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Abstract

In this study, state-of-the-art unsupervised de-
tection models were evaluated for the purpose
of automated anomaly inspection of wool car-
pets. A custom dataset of four unique types of
carpet textures was created to thoroughly test
the models and their robustness in detecting
subtle anomalies in complex textures. Due to
the requirements of an inline inspection system
in a manufacturing use case, the metrics of im-
portance in this study were accuracy in detect-
ing anomalous areas, the number of false detec-
tions, and the inference times of each model for
real-time performance. Of the evaluated mod-
els, the student-teacher network based meth-
ods were found on average to yield the highest
detection accuracy and lowest false detection
rates. When trained on a multi-class dataset
the models were found to yield comparable if
not better results than single-class training. Fi-
nally, in terms of detection speed, with excep-
tion to the generative model, all other eval-
uated models were found to have comparable
inference times on a GPU, with an average of
0.16s per image. On a CPU, most of these mod-
els typically produced results between 1.5 to 2
times the respective GPU inference times.

1 Introduction

Manual quality inspections and tests are still commonly
conducted to check for irregularities and impurities in
products throughout textile manufacturing processes [1].
These tests can be time consuming, laborious and suffer
from operator fatigue and inattentiveness, which leads
to unreliable and inaccurate results. Additionally, these
manual assessments are subjective and results can differ
from person to person. When proposing their own online
monitoring system for woven fabrics in [2], the authors
showed that, in some cases, only about 70% of the defects
could be detected by the most highly trained inspectors.

The aim of the work presented in this paper was to ex-
amine the accuracy and robustness of existing state-of-
the-art automated anomaly detection methods on a cus-
tom wool carpet dataset. Existing methods for anomaly
detection are often developed for generic industrial in-
spection purposes [3–11] and tested on the common pub-
licly available datasets [12–16]. However, before being
implemented in a real-world setting, these existing meth-
ods need to be tailored and tuned on specific data to
assess their ability in yielding the required detection ac-
curacy and acceptable false alarm rate. This paper will
thus explore which methods show promise for an auto-
mated carpet inspection system, for future work in de-
veloping such a system.

Challenges that exist with visual inspection of defects
include diverse sizes, varying environmental conditions,
and complex features of the products being inspected.
Depending on the type of fibre used (i.e. synthetics,
cotton, wool), textile defects can vary in shape, size,
and colour and can have ambiguous edges and low con-
trast. The textile products themselves can be patterned
and range from fine to coarse texture. To this end, the
models and algorithms that are chosen for this specific
application must meet the following criteria:

• Robust: to detect objects of all shapes and sizes on
products of varying features

• Fast: to aid real-time, in-line quality assessment

• Scalable: to adapt to new, unseen products and
anomalies

Due to these challenges and the complex diversity of
both fabric textures and defects, the authors of [17] dis-
cuss how many defect detection methods are still sub-
optimal.

2 Background

The following sections aim to provide an overview of
anomaly detection in the textile manufacturing indus-
try, including the requirements of real-time monitoring
systems and associated challenges. Furthermore, this
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section describes how defects can occur in wool tufted
carpets and what these can look like.

2.1 Visual Anomaly Detection in Textiles

In their review, the authors of [18] note that due to the
limited number of publicly accessible fabric and textile
datasets, it is difficult for researchers to find an opti-
mal anomaly detection method for their specific applica-
tion. Because studies are often conducted with different
databases, different parameters and varied imaging sys-
tems, the validity and reliability of methods is far from
objective.

Additionally, the specific industrial use cases affect
the evaluation of which methods are best [1]. Firstly,
the inference time requirement will be influenced by the
maximum speed of the product at the point of inspec-
tion. Another consideration is the width of the product
and how many image patches will be required from dis-
cretisation before resolution affects detection accuracy.
Finally, depending on the environmental factors, for ex-
ample lighting and vibration, the expectation of model
robustness will vary from project to project.

