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Abstract: In the viticulture sector, robots are being employed more frequently to increase productivity
and accuracy in operations such as vineyard mapping, pruning, and harvesting, especially in locations
where human labor is in short supply or expensive. This paper presents the development of an
algorithm for grape maturity estimation in the framework of vineyard management. An object
detection algorithm is proposed based on You Only Look Once (YOLO) v7 and its extensions in
order to detect grape maturity in a white variety of grape (Assyrtiko grape variety). The proposed
algorithm was trained using images received over a period of six weeks from grapevines in Drama,
Greece. Tests on high-quality images have demonstrated that the detection of five grape maturity
stages is possible. Furthermore, the proposed approach has been compared against alternative object
detection algorithms. The results showed that YOLO v7 outperforms other architectures both in
precision and accuracy. This work paves the way for the development of an autonomous robot for
grapevine management.

Keywords: grape maturity detection; object detection; maturity estimation; YOLO

1. Introduction

The wine industry is facing several challenges, including labor shortages, rising
labor costs, and the need for consistent, high-quality wine production. To address these
challenges, the use of autonomous robots [1–5] in grapevines has emerged as a promising
solution. By automating tasks such as pruning and harvesting, autonomous robots can
potentially perform these tasks more precisely and consistently than human labor, resulting
in better-quality grapes and more consistent wine production, enhancing the reputation
and competitiveness of wineries. By integrating sensors and cameras, autonomous robots
can collect and analyze data on grape health, yield, and maturity [6,7], providing valuable
insights for grape growers and enabling them to make more informed decisions about
vineyard management.

Fruit maturity encompasses a complex interplay of biochemical, physiological, and
physical changes that occur throughout the growth and development of the fruit. These
changes include alterations in color, texture, flavor, aroma, and nutritional content. His-
torically, the assessment of fruit maturity relied on traditional methods such as visual
inspection, touch, and taste. Advances in technology have revolutionized fruit maturity
estimation, enabling more precise and efficient measurements [8–12]. Machine learning
and artificial intelligence algorithms have further elevated the accuracy and reliability of
fruit maturity estimation.
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Cardellicchio et al. [13] focus on the utilization of artificial intelligence algorithms,
particularly single-stage detectors rooted in YOLOv5, for the identification of phenotypic
characteristics in tomato plants. The objective is to recognize nodes, fruit, and flowers
within demanding datasets stemming from a stress experiment featuring various tomato
genotypes. The outcomes indicate that these models achieve commendable accuracy, even
in the face of obstacles such as varying object sizes, object resemblance, and color dispari-
ties in the input images. An enhanced YOLOv5n model, named I-YOLOv5n, is designed
for the recognition and localization of mature cherry tomatoes [14]. The model incorpo-
rates a CA module to reduce background interference, utilizes the WIoU loss function,
and employs a dynamic nonmonotonic focusing mechanism for accurate bounding box
regression. It is memory-efficient at 4.4 MB, and suitable for real-time applications like
automated cherry tomato picking. Detecting apple fruitlets is challenging due to factors
like complex growth conditions, variable lighting, clustering, and overlapping fruitlets,
particularly when they closely resemble the background. To address this, the study [15]
utilizes a channel-pruned YOLO V5s deep learning algorithm with a compact model size.
The process involves creating a detection model using transfer learning, followed by ap-
plying a channel pruning algorithm to simplify the model while maintaining detection
efficiency. Experimental results demonstrate the effectiveness of the channel-pruned YOLO
V5s model in detecting apple fruitlets under diverse conditions. It achieves impressive
metrics, including a recall of 87.6%, precision of 95.8%, F1 score of 91.5%, and a low false
detection rate of 4.2%. Additionally, the model operates swiftly at an average detection
time of 8 milliseconds per image and maintains a small model size of only 1.4 megabytes.
Focusing on YOLO architecture, ALAD-YOLO, is a lightweight network for accurate and
fast detection of apple leaf diseases [16]. It builds on YOLO-V5s with a Mobilenet-V3 back-
bone, reducing computational cost. Innovative modules like DWC3-ghost, SPPCSPC_GC,
and CA attention enhance feature fusion, adaptability to resolutions, and target focus.
ALAD-YOLO achieves 90.2% accuracy with 6.1 GFLOPs, surpassing existing models in
both accuracy and efficiency, making it suitable for real-time apple leaf disease detection.
Comparable lightweight architectures have been implemented in the YOLO framework by
Wang et al. [17] and Liu et al. [18].

Sozzi et al. [19] evaluate six versions of the YOLO object detection algorithm for
real-time grape bunch detection. White grape varieties are specifically targeted due to
the complexity of identifying white berries against leafy backgrounds. YOLOv5x and
YOLOv4 achieved impressive F1 scores of 0.76 and 0.77, operating at speeds of 31 and
32 FPS. YOLO5s and YOLOv4-TINY reached F1 scores of 0.76 and 0.69, respectively, at
significantly faster speeds of 61 and 196 FPS. YOLOv5x, considering bunch occlusion,
accurately estimated bunches per plant with a 13.3% average error. YOLOv4-TINY offered
the best balance between accuracy and speed, making it a strong candidate for real-time
grape yield estimation. YOLOv3 displayed a trade-off between false positives and false
negatives, impacting the root mean square error (RMSE).

Early research on grape maturity primarily centered around chemical analysis meth-
ods [20]. Rabot et al. [21] focus on characterizing the phenolic maturity of grape seeds for
three varieties by combining macroscopic analysis and biochemical analysis of tannins at
relevant phenological stages.

