
����������
�������

Citation: Słupska, M.; Syguła, E.;

Komarnicki, P.; Szulczewski, W.;

Stopa, R. Simple Method for Apples’

Bruise Area Prediction. Materials

2022, 15, 139. https://doi.org/

10.3390/ma15010139

Received: 10 November 2021

Accepted: 22 December 2021

Published: 25 December 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

materials

Article

Simple Method for Apples’ Bruise Area Prediction

Monika Słupska 1,* , Ewa Syguła 2 , Piotr Komarnicki 1, Wiesław Szulczewski 3 and Roman Stopa 1

1 Institute of Agricultural Engineering, Wrocław University of Environmental and Life Sciences,
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Abstract: From the producers’ point of view, there is no universal and quick method to predict bruise
area when dropping an apple from a certain height onto a certain type of substrate. In this study
the authors presented a very simple method to estimate bruise volume based on drop height and
substrate material. Three varieties of apples were selected for the study: Idared, Golden Delicious,
and Jonagold. Their weight, turgor, moisture, and sugar content were measured to determine
morphological differences. In the next step, fruit bruise volumes were determined after a free fall
test from a height of 10 to 150 mm in 10 mm increments. Based on the results of the research, linear
regression models were performed to predict bruise volume on the basis of the drop height and type
of substrate on which the fruit was dropped. Wood and concrete represented the stiffest substrates
and it was expected that wood would respond more subtly during the free fall test. Meanwhile,
wood appeared to react almost identically to concrete. Corrugated cardboard minimized bruising
at the lowest discharge heights, but as the drop height increased, the cardboard degraded and the
apple bruising level reached the results as for wood and concrete. Contrary to cardboard, the foam
protected apples from bruising up to a drop height of 50 mm and absorbed kinetic energy up to the
highest drop heights. Idared proved to be the most resistant to damage, while Golden Delicious
was medium and Jonagold was least resistant to damage. Numerical models are a practical tool to
quickly estimate bruise volume with an accuracy of about 75% for collective models (including all
cultivars dropped on each of the given substrate) and 93% for separate models (including single
cultivar dropped on each of the given substrate).

Keywords: bruise volume; apple; free fall test; drop test; numerical model; nonlinear estimation

1. Introduction

Despite growing environmental awareness, consumers still demand food products
with impeccable appearance and condition [1]. Studies have shown that about 30–40% of
food is wasted due to bruising [2]. Irreversible damage to the fruit disqualifies the product
from use and if the company that owns it does not have a Zero Waste Policy, then the
fruit becomes waste, which then goes to landfill or at best is disposed of in bio-waste. The
bruising of the fruit is closely related to the variety and stage of ripeness. These in turn
can be described by firmness, skin thickness, amount of wax covering it, organic acid, and
sugar content [3,4].

Post-harvest processes cause mechanical damage during reloading, packaging, and
storage, which are a result of different impacts and quasi-static loads. A large percentage
of fruit bruises is caused by improper transport methods causing higher loads than static
storage. Most of the damages are caused when one fruit hits another or a stiff surface.
Fruit damage is determined by drop height, type of surface against which the fruit falls,
or velocity at the moment of impact. Laboratory tests have shown that fruit located on
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the top layer of a pile exhibits more damage than those located at the bottom layer. This
increased damage is caused by a higher level of acceleration in the upper layer [5–7].
Mechanical damage is difficult to eliminate because biological material consists of a delicate
cell structure. Therefore, it is important to reduce impact intensity by absorbing part of
the energy to reduce negative influences on the tested fruit. Minimization results in the
distribution of the impact force on greater area of the fruit, and hence reduces pressure on
the tissue (force per unit area) and the probability of bruise occurrence. Currently, there are
several methods of biological material protection during transport, i.e., through the use
of vehicles equipped with additional pneumatic vibration damping elements, as well as
lining containers with protective materials to protect fruits during direct contact [8–12].