Textile products can be visually assessed based on
colour mismatch, unintentional texture variation, and
pattern inconsistency. According to [19], several chal-
lenges are inherent to the inspection of textiles includ-
ing intentional variability, textural volume and shadows,
and dark shades of colour. Vision systems used to anal-
yse the quality of textiles must first “learn” the product,
the properties of the yarn, the colours and tolerable im-
perfections. This often requires “teaching”, through la-
belling many images, and “learning”, through supervised
learning techniques.

2.2 Woollen Yarn and Carpet
Manufacturing

Wool yarns

According to [20], the quality of the final textile product
is directly related to the quality of the yarn. The ap-
pearance and durability of the fabric is affected, as well
as the productivity and efficiency of the manufacturing
functions [21].

Visual anomalies of wool yarns include, but are not
limited to, contamination and debris, count variation
(thin and thick areas), twist variation, streaky yarn
(colour and/or texture inconsistency), hairiness, and
neps (tangled fibres) [21, 22]. All of these issues at the
yarn stage will go on to affect the appearance of the final
product [21].

Tufted carpet

The main types of tufted carpet are loop pile and cut
pile [23]. By adjusting machine parameters at tufting,
to control stitch rate and pile height for example, and
specifying particular properties for the yarns, these two

types of carpets can then expand into a whole range of
unique and complex textures and patterns.

As discussed in the previous section, defects in carpets
can arise due to the yarns used or from the manufactur-
ing of the carpet (tufting). Visual anomalies in carpet
can include high/low lines, texture variation, and colour
or pattern inconsistencies [24]. See Figure 1 for examples
of defects that can occur in tufted carpet.

Much of the literature in anomaly detection for textiles
specifically focuses on woven cotton or synthetic fabrics
[3, 17, 25–29]. However, unlike these ”flat” fabrics, view-
ing angle and lighting conditions can significantly vary
the appearance of anomalies in the three dimensional
nature of the tufted carpet pile. This makes automatic
visual inspection of carpets a complex task. In addition,
the automated inspection system needs to understand
which irregularities are intentional and which are not, to
avoid false detections.

Many fabric defect detection algorithms that have
been tested on carpets refer to the use of the MVTec
Textures dataset [3, 30], whereby there is a single in-
stance of a carpet texture, one of six classes that make
up the Textures dataset [12, 13]. Another popular tex-
tiles dataset is the TILDA Texture Database [16] which
was originally used to develop methods to recognise and
distinguish varying textures. This dataset has a total of
eight texture classes and seven defect classes for each.

Neither the single MVTec carpet class nor the generic
woven fabric textures of the TILDA dataset are very
representative of tufted wool carpets. In developing an
effective detection system for wool carpets, these existing
methods must be trained and evaluated on a specific,
custom dataset before an approach can be selected and
fine-tuned.

3 Anomaly Detection Methods

A range of methods exist for anomaly detection. These
can be broken down into representation-based meth-
ods, supervised model-based methods, and unsupervised
model-based methods. Each of these approaches are dis-
cussed in the following sections.

3.1 Representation-Based Methods

Prior to deep learning methods, features within im-
ages were extracted using representation-based meth-
ods for highlighting whether anomalies were present or
not. Based on the type of algorithm used, these meth-
ods can be classified into three main groups: statistical
approaches, model-based approaches, and spectral ap-
proaches [31].

When compared against deep learning methods,
representation-based methods are always much faster
(inference within at least half the time [25]) but
yield lower detection rates and higher false alarm



Figure 1: Examples of carpet defects.

rates. In evaluating their deep learning-based fabric de-
fect detection method, the authors of [25] tested five
representation-based methods, that used feature extrac-
tion such as Gabor filters or Fourier and wavelet trans-
forms. In comparison to the deep learning methods, the
methods that used Gabor filters, which were most pop-
ular for detecting defects in fabrics, were found to be
sensitive to small texture variations and exhibited high
false detection rates.

