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A B S T R A C T   

Automatic surface defect detection of industrial products using visual inspection has progressively 
replaced manual defect detection of steel strips and become a necessary part of industrial product 
surface defect detection of steel strips. Various steel products exhibit a wide range of surface 
defects. Moreover, these defects show significant diversity and similarities, posing challenges in 
their classification. As a result, the models currently used for identifying these defects suffer from 
the challenge of low accuracy, which leaves ample opportunities for further enhancement. This 
paper aims to improve defect detection and classification accuracy using a new approach that 
combines part of a pre-trained VGG16 model as a feature extractor and a new convolutional 
neural network (CNN) as a classifier for classifying six types of defects appearing on steel surfaces. 
The experimental results have shown that our proposed method can effectively classify a variety 
of steel surface defects. A comparison with state-of-the-art methods shows the superiority of the 
proposed method.   

Introduction 

The detection and classification of surface defects are essential for ensuring the quality and reliability of industrial products. Defects 
on surfaces during manufacturing processes can result in significant financial losses, com- promised safety, and decreased product 
lifespan. Consequently, it has become crucial to develop and implement effective and accurate systems for detecting and classifying 
surface defects in a variety of products, such as steel [1,2], fabric [3], rail [4], and other surface items [5,6]. With the development of 
industrial automation and intelligent control in steel production, a defect detection system for steel surface has been widely used in the 
steel industry, which in turn led to improvement in the productivity of the company’s steel strip. Presently, automatic inspection 
systems for steel surfaces are produced by many companies on the surface, such as Parsytec, Siemens-VAI, EES, Ma- tra, Sipar, etc, [7]. 
During steel production, defects such as Scratches, roll marks, inclusion, edge crack, crazing, and scales can be generated mainly due to 
environmental states. According to statistical data, more than 90% of defects occur on the surface of the steel due to a number of causes 
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like stresses, temperature, wearing and solidification, and corrosion manufacturing defects [8]. These defects may lead to product 
rejection by the customer, which causes a lot of financial damage to the production plant. In the past, surface defects inspection has 
been done by human inspectors by monitoring the differences in the surface appearance of the product with the naked eye. Automatic 
steel surface inspection systems have become mainstream in steel surface inspection, and it is an attractive alternative to human visual 
inspection. The main purpose is to prevent products containing defects from reaching customers. Recently, several attempts have been 
made to automatically detect and classify surface defects of steel strips [9–13]. They provided some guidelines for future studies and 
recommended suitable research directions. This paper aims to address the issue of low accuracy in automatically detecting and 
classifying surface defects on steel strips by employing deep learning techniques. The main objective is to enhance the accuracy of 
identifying and categorizing defects, specifically when confronted with some diversity or similarities in the defect types on steel 
surfaces. In order to achieve this, the study suggests a novel methodology that integrates a segment of the pre-trained VGG16 model as 
a feature extractor with a newly developed convolutional neural network (CNN) as a classifier. The main contributions of this paper are 
as follows:  

• We enhanced defect detection and classification accuracy by introducing a novel deep-learning approach for automatic surface 
defect detection in steel strips. This method combines a part of the pre-trained VGG16 model as a feature extractor with a new 
convolutional neural network (CNN) for classification. 

• Our study utilizes transfer learning to extract significant features from images of steel surfaces. We optimize the model’s perfor-
mance in steel surface defect classification by fine-tuning it using knowledge acquired from big datasets like ImageNet.  

• The study addresses the issue of low accuracy in identifying steel surface defects, which often arise from their diverse and similar 
characteristics.  

• We conducted a comparative analysis between the proposed method and existing studies based on machine learning and deep 
learning to demonstrate our proposed method’s superior effectiveness compared to currently available methods. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents related works, including surface defects inspection on steel strips, 
deep learning, and transfer learning. Section 3 outlines details on the method proposed. The dataset used and experimental results 
achieved and their comparison with existing methods are discussed in Section 4. Finally, we draw a conclusion in Section 5. 