Current studies on fruits and vegetables bruises are carried out using both, destructive
and nondestructive methods. Destructive methods are more common because of lower
costs of research, but they are more time-consuming. Nondestructive methods require the
use of specialized equipment, which entails high costs, but also the higher efficiency of
the tests. In recent years, there has been a greater interest in the non-destructive method,
which will most likely replace the methods used so far. Opinions about the precision of
both methods are still divided [13–19].

From the existing literature, it follows that susceptibility or resistance to bruises is
usually described by the applied energy and the resulting bruise volume [2,20]. The exist-
ing literature and the authors’ own experience have shown that indicators based on the
strength properties of substrate material are not a less important parameter. On the basis of
these circumstances, the maximum surface pressure transferred by apple tissues without
triggering further damage, bruise resistance, and bruise level can be distinguished [21,22].
Research indicated the difficulty in determining bruise volumes, which are caused by irreg-
ular bruise shapes in fruit flesh [23]. The bruise threshold is described as a permissible drop
height, at which the fruit bruise is specified by a threshold determined under conditions
similar to natural loads, especially in relation to velocity and impact energy. Hence, many
studies were conducted for measuring impact loads [13,24,25]. A comparison of changes in
contact during impact at four different substrates has shown how the material of substrates
influences bruise levels [26,27]. Research has also indicated that the bruise surface is a
better parameter to assess the bruise of fresh fruit than bruise volume [28].

So far, most of the research conducted in this discipline has mainly focused on im-
plementing new methods for determining the volume of bruises. Nevertheless, from the
producers’ point of view, there is no universal and quick method to predict losses when
higher than standard forces are applied, for example when dropping a product from a
certain height onto a certain type of substrate. Such information is also crucial for manu-
facturers of technological lines for a specific product. In this study the authors presented
a simple method to estimate bruise volume based on drop height and substrate material.
The model was supported by empirical results from free drop tests.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Characteristics and Preparation of Research Material

These studies were performed on three apple cultivars—Jonagold, Golden Delicious,
and Idared—with origin from the Lower Silesia Voivodship in Poland. The fruit was
purchased directly from the producer and stored for nearly one month after harvest in a
storeroom equipped with a ULO (Ultra Low Oxygen) system. The fruit was stored under
controlled atmosphere at 2 ◦C, 95% relative humidity, 0.7% carbon dioxide, and 2% oxygen.
Table 1 presents the basic characteristics of the tested fruit.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the tested material (presented values described as mean± standard deviation).

Cultivar Weight Mean Diameter Firmness Water Content Sugar Content

– kg mm N % %

Jonagold 0.171 ± 0.005 69.1 ± 2.3 63 ± 1.8 84.8 ± 0.5 14.3 ± 1.1

Golden Delicious 0.200 ± 0.004 74.3 ± 1.9 67.4 ± 4.6 87.8 ± 0.8 12.4 ± 0.8

Idared 0.210 ± 0.006 77.6 ± 2.5 75.4 ± 4.8 87.9 ± 1.1 11.8 ± 1.0

The tested fruit was carefully sorted according to its geometrical characteristics: the
mean diameter and mass. Twenty fruits were randomly selected from each cultivar, and
then the firmness was measured using a hand-held tester with a diameter of 11.1 mm
(Facchini FT 327, Alfonsine, Italy). The firmness test was performed on the tissue after
peel removal with a special knife. In addition, the fruits’ water content was determined
using the weight-dryer method, while the sugar content of the fruit was measured using
refractometer (RMR 200 hand refractometer, Hanna Instruments, Woonsocket, Rhode
Island, USA). The sugar measurement range was 0–32%, and the accuracy range was
within ±0.1◦.