3.2 Supervised Learning Methods

Popular supervised learning-based object detection algo-
rithms include Faster R-CNN [32], YOLO [33], or SSD
[34]. However, when choosing the basis for their de-
tection network in [17], the authors note that networks
such as these would likely yield poor detection accuracy
because fabric defects vary widely in scale and aspect
ratio. Additionally, the authors of [35] note that while
these data-driven, deep learning methods achieve high
accuracy and real-time detection they require large, an-
notated datasets. However, in real-world manufacturing
applications, it is very difficult to create a large, com-
prehensive dataset that includes all possible variations
of both products and defects.

The limitation of requiring a lot of manually labelled
data to learn how to detect anomalies is the major dis-
advantage of supervised models that aim to learn what
“bad” looks like. Semi-supervised and unsupervised
models however do not require so much effort in data
labelling as the training data would be defect-free. To
this end, these models would learn what “good” looks
like and, when presented with images containing defects,
recognise when something looks incorrect. In the man-
ufacturing industry, it is typically much easier to obtain
images of defect-free products than defective images.

3.3 Unsupervised Learning Methods

Unsupervised methods for anomaly detection can be
broadly grouped into three main approaches: genera-
tive methods, pretrained and feature embedding meth-
ods, and student-teacher methods. The next few sections

will briefly explain each of these approaches as well as re-
cent literature that employed these methods for anomaly
detection and their respective advantages and disadvan-
tages.

Generative methods

Generative models, when used for anomaly detection,
aim to recreate input images sans anomalous areas. The
founding idea being that anomalies cannot be generated
by the trained networks because they do not exist in
the training datasets. Generative adversarial networks
(GANs) are one major instance of this type of model
[36].

A deep convolutional GAN (DCGAN) method for de-
tecting defects in fabrics was proposed in [27]. In ad-
dition to the typical Discriminator (D) and Generator
(G) networks of a GAN, this method introduced an In-
verter component (CNN model) that enabled the com-
plete model to recreate a defective image without the
anomalous areas. By subtracting this reconstructed im-
age from the original, a residual map could be created
that highlights defective regions.

In similar work, [37] also employed an encoder network
(like the Inverter in [27]) to translate a true image to the
latent space before being used as the input for the Gen-
erator. The main distinguishing point between the two
approaches being how each individual model was trained.
In [27], the Encoder was optimised independently from
the other networks.

The disadvantage of GANs is that, because both the
Discriminator and Generator are trained separately to
minimise the loss but are adversarial by nature, it is
easy for GANs to suffer mode collapse, whereby D and
G prevent each other from learning.

In response to this, the authors of [38] chose to use
Autoencoder (AE) and Variational Autoencoder (VAE)
models for the development of a real-time fabric defect
detection system. Unlike GANs, the Encoder and De-
coder networks of AE models are trained simultaneously.
Here, the encoder attempts to reduce an input image to
a strongly compressed, encoded form and the Decoder
then attempts to recreate the image. For their AE-



based methods, in selecting an appropriate loss function
to assess reconstruction quality, the authors of [5, 38]
used variations of the Structural Similarity (SSIM) in-
dex which the authors considered to be more robust at
describing textures than other popular loss functions.

Overall, the effectiveness of generative models is
largely dependent on the latent space that the extracted
features are mapped too and this space is very hard to
optimise. Also, in general, low-level feature reconstruc-
tion from high-level representation is a difficult task [9].
With images of high variability and complex patterns,
even close reconstructions can still yield large errors, re-
sulting in noisy anomaly maps. This is the main reason
for why GAN-based defect detection methods discretise
the original images into many smaller patches, to sim-
plify the structure to be recreated.

Pretrained and Feature Embedding Methods

These methods utilise the learned weights of popular
deep learning models that have been trained on large-
scale, labelled datasets for image classification tasks. For
the purpose of anomaly detection, these pretrained mod-
els are used as feature extractors, whereby feature vec-
tors from select intermediate layers of the models are
concatenated to form discriminative embeddings. Unlike
generative methods, these methods can have no training
loss, and instead just fine-tune the parameters charac-
terising the embedding (latent) space from the training
data. The methods that do have training losses for opti-
misation employ another model, in addition to the pre-
trained model, in order to produce more discriminative
embeddings [39].

