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1. [FC®IC
savH (Zingiber officinale) \Z & MDY 7 — X, PLRIEVERSCHIBBLVE A2 A 58854y &
LTHERZEDTWD, T V7 ONBERICALE T 274 AT, av s H AT 2 ke L THbhTRY,
LRI av T OMFENEEL, ABRREICLLV T a— VG RS B2 D720, 22l I ZFEAl
THEMBRDOENTND, ELZOV T n— L &2 RIS 5720, ZHETISH IR o otiE
(NIRS) Z V=2 o m— L 4y i OHETE R0 EHE DS 3 T34 T 72 (Chen et al. 2024, Johnson et
al. 2022) , ABFFETIE, FAABLIOCEARENTELZ av Y T VOERNGLFEH]T — 5 LR
SENCEY, BRI ALY T NCBITEY S a— L BRI T 5 T OB A B gL LT,
2. Bk
Tav i, IAABIOHARENTIELRE 275 o7 A2l LTZ, BN EEHNE, 2024 4 1
A 29~31 HIZHKFZ= N T ASD FieldSpec® 4 Hi-Res (Analytical Spectral Devices [ASD], Boulder, CO, USA)
LTz, Sav 9o 7 TR 2 Bl P REL 728, EAE 85 mn EE 19 mm) D v —LIZFHEL,
KGOS RE 5 BIRIELESEE A L7, REFE L, 5 AT ERT —Zdic B EL7Z
1 Wt B AR =2 —T LKy T —7 (1ID-CNN) BT V& W, T VOFMIL, 7 —2 8y aed
L RRREA 7 AN 8:1:1 (243 EIL, TANHT —2 2y bR ERE(R?) L&/ —Feii7= (RMSE) TF
JEARM L 72, S5IT, MEREN ZMRGE T 572, FE HEMEEN 7 — 212 82 THHIL.T —4# kv e
WT, 5-fold 7R ANY T — 2 a AR DB IR GEB AT 572,
3. HREBE
ID-CNN E7 MLV T a— Vil 5y DT AT — 2231 DHEERE 1L, BEAFAFJE & RAR E (R? =
0.841 & RMSE = 0.188) Th o7z, 5-fold 7nANYF —2a Al LD EMAEDRE R (R? = 0.770, RMSE =
0.205) 1%, ZH & FEIZH D ThoTz, #EERE DM EIZMT T, £%1%, 77— O (T —2iLik) &
E7 UAEEOK R (ID-CNN & LSTM OF A %) a2,
BEE: ANIIRIEERREN B2 Y aY e/ MAEREWIEARE RS R A AT L7 iR A D720
DIEMBL ORI OFE | L THEMLT,
51 AR
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1. oo7a—)LOERMELFAEDEER: (a) TAMT—4, (b)5-fold XERILE.