2.2. Free Fall Test

For the free fall test, a special device was used to drop the fruit from a specified height
ranging from 10 to 150 mm (Figure 1). Apples were dropped onto four substrates: concrete
20 mm thick, spruce panel 5 mm thick, corrugated cardboard 5 mm thick (500 g/m2), and
polyethylene foam 3 mm thick. The moduli of elasticity of substrates were as follows:
concrete 28.5 GPa, wood 10.4 GPa, corrugated cardboard 1.1 GPa, and foam 0.05 GPa.
The total number of tested apples was 900. Details of the measuring device and the
measurement methodology are described in another article [27].
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2.3. Determining the Surface of the Upholstery on the Basis of Image Analysis

After the impact tests, the fruit were quarantined for 4 days at a temperature of 25 ◦C.
Then, for better image analysis, the peels around the bruises were removed (Figure 2a).
Based on the images taken by the Nikon D3100 camera, computerized image analysis of
the bruised surface area was performed. The images were contrasted in ImageJ software.
Then, the images were scaled in AutoCAD and the bruises perimeters were determined
using the SPLINE command (Figure 2b). Next, using the LIST command, the bruises areas
were determined for all tested fruits (Figure 2c).
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(b) bruise perimeters determination; (c) bruise area determination.

2.4. Linear Model

The simplest linear model was proposed to describe the phenomenon of fruit bruise
occurrence under certain drop conditions. The following equation is an explanation of the
linear function interpretation.

B = a·H + b (1)

B—bruise area, mm2

H—drop height, mm
a—slope,
b—intercept.

In the proposed linear model, the dependent variable determining the fruit bruise area
was determined from the independent variable determining the drop height. It should
be noted that only positive values of the slope indicate the positive linear correlation that
exists in the analyzed data.

For the data analyzed, the intercept affects the volume of bruise occurring at initial
drop heights. When there is a positive intercept value, the initial drop heights will generate
bruises on the fruit. On the other hand, the negative value of the intercept indicates the
lack of bruising of the fruit at the initial drop heights. If X0 is negative, the model assumes
the occurrence of bruises at the lowest assumed drop height, which is usually taken to be
10 mm. If X0 is positive, the value of this indicator is directly proportional to the height at
which the bruise occurs. All relations described above are marked in Figure 3.

In order to evaluate the quality of the proposed linear models, the coefficient of
determination R2 was determined.
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3. Results

Figure 4 shows the correlation between bruise area as a function of drop height and
variety of apple.
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The least resistant to damage was the Jonagold variety, characterized by a high sugar
content and lowest firmness. The Golden Delicious variety with a lower sugar content
and characterized by medium firmness was more resistant to damage than Jonagold.
Meanwhile, due to the lowest sugar content and highest firmness, the Idared variety
proved to be the most resistant to damage manifested by bruise area. The above graph is
only the background of the study and indicates the reason for the differences between the
tested varieties.

Figure 5 shows the correlation between bruise area as a function of drop height and
the substrate on which the fruit was dropped.
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Figure 5. Distribution of apple bruise size as a function of drop height for different substrates.

The graphical distribution of the test results (averaged over all the varieties tested)
shows a distribution of results with an increasing tendency for the bruise area with in-
creasing drop height and substrate type according to the following order of growth: foam,
cardboard, wood, and concrete. The above presented results were an inspiration for the
statistical models based on which it would be possible to determine the size of bruises for a
particular cultivar and substrate. The models are presented later in the article.

Figures S1–S3 shows the averaged test results and the linear models based on Equation (1)
for all varieties. The results were segregated according to the apple variety and the type of
substrate the fruit was dropped on. The models fit values (R2) along with the a coefficients
and y-intercept for each substrate type are included further in Table 1, summarizing all
models of apple varieties. From these models, it can be concluded that such separate
models (including single variety dropped on each of the given substrate) can be used to
quickly estimate bruise volume with an accuracy of about 93% while dropping fruit from a
particular height.

Figure 6 shows the mean measurement results of the three cultivars analyzed and their
combined models for each substrate. The graph not only captures the differences between
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varieties—with Idared showing the lowest bruising volume values, Golden Delicious the
medium, and Jonagold the highest, but also captures the similarity in fruit behavior on
different substrates. From this figure, it can be concluded that such a combined model (in-
cluding all cultivars dropped on each of the given substrate) can be used to quickly estimate
bruise volume with an accuracy of about 75% while dropping fruit from a particular height.
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Table 2 below shows the fit values of the individual models and the combined models
as well as the values of the slope, intercept, limit value indicator, and model angle. On the
basis of the presented table, a spreadsheet (Excel S4) was created, which can be used to
apply the results of the research to compare model data.