Grape maturity detection is an important task in the wine industry as it helps to
determine the optimal time for harvesting grapes for wine production. Object detection [22]
using computer vision has emerged as a promising technique for detecting grape maturity
as it allows for the identification and classification of individual grape berries in images.
Another method of object detection through convolutional neural networks (CNNs) is to
identify grape berries within images, followed by image segmentation to isolate them from
the background [23].

Qiu et al. [24] propose an algorithm utilizing improved YOLOv4 for grape maturity
detection for red grape varieties and visual pre-positioning to guide grape-picking robots,
achieving a remarkable accuracy of 93.52% and swift detection time. Predicting grape
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maturity in greenhouse conditions involves employing various indicators and the BPNN
method, yielding recognition accuracies of up to 87% and demonstrating the effectiveness
of multi-factor prediction over single-factor approaches [25].

To assess sugar content in Red Globe grapes, Jia et al. [26] introduce the FNRR frame-
work, employing computer vision and deep learning to address imbalanced sugar content
distribution and achieve high accuracy in the detection of the final stage of maturity.

Using estimated in-field maturity indices [27] to guide grape harvesting can reduce
costs associated with pre-harvest sampling and chemical analysis, as well as post-harvest
storage and waste. To estimate the maturity indices of grape clusters, color imaging and
the Intervals’ Numbers (INs) technique are combined. A neural network regressor is used
to predict total soluble solids, titratable acidity, and pH based on the IN representation
of CIELAB color space. The performance of the model is evaluated on Vitis vinifera cv.
Assyrtiko cultivar images and the results show that the IN’s NN regressor is a promising
tool for non-destructive and efficient assessment of grape maturity that can be integrated
into an autonomous harvesting robot [28]. These studies collectively showcase the transfor-
mative potential of advanced technologies in accurately estimating fruit maturity, leading
to improved harvesting practices and enhanced product quality.

The research review above addresses the state of the art in maturity estimation for
various crops. Few research papers have been published on object detection and maturity
estimation in the context of grape analysis. One such study by [24] concentrates solely on
red grapes using YOLOv4, while another paper by [10] primarily detects grape bunch ma-
turity without distinguishing between different maturity levels. The objective of this paper
is to provide an accurate method of determining the maturity of grapes, as well as to ensure
that the method is appropriate for use with an agricultural robot in the field and introduces
a novel dimension by focusing on the maturity levels of the Assyrtiko cultivar, a white
grape variety. This paper presents an accurate approach to grape maturity assessment.
Utilizing the YOLO and Detectron 2 models, this study optimizes parameters and demon-
strates the effectiveness of dataset augmentation. Training phases involving two, three, and
five classes reveal the superiority of YOLOv7-X and YOLOv7-TINY in object classification
and localization. The results indicate there is room for further enhancement and emphasize
the models’ potential for improving object detection for agricultural applications.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the dataset used in the exper-
iments, and the methodology is described. The experimental results are presented in
Section 3, and in Section 4 the results are discussed. Finally, in Section 5, conclusions are
drawn and proposals for future work are made.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Dataset

To evaluate the effectiveness of a grape maturity detection system using computer
vision, a diverse and comprehensive dataset of grape images was compiled. The dataset
was carefully curated to include the Vitis vinifera cv. Assyrtiko grape variety, which is widely
cultivated in Greece and, more recently, in other wine-producing regions like Australia.
The images were obtained from grapevines during the ripening period in Greece when
the grapes were at different stages of maturity. Specifically, the images were captured in
a privately owned vineyard of 60 ha (Ktima Pavlidis, 41.200400 N, 23.953084 E, altitude
200 m) located in the region of Drama, which produces white, rosé, and red wines that
best express the characteristics of the terroir and are recognized for their high quality.
The vineyards of the study are in an area of terraced hills under Mediterranean climatic
conditions with continental features. The topsoil type is of medium type, ranging from
sandy loam to loamy clay. The camera used to obtain these pictures was a Samsung NX500,
which has a high resolution of 6480 × 4320 pixels. The camera was positioned at a fixed
distance from the grapevines to ensure consistency in image quality and size (Figure 1).
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Figure 2. Maturity stage of white grape bunch 7 variety Assyrtiko (a) maturity level 1 (A1), (b) ma-
turity level 2 (A2), (c) maturity level 3 (A3), (d) maturity level 4 (A4), (e) maturity level 5 (A5), and 
(f) maturity level 6. 

In the vineyard area, the labeling process considers the scattered distribution of 
grapes, which may not necessarily form a bunch. It is important to consider cases where 
there are injuries or deformities on the ridges of the bunch, as they can impact the ap-
pearance of the entire image. Additionally, it might be challenging to accurately identify 
and evaluate all the berries in a low-illumination photograph. However, even with a few 

Figure 1. Grape samples with different illuminations.

To generate the dataset, ten grape clusters were selected. Ten photos of each grape
cluster from different angles and lighting conditions were taken to ensure a diverse range
of data. Figure 2 shows six photos of the same grape cluster captured on different dates
(each week). A1 corresponds to week 1, A2 to week 2, and so on until A5, which represents
week 5, the final stage of grape ripeness. This system helps track the progression of grape
ripening over time, with A5 being the point at which the grapes are fully ripe and ready
for harvest. Having a classification system for grape ripeness stages provides essential
information for harvest optimization and rational decision making. Based on the above, it
is ensured that grapes are harvested at the right time, leading to higher-quality products
and improved agricultural management practices.
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Figure 2. Maturity stage of white grape bunch 7 variety Assyrtiko (a) maturity level 1 (A1),
(b) maturity level 2 (A2), (c) maturity level 3 (A3), (d) maturity level 4 (A4), (e) maturity level 5
(A5), and (f) maturity level 6.

