ABEA 20
g Azsdd. 23y ggude] FUhEAA A4S Hde FHer JYsto g
delo] 2570¢) A+ 23 F0] 643%E HEH.
Table 6& &Y% wWE Z¥sde] HEZAE Yehd Rolt. 243+ 1000~
60007+ = Fig. 49 o|X3} gt& 2 2-& FFded o3 2ol& HE3AL, 7000+
HE 247 001~ 11174x 24 &YZFo] BE AS 75X A3 Fig. 49 °]
X3 gt v Ax 202 P EHUY

Table 72 9749 Zvldl We 209 ANAAE et Rolrt. HAF4e =7
£ 445% 363, 501x 391, 300x421, 450271, 297x4219] Z7|°] we}t EFAEE 2, 10,
15, 20, 2574 A gste) AU S AU APA R gGFHA FUlol M LHS
o] Z7tat oy Y4 A7l WE HEFS Ve P A2 YEET FgHd
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Table 6. Results of hidden layer number

hidden | Total detects Recognition pattgrp False detection pattern
layer Image size numbers Detected {Recognitio Number False | Removal
numbers|n number rate(%6) ] rate(%)
1000 | 445x363 | 15X 12 (180) 2 2 - - 100.00
2000 | 445x363 | 15x12 (180) 2 2 - - 100.00
3000 | 445%363 |15x12 (180) 2 2 - ~ 100.00
4000 | 445%x363 | 15%x12 (180) 2 2 ~ - 100.00
5000 | 445%363 | 156%X12 (180) 2 2 - - 100.00
6000 | 445%x363 | 15%12 (180) 2 2 - - 100.00
7000 | 445x363 | 15X12 (180) 3 2 1 0.01 99.99
3000 | 445x363 |15%x12 (180) 3 2 1 0.01 99.99
9000 | 445x363 |15X12 (180) 4 2 2 1.11 98.89
10000 | 445x363 |15x12 (180) 4 2 2 1.11 98.89
1000 | 297x421 |10x14 (140) 2 2 - - 100.00
2000 | 297x421 [10x14 (140) 2 2 - - 100.00
3000 | 297x421 [10x14 (140) 2 2 - - 100.00
4000 | 297x421 [10x14 (140) 2 2 - - 100.00
5000 | 297x421 |10x14 (140) 2 2 - - 100.00
6000 | 297x421 {10x14 (140) 2 2 - - 100.00
7000 | 297x421 | 10x14 (140) 3 2 1 0.01 99.99
8000 | 297x421 [10X14 (140) 3 2 1 0.01 99.99
9000 | 297x421 |10x14 (140) 3 2 1 0.01 99.99
10000 | 297x421 |10x14 (140) 3 2 1 0.01 99.99

Table 82 Camera® %3l dg€€ & - § G4 4070 st SgilHE 2~257)
A Hgste A& Aotk gAY 71 T~9MA BF 2019 HEo M FL
Ro 2 Yelwth Sgue 7t 265702 F71std 40709 G L AEFEo] 16.02%
2 Yvegch =3 stgaieio] 2719 AL 40719 AN A 8N Q0lE HEEA B
se=g

QR F G4 A7 wE I
] & ZHIGH G I F o]

Jey, eFAAR dugdEFe g
i % H
o 2.02% wA AE3}A

o] I 2
it =3 Qe E AYuRg
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Table 7. Comparison of pattern recognition for an image pixel size

Total Learning | Recognition pattern | False detection pattern
detects | Image size | pattern | Detected | Recognitio Number False |Removal
numbers number | numbers | n number rate(%6)| rate(%)
445 X 363 2 2 2 - - 100.00
15 12 445 X 363 10 3 2 1 0.01 99.99
(180) 445 % 363 15 5 2 3 1.67 93.33
445 X 363 20 7 2 5 2.78 97.22
445 % 363 25 10 2 3 4.44 95.56
501 X 391 2 2 2 - - 100.00
17x13 501 X 391 10 4 2 2 0.01 99.99
(221) 501 X 391 15 6 2 4 181 98.19
501 X 391 20 7 2 5 2.26 97.74
501 < 391 25 10 2 3 3.62 96.38
300x 421 2 2 2 - - 100.00
10 14 300 x 421 10 4 2 2 1.43 9857
(140) 300421 15 6 2 4 2.86 97.14
300 x 421 20 8 2 6 4.29 95.71
300 % 421 25 11 2 9 6.43 93.57
450 % 271 2 2 2 - - 100.00
15%9 450X 271 10 4 2 2 1.48 98.52
(135) 450 < 271 15 6 2 4 2.96 97.04
450X 271 20 7 2 5 3.70 96.30
450 % 271 25 9 2 7 5.19 94.81
297 X 421 2 2 2 - - 100.00
10x14 297X 421 10 4 2 2 1.43 98.57
(140) 297 X 421 15 6 2 4 2.86 97.14
297 X 421 20 7 2 5 3.57 96.43
297 X 421 25 10 2 3 5.71 94.29
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Table 8. Comparison of pattern recognition for the 140 image pixel size

. Recognition pattern False detection pattern
Total | Learning Average of
detects | pattern | Detected | Recognition |Numbe| Average of
numbers | number | numbers number r false rate(96) removal
rate(%)
2 34 32 -8 -0.01 -99.99
3 37 34 -6 -0.01 -99.99
4 39 35 -5 -0.01 -99.99
5 41 37 -3 -0.01 -99.99
6 43 38 -2 -0.01 -99.99
7 44 40 4 0.01 99.99
8 43 40 3 0.01 99.99
9 44 40 4 0.01 99.99
10 53 40 13 0.01 99,99
11 62 40 22 0.01 99.99
12 79 40 39 0.01 99.99
1(01201)4 13 84 40 44 0.01 99.99
14 89 40 49 0.01 99.99
15 95 40 55 0.01 99.99
16 123 40 83 1.43 98.52
17 159 40 119 2.13 97.87
18 184 40 144 2.57 97.43
19 228 40 188 3.36 96.64
20 273 40 233 416 95.84
21 316 40 276 492 95.08
22 382 40 342 6.12 93.88
23 477 40 437 7.80 92.20
24 664 40 624 11.14 88.86
25 937 40 897 16.02 83.98
8o % AL
GYAYE AR 2ol ¥4 I AAE AR Astel YA SnPZo) o)
F AFE FYINAT I LolF LS AAEY] AT YHeRs AR T A
4 vEde SFRAAT 2TAEE olfetd Sole EARAL AAs e Pl
S AAGHAA 20l FAH HRE BRE + UEEF uyFS NS A9, o
9 2L AEE AU
Adu g dndEe gGFlde =5 27, 37, 445 4 J19AAH AS9E 20
Ne Agst A7, ez BEdd &gy u&& 244 65.0%, 45.0%, 12.5%
Z YeEbTh 20)9 SN HEL 0x300Fer AFHE JEE AHI}AT &
o2 A4 d FEIHYE FoA A4S FHAHY v &L 01~42%E YEhd 2 F
AAH GuFL YAV E 445%363, 501 %391, 300x421, 450X 271, 297x 4219 =
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