αααα Based on the results of concrete and wood from Figure 7 it can be concluded that
above a certain stiffness of the substrate, there is little difference between the bruise area, as
the fruit will absorb most of the kinetic energy. Cardboard, due to its corrugated structure,
at low drop heights partially absorbs kinetic energy until its structure is destroyed. Then
the energy starts to be absorbed by the concrete located underneath. The foam, at all drop
heights considered in this study, absorbs most of the kinetic energy due to the lack of
destruction of its structure. For low drop heights of up to 40 mm, the foam does not cause
any bruising, while the increase in bruise size, determined by the a parameter, is not as
high as with cardboard.
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Table 2. Determination of the actual distributions of the bruise area as a function of impact height.

Idared
Model

Golden
Delicious

Model

Jonagold
Model

Combined
Model

Concrete

a 2.07 2.86 2.66 2.53
b 126.22 129.59 189.61 148.47

R2 0.91 0.96 0.88 0.78
α 64 71 69 68

X0 −60.98 −45.15 −71.28 −58,68

Wood

a 1.71 3.17 2.53 2.47
b 135.58 111.46 199.79 148.94

R2 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.72
α 60 72 68 68

X0 −79.29 −35.16 −78.97 −60.30

Cardboard

a 2.05 3.68 3.21 2.98
b 77.08 8.71 125.95 70.58

R2 0.90 0.94 0.95 0.75
α 64 75 73 71

X0 −37.60 −2.37 −39.24 −23.68

Foam

a 1.52 3.20 3.24 2.65
b −27.45 −67.49 −99.08 −64.67

R2 0.92 0.91 0.93 0.77
α 57 73 73 69

X0 18.06 21.09 30.58 24.40
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The number of observations of the occurrence of apple bruise area on a particular
substrate was grouped, as shown in Figure 8.
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For foam, observations occur up to 375 mm2 with the largest amount of data (15 obser-
vations) occurring below 25 mm2. This was due to the low elastic modulus of the foam,
which absorbed most of the kinetic energy during free fall. The occurrence of apple bruising
for the cardboard substrate ranged from 25 to 525 mm2, where 275 mm2 was the most
common bruise. Compared to the rest of the substrates, cardboard gave the most averaged
results relative to the others. For the lowest drop heights, the kinetic energy of the fruit
was absorbed by the cardboard and bruises showed lower values. On the other hand,
at higher drop heights, the crushed cardboard absorbed less energy, which resulted in a
similar behaviour to wood. The size of fruit bruises falling on the wood substrate ranged
from 75 to 625 mm2, where 325 and 375 mm2 were the most common bruises. For the
concrete substrate, apple bruising occurred from 125 to 625 mm2. Both of these substrates
showed great similarity to each other. The size of the bruise area was larger, even at low
free fall heights.

It should be noted that bruising below 25 mm2 occurred only for foam, while bruising
between 25 and 75 mm2 occurred for two materials—foam and cardboard. All materials
resulted in a bruise size of 125 to 375 mm2. On the other hand, the 425 to 525 mm2 bruising
occurred for three substrates—concrete, wood, and cardboard. The highest bruising above
525 mm2 to 625 mm2 occurred only for concrete and wood substrates.

4. Discussion

The results from Table 1 for sugar content and firmness of the cultivars included in
the study were validated against other sources [29] and extended with conclusions on
the effect on the mechanical properties of the fruit. Confirmation of the validity of the
conclusions regarding the aspects of fruit strength properties can be found in publications of
other authors [30], where the issues of SSC, starch, pectin, acids, firmness, and mechanical
properties of fruit were studied.