In the vineyard area, the labeling process considers the scattered distribution of grapes,
which may not necessarily form a bunch. It is important to consider cases where there are
injuries or deformities on the ridges of the bunch, as they can impact the appearance of the
entire image. Additionally, it might be challenging to accurately identify and evaluate all
the berries in a low-illumination photograph. However, even with a few samples, valuable
findings can still be obtained. Furthermore, if all the grapes can be located within an
image, it becomes possible to estimate their quantity. Moreover, if the bounding boxes
of the grapes are positioned closely together, it can be inferred that they form a bunch.
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These factors and considerations contribute to the accurate labeling and analysis of grape
images in the vineyard. To ensure the accuracy and quality of the dataset, each image was
carefully annotated with the corresponding grape maturity level, using a consistent and
standardized approach. By labeling each individual grape berry, (Figure 3) the algorithm
can identify any grapes in the bunch that may not be easily noticeable by human inspection.
This can help in determining the overall quality of the grape bunch and in identifying the
weight of the bunch based on the number of healthy grapes. Additionally, for ground truth
annotation, labeling each grape berry allows for more accurate and precise predictions as
compared to labeling only the grape bunch. It enables the algorithm to identify the specific
location of the grape and provide more detailed information about the grape bunch. This
information can be useful in improving the quality of the grape bunch and optimizing
the harvesting process. LabelImg v1.8.1 is a widely used software for image annotation, an
essential step in training computer vision models [25].
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Figure 3. Labeling healthy berries of Assyrtiko variety.

After collecting the images, the data were prepared for the model by augmenting
the images (Figure 4) through cropping and shearing, which allowed the generation of
close-resolution data for use with YOLO. This is because most YOLO (except YOLOv5 and
YOLOv8 [29]) models require only 640× 640 resolution, and augmenting the images helped
generate enough data for the model to be trained effectively. The impact of resolution limits
on training data in YOLO is multifaceted. It affects object detection precision, label density,
object size distribution, and the need for data augmentation. Overall, the careful selection of
grapevine cultivars, the high-resolution camera, and the diverse range of images captured,
coupled with the data augmentation techniques, helped generate a comprehensive and
diverse dataset for the proposed grape maturity detection model.
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The images were then labeled according to their respective maturity levels. The
dataset was split into training, validation, and testing sets, with 70%, 15%, and 15% of the
images, respectively.

2.2. Yolo v7

You Only Look Once (YOLO) [30] is a state-of-the-art object detection algorithm that
has been widely adopted in the computer vision community. The YOLO algorithm works
by dividing the input image into a grid and predicting the object classes and bounding box
coordinates for each grid cell. This approach enables YOLO to detect multiple objects in a
single pass, making it more efficient than other object detection algorithms.

YOLOv7 [3] is an advanced version of the popular YOLO object detection algo-
rithm. Its success has led to the development of several variants, including YOLOv2 [31],
YOLOv3 [32], YOLOV4 [33] and YOLOv5, each with improved performance and features.
Like its predecessors, YOLOv7 is a real-time object detection system that can detect and
localize objects in images and videos with high accuracy and speed. However, YOLOv7
comes with several advantages over the previous versions of YOLO, which makes it a
better choice for many real-world applications.

One of the most significant advantages of YOLOv7 over the previous versions is its im-
proved detection accuracy. YOLOv7 improves upon previous versions by enhancing layer
efficiency, incorporating effective model scaling techniques, utilizing re-parameterization
strategies, and introducing an auxiliary head with a coarse-to-fine supervision approach.
These advancements collectively contribute to better performance, efficiency, and adapt-
ability in object detection tasks compared to earlier YOLO versions.

2.3. Performance Metrics

To evaluate the training performance in the experiments presented in this paper, a
collection of performance metrics has been applied.

IOU stands for “Intersection over Union”, which is a measure of the overlap between
two bounding boxes in object detection tasks. It is used to evaluate the accuracy of object
detection models by calculating the ratio of the intersection area between the predicted
bounding box and the ground truth bounding box to the union area of both boxes. A higher
IOU score indicates better accuracy in object detection (Equation (1)).

IOU = area
(

Bp ∩ Bgt
)
/area

(
Bp ∪ Bgt

)
(1)

TP (true positives), FP (false positives), and FN (false negatives) are key terms used
in evaluating object detection models. TP represents the correctly detected objects by the
model, meaning the objects that were both predicted and labeled correctly. FP refers to
the objects that were incorrectly predicted by the model as positive, i.e., false alarms or
incorrect detections. FN denotes the objects that were missed by the model, meaning they
were present in the ground truth but not detected by the model. These metrics provide
crucial information about the model’s performance: TP reflects its accuracy in identifying
objects correctly, FP indicates the rate of incorrect or false positive detections, and FN
highlights the model’s ability to avoid missing objects or FP. A precision–recall (PR) curve
is a graphical representation that illustrates the relationship between precision and recall
for a given object detection model. It plots precision on the y-axis and recall on the x-axis.
Average precision (AP) is a widely used metric in object detection that summarizes the PR
trade-off of a model. To compute AP, a PR curve is generated by adjusting the confidence
threshold for object detection. AP is often accompanied by mean average precision (mAP),
which averages AP values across multiple classes or scenarios.