The method in [7] utilises normalising flow (NF) net-
works to transform the extracted features from the pre-
trained network to a latent space and then calculate a
likelihood. Due to the bijective mapping nature of NFs,
these likelihoods can then be backpropagated to opti-
mise the NF network parameters. The training objec-
tive is to minimise the likelihoods for anomaly-free im-
age patches such that they are as close as possible to
zero. [8] also utilises NF networks to learn transforma-
tions between data distributions. During inference, the
features of anomalous images should be ”out of distribu-
tion” and hence have higher likelihoods, which are the
anomaly scores per pixel.

While structured around a student-teacher learning
paradigm (discussed in the next section), [39] treats it
as a regression problem. An encoding network is trained
to produce accurate discriminative embeddings (or ”de-
scriptors”) by a total loss that includes a hard negative
mining loss (ensuring similar image patches have closer
embeddings than very different patches) and a correla-
tion loss (to reduce correlation and redundancy between
embeddings). A decoding network is then trained to

reduce the regression errors and prediction variance be-
tween their feature embeddings and that of the encoder.

The method in [11] aimed to preserve information
from different semantic levels and resolutions by con-
catenating the embedding vectors, extracted from the
feature layers of the pretrained CNN (Wide ResNet-50
pretrained on ImageNet), for each patch within an im-
age. These concatenated embeddings were then mapped
to a Gaussian distribution and the distribution parame-
ters for each image patch were learnt and fine-tuned over
the entire training dataset.

Student-teacher methods

Student-Teacher methods can be seen as a combination
of generative methods and pretrained methods. The con-
cept of the Student-Teacher approach is to utilise the
knowledge of a deep learning network (the ”teacher”)
that has been pretrained on a large and comprehensive
dataset while training another network (the ”student”)
on a domain specific dataset. The underlying idea be-
ing that the complex and multi-scale features that the
Teacher network has been fine-tuned to extract helps the
Student to learn multi-scale representations from its spe-
cific training data. Typically the Student networks share
the same architecture as the Teacher networks to avoid
information loss.

In [10] feature vectors from specific layers in the
Teacher network (ResNet pretrained on ImageNet) and
the Student network were selected for comparison in de-
termining the overall loss. The loss function used was the
average of the l2-distance losses at each patch position
within the image, and then a weighted average across
the different feature scales. In [9], instead of raw images,
the Student takes in the Teacher’s one-class embedding
output as input and aims to reproduce the multi-scale
anomaly maps from the intermediate layers. The pur-
pose of the one-class bottleneck embedding module be-
tween the Teacher and Student networks was to reduce
the multi-scale features to an extremely low dimensional
space such that anomalous data is abandoned.

The authors of [3] proposed an approach where nor-
mal, defect-free images were input into a pretrained
Teacher network (VGG19) to extract features of what
“good” looks like. An AE-based network then learned to
reconstruct the feature vector that was extracted from
the Teacher network. Finally, the Student network, a
simple CNN, is trained to mimic the behaviour of the
Teacher network.

The authors of [39] trained an ensemble of Student
networks on anomaly-free data, so that the final likeli-
hood map is the average from across the ensemble and
yields higher confidence. Another difference with the
method in [39] is that the pretrained network (ResNet-18
pretrained on ImageNet) was used to teach the Teacher



network. By decoding the Teacher embeddings back to
image patch features and comparing these with those
produced by the pretrained network, the authors found
this produced more appropriate discriminative embed-
dings.

4 Methodology

We aim to evaluate current state-of-the-art anomaly de-
tection methods on carpet defects in order to determine
which type of method works best for the specific use case.
The following sections describe how these existing tech-
niques were bench-marked to compare their behavior in
this domain.

4.1 Dataset

To thoroughly evaluate the detection methods specifi-
cally for carpets, four image classes were chosen to en-
compass the wide variety of textures and patterns that
are possible. Examples of each of these classes can be
seen in Figure 2. Carpet 1 (C1) is a single colour cut
pile which, while uniform in pattern, the texture ap-
pears variable due to the shading that is caused by the
twist of the piles. Carpet 2 (C2) is a single colour,
regular-patterned loop pile while Carpet 3 (C3) is multi-
coloured. Finally, Carpet 4 (C4) is a multi-colour, ir-
regularly patterned loop pile. All four carpets are 100%
wool, thereby the fibre type is constant.