No article has been found on bruise volume in relation to the type of substrate onto
which the apples were dropped. Most of the articles are about the correlation between
the maturity of a particular variety and bruise volume after a free fall test [31–33]. Also,
the relation between mass and drop height at impact causing the bruising of apple was
investigated by other researchers [34].

Therefore, in an attempt to compare these studies, it can be concluded that just as the
stage of fruit ripeness in the aforementioned studies affects the mechanical properties of the
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fruit, the variety and corresponding biochemical properties are also important. Resulting in
bruising, flesh destruction is inhibited by organic acids. Some varieties have more of these
acids and some do not. As the fruit ripens, these acids take part in enzymatic reactions
and thus their content gradually decreases. Therefore, a fresh, sweeter, and acid-poor
variety will be close to the endurance characteristics of a strongly mature but acidic and
sugar-poor variety.

5. Conclusions

• A fresh, sweeter, and acid-poor variety will be close to the endurance characteristics of
a strongly mature but acidic and sugar-poor variety.

• Separate models (including a single variety dropped on each of the given substrate)
can be used to quickly estimate bruise volume with an accuracy of about 93% while
dropping fruit from the particular height. However, combined models can be used
with an accuracy of about 75%.

• Above a certain stiffness of the substrate, there is little difference between bruise areas,
as the fruit absorbs most of the kinetic energy.

• Compared to the rest of the substrates, cardboard gave the most average results
relative to the others. For low drop heights, it behaved more like foam, and for high
drop heights, more like wood.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/ma15010139/s1, Figure S1: Dependence of bruised area of Idared apple as a function of drop
height on different substrates, Figure S2: Dependence of bruised area of Golden Delicious apple as a
function of drop height on different substrates, Figure S3: Dependence of bruised area of Jonagold
apple as a function of drop height on different substrates, Excel S4: Models.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, R.S. and P.K.; methodology, R.S. and P.K.; validation, M.S.;
formal analysis, M.S. and E.S.; investigation, M.S. and P.K.; data curation, E.S. and W.S.; writing—
original draft preparation, M.S. and E.S.; writing—review and editing, M.S.; supervision, M.S.; project
administration, M.S.; funding acquisition, M.S. and P.K. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by the Wrocław University of Environmental and Life Sciences
(Poland) as the Ph.D. research program “Bon doktoranta SD UPWr” No. N020/0014/20 and “In-
nowacyjny Doktorat”, No. N070/0008/20. The research was co-financed under the Leading Research
Groups support project from the subsidy increased for the period 2020–2025 in the amount of 2%
of the subsidy referred to Art. 387 (3) of the Law of 20 July 2018 on Higher Education and Science,
obtained in 2019.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Zarifneshat, S.; Rohani, A.; Ghassemzadeh, H.R.; Sadeghi, M.; Ahmadi, E.; Zarifneshat, M. Predictions of apple bruise volume

using artificial neural network. Comput. Electron. Agric. 2012, 82, 75–86. [CrossRef]
2. Opara, U.L.; Pathare, P.B. Bruise damage measurement and analysis of fresh horticultural produce—A review. Postharvest Biol.

Technol. 2014, 91, 9–24. [CrossRef]
3. Razavi, M.S.; Golmohammadi, A.; Sedghi, R.; Asghari, A. Prediction of bruise volume propagation of pear during the storage

using soft computing methods. Food Sci. Nutr. 2020, 8, 884–893. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Timmermans, A.J.M.; Ambuko, J.; Belik, W.; Huang, J. Food Losses and Waste in the Context of Sustainable Food Systems; HLPE: Rome,

Italy, 2014; pp. 1–117.
5. Hussein, Z.; Fawole, O.A.; Opara, U.L. Harvest and Postharvest Factors Affecting Bruise Damage of Fresh Fruits. Hortic. Plant J.

2020, 6, 1–13. [CrossRef]
6. Li, Z.; Thomas, C. Quantitative evaluation of mechanical damage to fresh fruits. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2014, 35, 138–150.