COCO (common objects in context) metrics [34] are widely used for evaluating object
detection and instance segmentation models. Pascal metrics are commonly [35] used for
evaluating object detection models on the Pascal VOC (visual object classes) dataset. The
primary Pascal metric is the AP.
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2.4. Methodology

The annotated dataset was used to train the YOLO and Detectron 2 models, where the
models’ parameters were optimized to accurately predict the bounding boxes and class
labels of berries in unseen images. After training the models, a model selection process
was applied. By following this methodology, starting with dataset annotation, training the
YOLO model, selecting the best-performing model, and measuring object detection metrics,
it is possible to develop and evaluate an effective object detection system for detecting the
maturity of berries in images.

3. Results
3.1. Training

For the experiments, a desktop computer with an Intel Core (TM) i7-9700 CPU was
utilized, running at 3.00 GHz, 32.0 GB of RAM, and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3060 graphics
card with 12 GB of memory. The experiments were conducted using Anaconda as the
environment manager and PyTorch to implement the YOLOv7 architecture.

Apart from YOLO and its extensions, Detectron 2 was used to evaluate the perfor-
mance of five classes. Detectron 2 is an advanced computer vision research platform
developed by Facebook AI Research (FAIR), including Faster R-CNN, Mask R-CNN, and
RetinaNet, among others. To train a YOLO model for grape maturity detection, each grape
maturity level was assigned a numeric value from 1 to 5, based on the corresponding
measurement data.

The YOLO model was first tested on a subset of the dataset consisting of white cv.
Assyrtiko grapes. Ten grape bunches were selected from the 10 August visit, and each berry
in these bunches was labeled with the appropriate maturity level class. More specifically,
each berry was labeled as class A1 if it corresponded to maturity level 1 and class A5 if
it corresponded to maturity level 5 (6 September). The model was then tested on a set of
images of white cv. Assyrtiko grapes.

Initially, the training process involved two classes. Subsequently, an additional class,
A3, was introduced, and the model was retrained to accommodate this middle class. Finally,
the full dataset, including all five classes, was used for training the model.

In Figure 5 below, the metric mAP of 2 classes, 3 and 5 classes is depicted. Also, on
some occasions, the dataset is augmented. The augmented dataset shows a significant flow
in the training process compared with the simple dataset in the measurement of the mAP
of training. After experimenting with combinations of batch size and epochs, 300 epochs in
training with 12 batch sizes in each YOLOv7 model were determined to be appropriate.
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In Figure 6, the value ranges from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating better perfor-
mance. In this case, the mAP_0.5 ranges from around 0.2 to 0.8 during training, indicating
that the model’s YOLOv7 and its extension accuracy are improving over time.
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Figure 6. mAP_0.5: YOLOv7, X, D6, W6, and TINY.

Figure 7 shows the loss of the model during training for the localization (bounding
box) task of the full dataset with augmentation. The performance value ranges from 0 to 1,
with lower values indicating better performance. In this case, the box loss decreases over
time, indicating that the model is improving at localizing objects in the images. The results
indicate that the YOLO model results in increased accuracy over the course of training, as
indicated by the decreasing losses and increasing mAP scores. However, the performance
is not yet optimal, as indicated by the relatively low mAP scores and PR values. Further
tuning of the model and training parameters may be necessary to improve performance.
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3.2. Detection Measures
3.2.1. Subset of Two Classes

For the four pictures in Figure 8, their respective detection results have been analyzed
using the YOLO algorithm.
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As seen in Table 1 below, training sessions were executed using two distinct subsets:
Subset A, comprising original images, and Subset B, wherein training was conducted utiliz-
ing the YOLOv7 model alongside augmented data, as previously detailed in Section 2.1.
Table 1 presents performance metrics for two versions, A and B, using COCO evaluation
criteria. Version B outperforms version A across all metrics, demonstrating improved object
detection and localization accuracy. The higher values in AP, AP50, AP75, APmedium,
APlarge, and AR100 for version B indicate its superior performance compared to version
A. It appears that the YOLOv7 model was able to detect objects in the test images with a
confidence threshold of 0.5. The results show that some images contain multiple A5 objects,
while others have only one or none.

Table 1. COCO metrics for subsets of 2 classes.

AP AP50 AP75 APmedium APlarge AR1 AR10 AR100

A 0.078 0.247 0.026 0.028 0.087 0.006 0.063 0.116
B 0.215 0.562 0.112 0.138 0.357 0.007 0.079 0.328

Table 2 illustrates Pascal metrics for versions A and B. Version B exhibits significantly
higher performance across all metrics, showcasing substantial improvement in object
classification and localization. The considerable increase in A1, A5, and mAP values for
version B underscores its superior accuracy compared to version A in Table 2.

Table 2. Pascal metrics for subsets of 2 classes.

A1 A5 mAP

A 0.101 0.391 0.246
B 0.568 0.572 0.571
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Figure 9 depicts a detection example from the training of version B. Bounding boxes,
generated using the YOLOv7 model at a confidence threshold of 0.5, are overlaid on the
image to showcase detected objects.
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Figure 9. Detection of A1 grapes.