Background and related works 

Surface defects inspection on steel strips 

It has always been a vision of steel manufacturing production to make a machine that can ”see” and describe what it saw. The aim of 
defects classification for the steel surface is to identify the category of a defect on the steel surface to ensure the quality of steel surface 
products [14], so defect classification methods must have high efficiency and accuracy. Therefore, it is a challenge for scholars to 
improve efficiency and accuracy. Over the past few decades, numerous scholars have studied the detection and classification of defects 
on steel surfaces. The predominant approaches used in the detection and classification of steel surface defects involve traditional ma- 
chine learning methods techniques such as the K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN) classification method [15], the Naive Bayesian method 
[16], and the support vector machine method [17]. However, in the case of potential diversity and similarity in some datasets, 
classifying accurately will be difficult using traditional classification methods. It may struggle with generalization when dealing with 
diverse or similar classes of defects. Gong et al. [18] proposed a multi-class classification model named MHSVM for steel surface 
defects, which adopts hyper-sphere as the decision boundary. This method is derived from THSVM and SVM. Two types of additional 
information have been used: local neighbor and local density to improve classification accuracy and reduce the adverse effect of noise. 
The classification accuracy achieved was 97.33%. However, solving quadratic programming of functions requires a lot of storage 
space. Wang et al. [19] proposed a method based on a guidance template to detect diverse types of defects strip steel surface defect 
detection. The average detection rate was achieved at 96.2% on a data set including 1500 test samples. Huijun et al. [20] proposed a 
support vector machine (SVM) classification model for identifying defects in steel strip surface images, using the geometric feature, 
grayscale feature and shape feature, extracted by combining the defect target image and its corresponding binary image. The clas-
sification accuracy achieved was 91.28%. Gong et al. [21] introduced a multi-class classifier called support vector hyper-spheres with 
insensitivity to noise (INSVHs) for classifying defects on steel plate surfaces. The accuracy achieved was 97.26%. Traditional machine 
learning algorithms mainly de- pend on manually designing features, where the features are designed and selected by human inter-
vention. Determining suitable features can provide a formidable challenge when dealing with complex visual tasks such as surface 
defect identification. However, the limitations of traditional machine learning approaches in addressing the difficulties presented by 
diverse, similar, and complex classes in steel strip surface images have led to the use of deep learning and transfer learning techniques. 

Deep learning 

Recently, deep learning has attracted increasing attention. The consequence has been that many researchers have replaced 
traditional machine learning methods with deep learning approaches for surface defect detection and classification. Zhao et al. [22] 
proposed an improved YOLOv4 architecture using a feature pyramid network (FPN) module. The average detection accuracy showed 
92.5%, where the model only tested on three defect types in the NEU dataset (patches, scratches, crazing). However, the NEU dataset 
includes six types of defects; therefore, the authors expected more improvements if several defects could be involved. He et al. [23] 
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proposed a deep learning network system by fusing the multilevel features to obtain the specific category and detailed location of 
defects in the steel plates. Singla et al. [24] implemented a deep-learning framework for steel classification. In order to extract features 
from grayscale images to classify the inputs, a convolutional neural network was used for six types of steel surface defects, and the 
accuracy achieved was 95.6%. He et al. [25] proposed a semi-supervised learning approach using multi-training of two networks: 
residual network and categorized generative adversarial network to classify steel surface defects. The generative adversarial network 
has been used to generate many unlabeled samples, and then two classifiers based on different learning strategies have been used. To 
detect periodic defects for roll marks on hot-rolled steel plates. Liu et al. [26] proposed a periodical defect detection method using a 
convolutional neural network for feature extraction and long short-term memory for defect recognition. The detection success rate of 
this method has achieved 81.9%. In order to use the previous information for more accuracy, the method is enhanced with the 
attention mechanism, and the detection success rate of the improved method was 86.2%. However, the attention mechanism increases 
the complexity of the algorithm. Jiangyun et al. [27] improved the You Only Look Once (YOLO) network to detect six types of 
cold-rolled defects in steel strips. Chen et al. [8] proposed a new ensemble approach based on deep CNN. The authors trained three 
different DCNNs algorithms and used an average to combine their output of them to increase the recognition rate for steel surface 
defects. As a consequence, the computation was too large. For example, the model size of the WRN-28-10 network was more than 1.2 
GB. It takes a long time to train. 