[CrossRef]
7. Stropek, Z.; Gołacki, K. A new method for measuring impact related bruises in fruits. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 2015, 110, 131–139.

[CrossRef]

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ma15010139/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ma15010139/s1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2011.12.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2013.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1002/fsn3.1365
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32148797
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpj.2019.07.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2013.12.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2015.07.005


Materials 2022, 15, 139 11 of 11

8. Fadiji, T.; Coetzee, C.; Chen, L.; Chukwu, O.; Opara, U.L. Susceptibility of apples to bruising inside ventilated corrugated
paperboard packages during simulated transport damage. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 2016, 118, 111–119. [CrossRef]

9. Giefer, L.A.; Castellanos, J.D.A.; Babr, M.M.; Freitag, M. Deep learning-based pose estimation of apples for inspection in logistic
centers using single-perspective imaging. Processes 2019, 7, 424. [CrossRef]

10. Cofelice, M.; Lopez, F.; Cuomo, F. Quality control of fresh-cut apples after coating application. Foods 2019, 8, 189. [CrossRef]
11. Pathare, P.B.; Opara, U.L.; Vigneault, C.; Delele, M.A.; Al-Said, F.A.J. Design of Packaging Vents for Cooling Fresh Horticultural

Produce. Food Bioprocess Technol. 2012, 5, 2031–2045. [CrossRef]
12. Fadiji, T.; Coetzee, C.; Pathare, P.; Opara, U.L. Susceptibility to impact damage of apples inside ventilated corrugated paperboard

packages: Effects of package design. Postharvest Biol. Technol. 2016, 111, 286–296. [CrossRef]
13. Mohammad Shafie, M.; Rajabipour, A.; Castro-García, S.; Jiménez-Jiménez, F.; Mobli, H. Effect of Fruit Properties on Pomegranate

Bruising. Int. J. Food Prop. 2015, 18, 1837–1846. [CrossRef]
14. Du, Z.; Zeng, X.; Li, X.; Ding, X.; Cao, J.; Jiang, W. Recent advances in imaging techniques for bruise detection in fruits and

vegetables. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2020, 99, 133–141. [CrossRef]
15. Cavallo, D.P.; Cefola, M.; Pace, B.; Logrieco, A.F.; Attolico, G. Non-destructive and contactless quality evaluation of table grapes

by a computer vision system. Comput. Electron. Agric. 2019, 156, 558–564. [CrossRef]
16. Patel, K.K.; Khan, M.A.; Kar, A. Recent developments in applications of MRI techniques for foods and agricultural produce—An

overview. J. Food Sci. Technol. 2015, 52, 1–26. [CrossRef]
17. Razavi, M.S.; Asghari, A.; Azadbakh, M.; Shamsabadi, H.A. Analyzing the pear bruised volume after static loading by Magnetic

Resonance Imaging (MRI). Sci. Hortic. 2018, 229, 33–39. [CrossRef]
18. Sanchez, P.D.C.; Hashim, N.; Shamsudin, R.; Mohd Nor, M.Z. Applications of imaging and spectroscopy techniques for non-

destructive quality evaluation of potatoes and sweet potatoes: A review. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2020, 96, 208–221. [CrossRef]
19. He, Y.; Xiao, Q.; Bai, X.; Zhou, L.; Liu, F.; Zhang, C. Recent progress of nondestructive techniques for fruits damage inspection:

A review. Crit. Rev. Food Sci. Nutr. 2021, 13, 1–19. [CrossRef]
20. Stropek, Z.; Gołacki, K. Bruise susceptibility and energy dissipation analysis in pears under impact loading conditions. Postharvest

Biol. Technol. 2020, 163, 111120. [CrossRef]
21. Stopa, R.; Komarnicki, P.; Szyjewicz, D.; Kuta, Ł. Modeling of carrot root radial press process for different shapes of loading

elements using the finite element method. Int. J. Food Prop. 2017, 20, S340–S352. [CrossRef]
22. Komarnicki, P.; Stopa, R.; Szyjewicz, D.; Młotek, M. Evaluation of bruise resistance of pears to impact load. Postharvest Biol.