It is important to note that the model’s performance varies based on the complexity
of the test images and the number of objects in each class. In terms of giving attention to
most classes, it depends on the specific use case and what classes are most important to
detect accurately. The mAP for both classes is 0.57. In Figure 10, the PR curve of version
B’s training gives the result of mAP. No modifications were made to the initial subset of
62 training images, except for initially testing a set of four images from the test set.
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Based on these metrics, it can be concluded that there is room for improvement in the
detection and localization performance, especially for small objects. Further refinement
and optimization are necessary to enhance the overall performance.
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3.2.2. Subset of Three Classes

Various packet modification techniques were tested in this case to achieve the pre-
sented results, with the best metric obtained being as follows. Subset A used for training
consisted of 100 images, while 25 images were allocated for validation and another 25 for
testing. It is important to note that the 25 test images did not contain the training bunches,
focused on classes A1, A3, and A5. Subset B consists of 300 augmented images.

Table 3 presents COCO metrics for two versions. The second version outperforms
the first across most metrics, indicating enhanced object detection and localization. The
notably higher values in AP, AP50, AP75, APmedium, APlarge, AR10, and AR100 for the
second version suggest its superior performance compared to the first.

Table 3. COCO metrics for subsets of 3 classes.

AP AP50 AP75 APmedium APlarge AR1 AR10 AR100

A 0.286 0.53 0.279 0.185 0.388 0.012 0.106 0.485
B 0.444 0.785 0.464 0.347 0.543 0.013 0.125 0.523

Table 4 below shows the Pascal metrics for versions A and B. Version B demonstrates
notable improvement across all metrics compared to version A, indicating enhanced object
classification accuracy and localization. The significant increase in A1, A3, A5, and mAP
values for version B underscores its superior performance in comparison to version A. In
terms of the Pascal metric, classes A1, A3, and A5 achieve high AP values. The mAP for
the Pascal metric is noted as 0.792.

Table 4. Pascal metrics for subsets of 3 classes.

A1 A3 A5 mAP

A 0.683 0.568 0.354 0.535
B 0.786 0.852 0.74 0.792

In Figure 11, the chosen YOLOv7 model trained on an augmented dataset is high-
lighted. The PR curve illustrates the performance characteristics of three classes.
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Based on the mentioned metrics, it can be concluded that the packet modification
techniques applied in this study have resulted in improved detection and localization
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performance. The achieved AP and mAP scores indicate successful object detection across
different classes. Detection images of each class are shown in Figure 12. Grape bunches
that were in the test dataset are not included in the training and validation dataset.
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Figure 12. (a) Class A1, (b) Class A2, and (c) Class A5.

Further analysis and refinement of the techniques can lead to even better results.
Overall, these findings demonstrate the effectiveness of the applied techniques in enhancing
object detection performance in the specific context of the provided dataset.

3.2.3. Dataset of Five Classes

The final dataset consists of a total of 600 photos with augmentation, which were
partitioned into three subsets for training, validation, and testing. The training set contains
75% of the photos, amounting to 450 images, while the validation and testing sets each
contain 15% of the photos, with 90 images in each set.

Table 5 compares the performance of different YOLO models based on various Pascal
metrics. Among the models, YOLOv7-X exhibits the highest overall performance with
the highest A2, A5, and mAP values, showcasing its superior object classification and
localization capabilities. YOLOv7-TINY also demonstrates strong performance across
metrics, while some other models like YOLOv3 and YOLOv7-D6 show comparatively
lower results in certain areas.
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Table 5. COCO metrics.

AP AP50 AP75 APmedium Aplarge AR1 AR10 AR100

YOLOv7 0.401 0.728 0.487 0.322 0.529 0.011 0.11 0.491
YOLOv7-X 0.452 0.767 0.294 0.337 0.542 0.013 0.127 0.542

YOLOv7-TINY 0.48 0.829 0.525 0.369 0.562 0.013 0.128 0.55
YOLOv7-D6 0.337 0.601 0.343 0.241 0.409 0.012 0.111 0.457
YOLOv7-W6 0.342 0.58 0.365 0.269 0.393 0.012 0.113 0.454

YOLOv3 0.288 0.493 0.299 0.348 0.339 0.011 0.096 0.395
YOLOV5 0.337 0.611 0.331 0.256 0.401 0.012 0.107 0.442

Detectron2 0.174 0.395 0.129 0.286 0 0.007 0.068 0.264

YOLOv7-X and YOLOv7-TINY exhibit superior performance compared to YOLOv7,
YOLOv7-D6, and YOLOv7-W6 in terms of AP for most classes in Table 6. YOLOv7-X achieves
high AP values across all classes, particularly excelling in A1 and A5. YOLOv7-TINY also
demonstrates impressive AP scores, especially in A3 and A4. On the other hand, YOLOv7,
YOLOv7-D6, and YOLOv7-W6 show comparatively lower AP values across the board. These
findings indicate that YOLOv7-X and YOLOv7-TINY offer better accuracy and effectiveness in
object detection and localization compared to the other YOLO variants. YOLOv7p-TINY, being
a lightweight variant with reduced network parameters tailored for resource-constrained
environments like robotics, can be a well-suited option for performing object detection tasks
on robots.

Table 6. Pascal Metrics and Inference time per image.