Transfer learning 

Transfer learning is a machine learning technique where a model trained on one task is re-purposed on a new related task, which is 
presently very common in deep learning because it can train models based on deep neural networks with relatively small datasets. 
Using transfer learning can effectively reduce the difficulty of training, particularly when using a small training set [28]. Several works 
have been conducted for steel surface defect detection and classification using transfer learning. Wang et al. [29] combined an 
enhanced, faster region convolutional neural network (faster R-CNN) and improved ResNet50 to reduce the average running time and 
improve the detection accuracy of the steel surface dataset. The accuracy of this method reached 98.2%. However, the dataset used 
needed improvement before being passed to the model because some samples with defects were put in the samples without defects, and 
some samples had missing markers. Fu et al. [30] proposed an automatic visual recognition of steel surface defects. The pre-trained 
SqueezeNet has been adapted as the backbone architecture on a diverse dataset of steel surface defects with severe camera noise, 
motion blur, and nonuniform illumination. The accuracy was 97.5%. Fadli et al. [31] used two deep learning models, VGG16 and 
VGG19, for image recognition of six different types of surface defects (Inclusion, Crazing, Scratches, Rolled, Pitted, and Patches). The 
performance of the two models was compared, and they achieved accuracies of 93.30% and 97.20% for VGG16 and VGG19, 
respectively. Nagy et al. [32] proposed a new architecture by combining EfficientNet deep neural networks and randomized classifiers 
to solve the classification of steel surface defects of the two datasets of steel surface defects. Abu et al. [33] developed deep learning 
models to detect and evaluate steel surface defects using transfer learning techniques, in which four types of transfer learning models: 
MobileNet, ResNet, DenseNet, and VGG, have been studied. MobileNet achieved the highest detection rate with 80.41% when using 
the SEVERSTAL dataset and 96.94% using NEU dataset. 

Table 1 
The body architecture of the original VGG16 network.  

Layer (type) Output shape Parameters 

block1-conv1 (Conv2D) (None,224,22, 64) 1792 
block1-conv2 (Conv2D) (None,224,22, 64) 36928 
block1-pool (MaxPooling2D) (None,112,112, 64) 0 
block2-conv1 (Conv2D) (None,112,112, 128) 73856 
block2-conv2 (Conv2D) (None,112,112, 128) 147584 
block2-pool (MaxPooling2D) (None,56,56, 128) 0 
block3-conv1 (Conv2D) (None,56,56, 256) 295168 
block3-conv2 (Conv2D) (None,56,56, 256) 590080 
block3-conv3 (Conv2D) (None,56,56, 256) 590080 
block3-pool (MaxPooling2D) (None,28,28,256) 0 
block4-conv1 (Conv2D) (None,28,28, 512) 1180160 
block4-conv2 (Conv2D) (None,28,28, 512) 2359808 
block4-conv3 (Conv2D) (None,28,28, 512) 2359808 
block4-pool (MaxPooling2D) (None,14,14, 512) 0 
block5-conv1 (Conv2D) (None,14,14, 512) 2359808 
block5-conv2 (Conv2D) (None,14,14, 512) 2359808 
block5-conv3 (Conv2D) (None,14,14, 512) 2359808 
block5-pool (MaxPooling2D) (None,7,7, 512) 0 
flatten (Flatten) (None, 25088) 0 
fc1 (Dense) (None, 4096) 102764544 
fc2 (Dense) (None, 4096) 16781312 
predictions(Dense) (None, 1000) 4097000  
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Materials and methods 

This section outlines the methodology employed to tackle the task of detecting and classifying defects on steel surfaces. The process 
comprises two key components: feature extraction and classification. 

Features extraction 

VGG16 is a Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) model designed for image classification tasks, proposed by Zisserman and 
Simonyan [34]. It comprises of 16 convolutional and fully-connected layers. The architecture is characterized by a consistent structure, 
with 3 × 3 kernels and a stride of 1 for convolutional layers and 2 × 2 kernels with a stride of 2 for pooling layers. This model 
employs convolutional and max-pooling layers for feature extraction from input images, followed by fully-connected layers for pre-
diction. Table 1 shows the architecture of the original VGG16 network. 

The classification process begins with an input image, denoted as o, progressing through successive layers represented by α[i]. The 
mathematical representation of the VGG16 model is given by: 

z[i] = h
(
α[i]), α[i] =

(
W [i]

c α[i− 1] + β[i]
)
, α[0] = o (1) 

Here, W[i]
c denotes the weights of the convolutional layer, and β[i] represents components of the bias vector. Eq. (1) encompasses 

convolution, bias addition, and ReLU activation, transitioning from the input image o to α[1]. Each filter in W[1]
c is denoted as W[1]

c(j),

where j is the filter number. 
The ReLU activation function h(x) is defined by: 

h(x) =
{

x if x > 0
0 otherwise (2) 

The transition from the input o to the first convolution layer, α[o], involves applying the convolution function with padding. 
Padding is crucial to maintaining spatial dimensions and preventing loss of information. 