Technol. 2016, 114, 36–44. [CrossRef]
23. Bollen, A.F.; Nguyen, H.X.; Dela Rue, B.T. Comparison of methods for estimating the bruise volume of apples. J. Agric. Eng. Res.

1999, 74, 325–330. [CrossRef]
24. Stopa, R.; Szyjewicz, D.; Komarnicki, P.; Kuta, Ł. Determining the resistance to mechanical damage of apples under impact loads.

Postharvest Biol. Technol. 2018, 146, 79–89. [CrossRef]
25. Celik, H.K.; Rennie, A.E.W.; Akinci, I. Deformation behaviour simulation of an apple under drop case by finite element method. J.

Food Eng. 2011, 104, 293–298. [CrossRef]
26. Komarnicki, P.; Stopa, R.; Szyjewicz, D.; Kuta, Ł.; Klimza, T. Influence of Contact Surface Type on the Mechanical Damages of

Apples Under Impact Loads. Food Bioprocess Technol. 2017, 10, 1479–1494. [CrossRef]
27. Komarnicki, P.; Stopa, R.; Kuta, Ł.; Szyjewicz, D. Determination of apple bruise resistance based on the surface pressure and

contact area measurements under impact loads. Comput. Electron. Agric. 2017, 142, 155–164. [CrossRef]
28. Pang, D.W.; Studman, C.J.; Banks, N.H.; Baas, P.H. Rapid assessment of the susceptibility of apples to bruising. J. Agric. Eng. Res.

1996, 64, 37–47. [CrossRef]
29. Jaros, D.; Thamke, I.; Raddatz, H.; Rohm, H. Single-cultivar cloudy juice made from table apples: An attempt to identify the

driving force for sensory preference. Eur. Food Res. Technol. 2009, 229, 51–61. [CrossRef]
30. Babu, D.R.; Rao, K.N.; Kumar, M.S.; Kumar, B.S. Handling of Apples during Sorting-Grading Operation and Measuring the

Mechanical Properties Firmness after Controlled Atmosphere Storage. Int. J. Mech. Prod. Eng. Res. Dev. 2018, 8, 617–634.
[CrossRef]

31. Gołacki, K.; Kołodziej, P. Impact Testing of Biological Material on the Example of Apple Tissue. Teka Kom. Motoryz. I Energetyki
Rol. 2011, 11, 74–82.

32. Schulte, N.L.; Brown, G.K.; Timm, E.T. Apple impact damage thresholds. Appl. Eng. Agric. 1992, 8, 55–60. [CrossRef]
33. Lu, L.-X.; Wang, Z.-W. Dropping bruise fragility and bruise boundary of apple fruit. Trans. ASABE 2007, 50, 1323–1329. [CrossRef]
34. Stropek, Z.; Gołacki, K. Relation between mass and drop height at impact causing the bruising of apple. Polish J. Food Nutr. Sci.

2007, 57, 165–167.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2016.04.001
http://doi.org/10.3390/pr7070424
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods8060189
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-012-0883-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2015.09.023
http://doi.org/10.1080/10942912.2014.948188
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2020.02.024
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2018.12.019
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13197-012-0917-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scienta.2017.10.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2019.12.027
http://doi.org/10.1080/10408398.2021.1885342
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2020.111120
http://doi.org/10.1080/10942912.2017.1296862
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2015.11.017
http://doi.org/10.1006/jaer.1999.0468
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.postharvbio.2018.08.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfoodeng.2010.12.020
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11947-017-1918-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2017.08.028
http://doi.org/10.1006/jaer.1996.0044
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00217-009-1025-0
http://doi.org/10.24247/ijmperdoct201865
http://doi.org/10.13031/2013.26033
http://doi.org/10.13031/2013.23609

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Characteristics and Preparation of Research Material 
	Free Fall Test 
	Determining the Surface of the Upholstery on the Basis of Image Analysis 
	Linear Model 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