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 mAP Inference
(ms)

YOLOv7 0.685 0.632 0.741 0.821 0.753 0.733 1.0
YOLOv7-X 0.788 0.811 0.740 0.467 0.869 0.770 1.5

YOLOv7-TINY 0.785 0.833 0.889 0.860 0.808 0.835 1.5
YOLOv7-D6 0.662 0.690 0.737 0.335 0.622 0.609 2.0

YOLOV5 0.782 0.527 0.760 0.446 0.574 0.618 1.6
YOLOV3 0.547 0.104 0.772 0.440 0.621 0.497 1.7

YOLOv7-W6 0.605 0.521 0.747 0.398 0.673 0.589 2.0

The mAP of YOLOv7-TINY is shown in Figure 13 from the detection of the training model.
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In Figure 14, the same grape cluster is observed at different ripening stages, and its
detection is performed using YOLOv7. The algorithm successfully detects and tracks the
grape cluster across the various stages, showcasing its capability to consistently identify
and localize the cluster throughout the maturation process.
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4. Discussion

The algorithm’s effectiveness underwent rigorous testing and validation using an
extensive dataset collected over a six-week period during grape ripening in the vineyards
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of Drama, Greece. This comprehensive dataset encompassed images captured from diverse
angles and varying lighting conditions, ensuring that the algorithm’s performance remains
robust and accurate even in real-world scenarios.

The successful detection of five distinct grape maturity stages supports the algo-
rithm’s practical viability and potential for implementation in real-world applications. This
achievement underlines its capacity to contribute significantly to grapevine management
and cultivation practices.

Throughout the evaluation process, the algorithm’s performance was assessed using
three distinct subsets, each shedding light on specific aspects of its capabilities. The first
subset, focused on two classes, demonstrated the algorithm’s incremental improvement
in terms of localization accuracy and overall object detection metrics. The subsequent
introduction of a third class further bolstered the algorithm’s adaptability to accommodate
varying maturity levels, enhancing its overall versatility.

In the case of the second subset, which comprised three classes, a combination of
augmented data and advanced training techniques was employed to achieve notably
improved results. The algorithm’s performance exhibited a substantial uptick in both
detection and localization across different classes. In this context, an AP of 0.444 and a mAP
of 0.792 demonstrate improved accuracy in classifying objects, specifically grape ripeness
stages. These values indicate how well the algorithm identifies and localizes different grape
maturity levels, offering a concise measure of its enhanced performance across classes.

The final dataset, encompassing five classes, was meticulously divided into train-
ing, validation, and testing subsets. Through rigorous evaluation, two standout models,
YOLOv7-X and YOLOv7-TINY, emerged as the frontrunners in terms of performance.
These models consistently demonstrated higher AP 0.542 and 0.55 values, respectively
across most classes, reaffirming their superiority in grape ripeness estimation in detected
and localized berries.

5. Conclusions

The primary emphasis of this paper centers on estimating the maturity level of a
white grape variety using high-resolution images. The objective is to facilitate informed
grapevine management through precision agriculture methods, including determining the
optimal harvest time and assessing grape maturity levels for future agricultural planning
and operations. Based on the evaluation of the dataset, it can be concluded that the
maturity estimation is at a satisfactory level. To further improve the implementation, it
is recommended to include additional data from the next year’s harvest and retrain the
model with this updated dataset. This will enable the model to better generalize maturity
detection specifically for Assyrtiko grapes. As for future work, it is considered possible
to expand the scope by incorporating other grape varieties into the maturity detection
system. Future work will also consider different illumination conditions and enhance its
findings by incorporating an updated version of YOLOv8 and integrating an architectural
framework to achieve greater accuracy.

Furthermore, to enhance the capabilities of the autonomous harvesting system, deep
learning techniques can be incorporated to estimate the values of important parameters such
as pH, Brix (sugar content), and weight. By leveraging deep learning algorithms, the robot
can make informed decisions regarding the optimal timing for harvesting. This integration
of additional sensory data and advanced algorithms would enable the autonomous system
to take accurate and precise actions during the harvesting process.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, C.L., V.G.K., E.K. and E.B. (Eftichia Badeka); methodology,
E.B. (Eftichia Badeka); software, E.B. (Eftichia Badeka); investigation, E.B. (Eftichia Badeka), E.B.
(Elisavet Bouloumpasi), A.K. and E.K.; resources, I.K. and V.G.K.; writing—original draft preparation,
E.B. (Eftichia Badeka) and E.K.; writing—review and editing, C.L., E.B. (Eftichia Badeka), E.B. (Elisavet
Bouloumpasi), E.K, E.T., V.N.T. and V.G.K.; supervision, V.G.K. and C.L.; project administration,
V.G.K.; funding acquisition, V.G.K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version
of the manuscript.



Sensors 2023, 23, 8126 16 of 17

Funding: We acknowledge the support of this work by the project “Technology for Skillful Viniculture
(SVtech)” (MIS 5046047), which is implemented under the Action “Reinforcement of the Research and
Innovation Infrastructure” funded by the Operational Program “Competitiveness, Entrepreneurship
and Innovation” (NSRF 2014–2020) and co-financed by Greece and the European Union (European
Regional Development Fund).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data are available on request due to restrictions.

