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1. Introduction 2. Materials and methods
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This study aims to evaluate the feasibility of using a
handheld NIR spectrometer combined with the RF
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algorithm to monitor egg freshness during storage

Fig 1. Design of experiment

3. Results

3.1. Qualitative analysis of egg freshness
Table 1. Classification result of eggs based on quality grades (HU)

3.2. Estimation of Haugh unit
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