In addition to activation functions, pooling layers in VGG16 down-sample input tensors reduces spatial dimensions. The max- 
pooling function, defined in Eq. (3), computes down-sampled features by taking the maximum value within a window: 

aj = max(u(n, n)) (3) 

Here, n represents the pooling size, and u(n, n) is a window function. The VGG16 model employs a flat layer to transform the output 
of convolutional layers into a 1D vector. Finally, the architecture concludes with a Softmax function in the last layer, converting real 
values into a probability distribution over predefined classes. 

A specific part of the pre-trained VGG16 model has been chosen for this study. This strategy enables us to use the knowledge 
acquired by the pre- trained model on a large dataset while also allowing us to customize the model for our specific purpose by 
changing the architecture and modifying the weights. To choose the appropriate part of VGG16 to use as a feature extractor, we input 
an image of a steel surface into a pre-trained VGG16 model and observe the feature maps generated as the image progresses through 
the first, second, and third pool layers. Fig. 1(c). shows the result. Analysis of these feature maps revealed that the layers before the 

Fig. 1. Part of the feature maps visualization of the pre-trained vgg16 model. (a) When the image of the steel surface passes through the first pool 
layer. (b) When the image of the steel surface passes through the second pool layer. (c) When the image of the steel surface passes through the third 
pool layer. 
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second pooling layer extracted simple information from the image. It was noted that the layers before the third pooling layer extracted 
more sophisticated image features, making them the best option for extracting features. Based on these observations, the decision was 
made to use the layers preceding the third pooling layer of VGG16 as the feature extractor, which is filled with green in Fig. 4. 

Classifier 

The classification component of our methodology involves a newly designed CNN classifier. This classifier is designed to improve 
the accuracy of defect classification, particularly in the presence of diversity and similarity within some defect classes. Fig. 2. shows the 
diversity sample in one class of steel surface defect, and the similarity between two classes of steel surface defect is shown in Fig. 3. The 
CNN classifier is comprised of 8 convolutional layers, 8 Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activation layers, two max-pooling layers, two 
depth concatenation layers, one global pooling layer, one dense layer, one dropout layer, and one softmax layer. The complete 
structure, which includes the selected part of pre-trained VGG16 and our designed CNN classifier, is illustrated in Fig 4. For accurate 
defect classification, a specific approach is taken to limit the number of convolutional and pooling layers in the first layers of the 
classifier’s architecture. Subsequently, the number of convolutional and pooling layers is gradually increased. The architecture of the 
proposed classifier consists of two combined convolutional layers. The initial combined layer comprises two convolutional layers and 
two Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) layers, whereas the subsequent composite layer consists of three convolutional layers and three ReLU 
levels. After each combined layer, a concatenation layer is employed to merge the features obtained from the previous layers. The 

Fig. 2. The diversity sample in one class of pitted surface in the NEU dataset.  

Fig. 3. The similarity sample between the two classes of the NEU dataset: (a) scratches, (b) inclusion.  

Fig. 4. The architecture of the proposed method for steel surface defect classification.  
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novelty of our study resides in the architecture of our CNN classifier, specifically designed to handle the diversity and similarity within 
certain defect classes present in the dataset. 

Experimental results and discussion 

Dataset 

We performed experiments using the Northeastern University dataset (NEU), a benchmark dataset containing surface imperfections 
found on hot- rolling steel strips [35]. The NEU dataset comprises six categories of surface defects found on hot-rolled steel strips. 
These categories include patches, crazing, inclusion, rolled-in scale, pitted surface, and scratches. The dataset consists of 1800 
grayscale images that have been labeled, with each image having a resolution of 200 × 200 pixels. There are a total of 300 examples 
for each category of defect. Fig. 5 shows representative images from the NEU dataset. 

Training 

To conform to the input dimensions of the VGG16 neural network, we modified the image dataset by resizing it from 200 × 200 
pixels to 224 × 224 pixels. The dataset was divided into training, validation, and testing. The training set comprised 864 images, 
while the test set had 360 images, and the remaining images were allocated to the validation set. The learning rate was set at 0.0001, 
and a batch size of 40 was used due to the relatively small dataset. We implemented a dropout rate of 0.5 on the fully connected layers 
and used the Adaptive Moment Estimation (Adam) optimizer. We did not employ any data augmentation strategy in our study to assess 
the effectiveness of our suggested method when applied to a limited training dataset. The model attained high classification accuracy 
without employing data augmentation. The experiments were conducted utilizing an Intel Core(TM) i5-7200 CPU with 16GB of RAM, 
an Nvidia GeForce 940MX graphics card, and a 2.60 GHz processor. 