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

References
1. Tziolas, E.; Karapatzak, E.; Kalathas, I.; Karampatea, A.; Grigoropoulos, A.; Bajoub, A.; Pachidis, T.; Kaburlasos, V.G. Assessing the

Economic Performance of Multipurpose Collaborative Robots toward Skillful and Sustainable Viticultural Practices. Sustainability
2023, 15, 3866. [CrossRef]

2. Kamilaris, A.; Prenafeta-Boldú, F.X. Deep Learning in Agriculture: A Survey. Comput. Electron. Agric. 2018, 147, 70–90. [CrossRef]
3. Mavridou, E.; Vrochidou, E.; Papakostas, G.A.; Pachidis, T.; Kaburlasos, V.G. Machine Vision Systems in Precision Agriculture for

Crop Farming. J. Imaging 2019, 5, 89. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Vrochidou, E.; Tziridis, K.; Nikolaou, A.; Kalampokas, T.; Papakostas, G.A.; Pachidis, T.P.; Mamalis, S.; Koundouras, S.; Kaburlasos,

V.G. An Autonomous Grape-Harvester Robot: Integrated System Architecture. Electronics 2021, 10, 1056. [CrossRef]
5. Rose, D.C.; Wheeler, R.; Winter, M.; Lobley, M.; Chivers, C.A. Agriculture 4.0: Making It Work for People, Production, and the

Planet. Land Use Policy 2021, 100, 104933. [CrossRef]
6. Kaburlasos, V.G.; Bazinas, C.; Vrochidou, E.; Karapatzak, E. Agricultural Yield Prediction by Difference Equations on Data-

Induced Cumulative Possibility Distributions. In Applications of Fuzzy Techniques; Lecture Notes in Networks and Systems;
Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2022; Volume 500, pp. 90–100. [CrossRef]

7. Wang, Z.; Xun, Y.; Wang, Y.; Yang, Q. Review of Smart Robots for Fruit and Vegetable Picking in Agriculture. Int. J. Agric. Biol.
Eng. 2022, 15, 33–54. [CrossRef]

8. Garillos-Manliguez, C.A.; Chiang, J.Y. Multimodal Deep Learning and Visible-Light and Hyperspectral Imaging for Fruit Maturity
Estimation. Sensors 2021, 21, 1288. [CrossRef]

9. Sohaib Ali Shah, S.; Zeb, A.; Qureshi, W.S.; Arslan, M.; Ullah Malik, A.; Alasmary, W.; Alanazi, E. Towards Fruit Maturity
Estimation Using NIR Spectroscopy. Infrared Phys. Technol. 2020, 111, 103479. [CrossRef]

10. Wei, X.; Xie, F.; Wang, K.; Song, J.; Bai, Y. A Study on Shine-Muscat Grape Detection at Maturity Based on Deep Learning. Sci. Rep.
2023, 13, 4587. [CrossRef]

11. Psiroukis, V.; Espejo-Garcia, B.; Chitos, A.; Dedousis, A.; Karantzalos, K.; Fountas, S. Assessment of Different Object Detectors for
the Maturity Level Classification of Broccoli Crops Using UAV Imagery. Remote Sens. 2022, 14, 731. [CrossRef]

12. Bastidas-Alva, R.A.; Cardenas, J.A.P.; Espinoza, K.S.B.; Nunez, V.K.P.; Rivera, M.E.Q.; Huaytalla, J. Recognition and Classification
System for Trinitario Cocoa Fruits According to Their Ripening Stage Based on the Yolo v5 Algorithm. In Proceedings of the 2022
Asia Conference on Advanced Robotics, Automation, and Control Engineering, ARACE 2022, Qingdao, China, 26–28 August
2022; pp. 138–142. [CrossRef]

13. Cardellicchio, A.; Solimani, F.; Dimauro, G.; Petrozza, A.; Summerer, S.; Cellini, F.; Renò, V. Detection of Tomato Plant Phenotyping
Traits Using YOLOv5-Based Single Stage Detectors. Comput. Electron. Agric. 2023, 207, 107757. [CrossRef]

14. Wang, C.; Wang, C.; Wang, L.; Wang, J.; Liao, J.; Li, Y.; Lan, Y. A Lightweight Cherry Tomato Maturity Real-Time Detection
Algorithm Based on Improved YOLOV5n. Agronomy 2023, 13, 2106. [CrossRef]

15. Wang, D.; He, D. Channel Pruned YOLO V5s-Based Deep Learning Approach for Rapid and Accurate Apple Fruitlet Detection
before Fruit Thinning. Biosyst. Eng. 2021, 210, 271–281. [CrossRef]

16. Xu, W.; Wang, R. ALAD-YOLO: An Lightweight and Accurate Detector for Apple Leaf Diseases. Front. Plant Sci. 2023, 14, 1204569.
[CrossRef]

17. Wang, X.; Zhao, Q.; Jiang, P.; Zheng, Y.; Yuan, L.; Yuan, P. LDS-YOLO: A Lightweight Small Object Detection Method for Dead
Trees from Shelter Forest. Comput. Electron. Agric. 2022, 198, 107035. [CrossRef]

18. Liu, Y.; Chu, H.; Song, L.; Zhang, Z.; Wei, X.; Chen, M.; Shen, J. An Improved Tuna-YOLO Model Based on YOLO v3 for Real-Time
Tuna Detection Considering Lightweight Deployment. J. Mar. Sci. Eng. 2023, 11, 542. [CrossRef]

19. Sozzi, M.; Cantalamessa, S.; Cogato, A.; Kayad, A.; Marinello, F. Automatic Bunch Detection in White Grape Varieties Using
YOLOv3, YOLOv4, and YOLOv5 Deep Learning Algorithms. Agronomy 2022, 12, 319. [CrossRef]

20. Du Plessis, C.S. Optimum Maturity and Quality Parameters in Grapes: A Review. S. Afr. J. Enol. Vitic. 1984, 5, 34–42. [CrossRef]
21. Rabot, A.; Rousseau, C.; Li-Mallet, A.; Antunes, L.; Osowski, A.; Geny, L. A Combined Approach Using Chemical and Image

