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Table 1. Comrelation coefficients befween image processing indexes and

actual measurements.

Number of Dy weight {g} Fresh weight {g) Leaf
area

pixel Shoot Root Shoot Ruoot (wf)
Projected area | 0.9813 | 0.9594 £.9936 §.9094 0.9833
for top-view | <0001 | =060% <4801 <0043 =.0001
Projected area | 0.9125 0.9492 89137 §.7405 0.9231
for side-view | <0041 | <0011 = 0840 =.(569 <,0030
Volume for 0.9254 | 0.9646 £.9285 8.7491 0.9345
Canopy <,0028 | <0004 < 5525 =,0526 <,0020
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Fig. 6. Regressional relationship bebween fresh weight olm g 54 A=

and projected area of canopy.
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