Fig. 5. Samples for the six types of defect classes of the NEU dataset: (a) inclusion (In), (b) crazing (Cr), (c) scratches (Sc), (d) patches (Pa), (e) 
rolled-in scale (Rs), (f) pitted surface (Ps). 
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Results 

We assessed the efficiency of our model on the test set by measuring accuracy and categorical cross-entropy loss as critical mea-
sures. We used formulas 4 and 5 to capture and portray the model’s performance accurately [36]. The output of the softmax function 
corresponds to the probability assigned to each class, where the class with the highest probability is considered the predicted class. 

Accuracy =
Number of Correctly Classified Images

Total Number of Input Images
× 100% (4)  

Loss = −
∑n

k=i
t̂ i logf (zi), (5) 

When n is equal to 6, t̂i is set to 1 if the label of the input image matches i; otherwise, t̂i is set to 0. The confidence score f(zi) is 
derived through the softmax function, which is defined as: 

f (zi) =
ezi

∑n
j=1ezj

, (6)  

Where zi is the number i output value. Additionally, this research article presents experimental metrics for classifying six categories of 
defects on steel surfaces. The metrics that have been introduced include Precision, Recall, and F1 score. The metrics used evaluate the 
proposed method’s efficacy in accurately classifying various defects. 

Precision is a metric that measures the degree of accuracy in positive predictions [37]. The calculation involves determining the 
ratio of true positive instances to the overall number of instances that were predicted as positive. It can be defined as: 

Precision =
TP

TP+ FP
(7) 

The measure of recall evaluates the model’s ability to identify all positive instances correctly [37]. The calculation determines the 
ratio of true positive cases to the total number of positive instances. The Recall is defined as: 

Recall =
TP

TP+ FN
(8) 

The F1 score can be defined as the harmonic mean of precision and recall [37]. The metric provides a comprehensive evaluation of a 
model’s efficacy by considering both the occurrence of false positives and false negatives. It is calculated using the formula: 

Table 2 
The experimental results.  

Type of defect Precision Recall F1 score Samples 

Crazing 100% 100% 100% 60 
Inclusion 0.98% 0.98% 0.98% 60 
Patches 100% 100% 100% 60 
Pitted Surface 0.98% 100% 0.99% 60 
Rolled-in-Scales 100% 100% 100% 60 
Scratches 100% 0.98% 0.99% 60  

Fig. 6. Training and validation graphs of the proposed method for steel surface defects classification.  
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F1 − score =
2XPrecision.Recall
Precision + Recall

(9) 

The experimental results are shown in Table 2. The test dataset’s confusion matrix and the fraction of inaccurate predictions are 
shown in Fig. 7. The performance of our model in classifying defects across many categories was consistently strong, with only a small 
number of misclassifications found in a few photos. Based on the observation of Fig. 7(a), our model can accurately classify several 
types of surface defects, including crazing, patches, pitted surfaces, and rolled-in scales. According to Fig. 7(b), our model made an 
error in identifying one image, classifying it incorrectly as a pitted surface in the defect category of inclusions. Furthermore, our al-
gorithm misidentified a single image in the scratches category as an inclusion. The plot for accuracy and loss value curves over 100 
epochs is shown in Fig. 6. 

Discussion 

This section presents and discusses a comparative analysis of our model results with existing machine learning and deep learning 
methodologies. In order to assess the efficacy of the CNN model proposed, first, we conduct a comparative analysis using several 
machine learning models. In Table 3, we compared our classification accuracy with the recent paper proposed by Rao et al. [38] to 
detect and classify steel surface defects by combining feature extraction and classification techniques. This study utilized the feature 
extraction approaches of GLCM (Gray-Level Cooccurrence Matrix) and GLRM (Gray-Level Run-Length Matrix). Three separate algo-
rithms have been employed to construct three different machine-learning models. The Support Vector Machine (SVM) method, the 
Random Forest (RF) technique, and the K-Nearest Neighbors (KNN) algorithm have been used. As we can see from Table 3 our pro-
posed method outperforms the three constructed machine learning methods. Additionally, five combination classification methods 

Fig. 7. Confusion matrix and fraction of incorrect predictions of the test dataset.  