Analysis to Estimate Seed Maturity for Bordeaux Area Grapevine. OENO One 2017, 51, 29–35. [CrossRef]
22. Amit, Y.; Felzenszwalb, P.; Girshick, R. Object Detection. Comput. Vis. 2020, 1–9. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043866
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2018.02.016
https://doi.org/10.3390/jimaging5120089
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34460603
https://doi.org/10.3390/electronics10091056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104933
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-16038-7_10
https://doi.org/10.25165/j.ijabe.20221501.7232
https://doi.org/10.3390/s21041288
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infrared.2020.103479
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-31608-6
https://doi.org/10.3390/rs14030731
https://doi.org/10.1109/ARACE56528.2022.00032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2023.107757
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy13082106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2021.08.015
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpls.2023.1204569
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compag.2022.107035
https://doi.org/10.3390/jmse11030542
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy12020319
https://doi.org/10.21548/5-1-2367
https://doi.org/10.20870/oeno-one.2017.51.1.1764
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-03243-2_660-1


Sensors 2023, 23, 8126 17 of 17

23. Kattenborn, T.; Leitloff, J.; Schiefer, F.; Hinz, S. Review on Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN) in Vegetation Remote Sensing.
ISPRS J. Photogramm. Remote Sens. 2021, 173, 24–49. [CrossRef]

24. Qiu, C.; Tian, G.; Zhao, J.; Liu, Q.; Xie, S.; Zheng, K. Grape Maturity Detection and Visual Pre-Positioning Based on Improved
YOLOv4. Electronics 2022, 11, 2677. [CrossRef]

25. Wei, X.; Wu, L.; Ge, D.; Yao, M.; Bai, Y. Prediction of the Maturity of Greenhouse Grapes Based on Imaging Technology. Plant
Phenomics 2022, 2022, 9753427. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Jia, M.; Li, J.; Hu, T.; Jiang, Y.; Luo, J. Feature Normalization Reweighting Regression Network for Sugar Content Measurement of
Grapes. Appl. Sci. 2022, 12, 7474. [CrossRef]

27. Bazinas, C.; Vrochidou, E.; Lytridis, C.; Kaburlasos, V.G.; Rojas, F.; Herrera, L.J.; Pomare, H. Time-Series of Distributions
Forecasting in Agricultural Applications: An Intervals’ Numbers Approach. Eng. Proc. 2021, 5, 12. [CrossRef]

28. Exploration of Viticultural Tasks to Be Performed by Autonomous Robot: Possibilities and Limitation—AGROSYM 2020, Jahorina,
Bosnia and Herzegovina—HUMAIN Lab. Available online: http://humain-lab.cs.ihu.gr/index.php/2020/10/04/exploration-
of-viticultural-tasks-to-be-performed-by-autonomous-robot-possibilities-and-limitation/?lang=en (accessed on 13 July 2023).

29. Terven, J.R.; Cordova-Esparza, D.M. A Comprehensive Review of YOLO: From Yolov1 and Beyond under Review in ACM
Computing Surveys. arXiv 2023, arXiv:2304.00501.

30. Wang, C.-Y.; Bochkovskiy, A.; Liao, H.-Y.M. YOLOv7: Trainable Bag-of-Freebies Sets New State-of-the-Art for Real-Time Object
Detectors. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, Vancouver, BC, Canada,
18–22 June 2023; pp. 7464–7475.

31. Redmon, J.; Farhadi, A. YOLO9000: Better, Faster, Stronger. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition, Honolulu, HI, USA, 21–26 July 2017.

32. Redmon, J.; Farhadi, A. YOLOv3: An Incremental Improvement. arXiv 2018, arXiv:1804.02767.
33. Bochkovskiy, A.; Wang, C.-Y.; Liao, H.-Y.M. YOLOv4: Optimal Speed and Accuracy of Object Detection. arXiv 2020,

arXiv:2004.10934.
34. Lin, T.Y.; Maire, M.; Belongie, S.; Hays, J.; Perona, P.; Ramanan, D.; Dollár, P.; Zitnick, C.L. Microsoft COCO: Common Objects

in Context. In Proceedings of the Computer Vision—ECCV 2014, Zurich, Switzerland, 6–12 September 2014; Lecture Notes in
Computer Science (Including Subseries Lecture Notes in Artificial Intelligence and Lecture Notes in Bioinformatics). Volume
8693, pp. 740–755. [CrossRef]

35. Padilla, R.; Passos, W.L.; Dias, T.L.B.; Netto, S.L.; Da Silva, E.A.B. A Comparative Analysis of Object Detection Metrics with a
Companion Open-Source Toolkit. Electronics 2021, 10, 279. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2020.12.010
https://doi.org/10.3390/electronics11172677
https://doi.org/10.34133/2022/9753427
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35445201
https://doi.org/10.3390/app12157474
https://doi.org/10.3390/ENGPROC2021005012
http://humain-lab.cs.ihu.gr/index.php/2020/10/04/exploration-of-viticultural-tasks-to-be-performed-by-autonomous-robot-possibilities-and-limitation/?lang=en
http://humain-lab.cs.ihu.gr/index.php/2020/10/04/exploration-of-viticultural-tasks-to-be-performed-by-autonomous-robot-possibilities-and-limitation/?lang=en
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-10602-1_48
https://doi.org/10.3390/electronics10030279

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Dataset 
	Yolo v7 
	Performance Metrics 
	Methodology 

	Results 
	Training 
	Detection Measures 
	Subset of Two Classes 
	Subset of Three Classes 
	Dataset of Five Classes 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