Table 3 
Comparison of defect classification results on NEU dataset using machine learning approaches (the data 
are based on Ref. [38]).  

Feature extract Method Classifier Accuracy (%) 

GLRM KNN 91.94 
GLRM SVM 94.72 
GLRM RF 93.89 
GLCM KNN 92.78 
GLCM SVM 95.56 
GLCM RF 94.72 
VGG16(Ours) CNN 99.44  
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based on machine learning have been compared. These methods include four traditional machine learning approaches as classifiers, 
including Support Vector Machine (SVM), Nearest Neighbor Clustering (NNC), K-Nearest Neighbors Algorithm (KNN), and Multiple 
Linear Regression (MLR). Five feature extraction methods, including Gray Level Co-occurrence Matrix (GLCM) [39], Histogram of 
Oriented Gradients (HOG) [40], Adaptive Extended Local Ternary Pattern (AELTP) [41], Binary Robust invariant scalable keypoints 
(BRISK) [35], and Adjacent Evaluation Completed Local Binary Patterns (AECLBP) [42]. Comparison results of classification accuracy 
of six surface defects on testing set images using various combination machine learning models are shown in Table 4. 

Moreover, some recent deep-learning-based surface defect classification approaches were also considered, including fused atten-
tion CNN model proposed by Yeung et al. [43], SegNet + CNN proposed by Tian et al. [44], VGG-16 and VGG 19 proposed by Piwal 
et al. [45], convolutional neural network (CNN) proposed by Singla et al. [46], model-based deep learning using pre-trained VGG19 
proposed by Fadli et al. [31], automatic visible defect detection and classification system (AVDDCS) proposed by Alkapov et al. [7] and 
Deep CNN proposed by Yi et al. [47]. Comparison results of classification accuracy of six surface defects on test set images using 
various deep learning models are shown in Table 5. From Table 5, you can see that the accuracy of our proposed method surpasses 
other deep learning systems, ranging from 89.30% to 99.05%. It’s important to note that all the techniques undergo training and 
testing using the same size of training and testing datasets, respectively. As it is shown in Tables 4 and 5 our method outperforms the 
traditional methods and has higher accuracy than other deep learning methods. 

Conclusion 

This research article addressed the challenge of accurately detecting and classifying surface defects on steel strips. We have pro-
posed an innovative method that utilizes deep learning techniques, explicitly employing a part of the pre-trained VGG16 model as a 
feature extractor and a newly developed convolutional neural network (CNN) as a classifier. Our experimental findings on the 
Northeastern University dataset (NEU) proved our technique’s efficacy, including six surface defects. The resulting classification 
accuracy was 99.44%, surpassing other existing methods. The success of our method can be attributed to the combination of a powerful 
feature extractor and a well-designed CNN classifier. This combination enables us to overcome the challenges posed by diversity and 
similarity in some categories of defects. However, it is worth noting that the dataset used in this study is relatively small, containing a 
limited number of classes. The ability of the model to effectively generalize may be impeded by several challenges faced in real world 
scenarios, including fluctuations in lighting conditions, interference from noise, and variations in defect appearances. Additionally, the 
process of collecting labeled data can be costly or time consuming. Moreover, our future work will investigate semi-supervised learning 
techniques that combine a small labeled dataset with a larger unlabeled dataset to detect and classify steel strip surface defects. 
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Table 4 
Comparison of defect classification accuracy on test set images using various machine learning models.  

Ref Method Accuracy (%) 

Zaghdoudi et al. [39] HOG+GLCM-SVM 90.16 
Boudiaf et al. [40] HOG+PCA-KNN 91.12 
Ibrahim and Tapamo [35] BRISK+SVM 95.00 
Song and Yan [42] AECLBP+NNC 98.3 
Mohamed and Yampolskiy [41] AELTP+MLR 98.6 
Ours VGG16+CNN 99.44  

Table 5 
Comparison of defect classification accuracy on test set images using various deep learning models.  

Ref Method Accuracy (%) 

Yeung et al. [43] Fused attention CNN model 89.30 
Tian et al. [44] SegNet + CNN 89.60 
Singla [46] CNN 95.63 
Fadli et al. [31] VGG19 97.20 
Piwal et al. [45] VGG19 97.20 
Alkapov [7] AVDDCS 98.16 
Yi et al. [47] Deep CNN 99.05 
Ours VGG16+CNN 99.44  
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