The images were collected with a Basler area scan
camera (acAacA4096-30uc) that was mounted 1200mm
above carpet samples that contributed to the four car-
pet classes. These images were then cropped and flipped
around the horizontal and vertical to create the full
dataset. With this camera setup, images of the carpet
classes from various points of view were captured, and
not just from straight above. This should allow for the
models to learn the acceptable distortions of the textures
when viewed from different angles.

The training datasets for each of the four carpet struc-
tures consists of 300 anomaly-free images of 512 x 512
pixels. For testing and validation, there are 80 images
per class which contain different types of anomalies. For
the purpose of this work, to yield an adequate number
of samples for images, these anomalies were created by
hand to replicate as close as possible the true defects
that can appear (see Figure 1).

The database also contains the segmentation masks
for all the images with defects. These masks are com-
pletely black except for areas of white pixels which in-
dicate the defective areas, and the rest of the pixels are
black. These images are not used during the training
process and are solely for evaluating the models.

Figure 2: Four types of distinct carpet textures, clock-
wise from top-left: cut pile (C1), loop pile regular struc-
ture (C2), loop pile irregular structure (C4), loop pile
multi-colour regular structure (C3)

4.2 State-of-the-Art Approaches

The aim for this evaluation study was to use existing
state-of-the-art unsupervised anomaly detection meth-
ods and assess which work best on carpet textures. How-
ever, the results of several of the methods discussed in
the previous section, that were specifically developed for
fabric anomaly detection, could not be reproduced [3, 17,
25, 27]. Instead, methods that had provided code online
were selected with at least one method being from each
of the three unsupervised learning categories:

• Generative: AE with CW-SSIM [5]

• Feature Embedding: FastFlow [8], Patch Distri-
bution Modelling (PaDiM) [11], PatchCore [6]

• Student-Teacher: Reverse Distillation [9], Stu-
dent Teacher Feature Pyramid Matching (STFPM)
[10]

Some of these selected models could be found in the
recently established deep learning library, Anomalib [40].
Anomalib is comprised of state-of-the-art models specif-
ically for image based anomaly detection. One purpose
of Anomalib was to enable easy benchmarking of the
detection algorithms, with many of the ready-to-use im-
plementations having been tested on the MVTec dataset
[12, 13] to allow for comparison.

All the parameters of the evaluated models were de-
rived from their respective origin literature. With ex-
ception, for comparison sake, of the backbone networks



used for both PatchCore [6] and Reverse Distillation [9].
In both of these methods, WideResNet-50 was found
to yield the best accuracy during evaluation while the
smaller ResNet-18 architecture was used by the other
methods. The authors of [6, 9] acknowledged however
that while WideResNet-50 produced the best results, it
came at the expense of inference time and the results
from ResNet-18 were comparable and were produced in
much less time.

4.3 Evaluation Metrics

According to [25], the performance of defect detection
algorithms are generally evaluated by three criteria: (1)
the detection rate, represents the sensitivity of the de-
tection model, (2) the false alarm rate, reflects the ro-
bustness of the model, (3) model efficiency, denotes the
feasibility of the model for industrial application.

Some fundamental performance metrics for segmen-
tation models have been defined in Table 1. For this
study, two overall metrics were used: F1-Score and the
Area Under the Per Region Overlap (AUPRO).

Table 1: (a) Confusion matrix definitions, (b) Evaluation
metrics for classification and segmentation models

(a)

Predicted anomaly Predicted normal

Ground truth

anomaly

Correct anomaly

(TP: True Positive)

Missed anomaly

(FN: False Negative)

Ground truth

normal

Incorrect anomaly

(FP: False Postive)

Correct normal

(TN: True Negative)

(b)

(1) Recall = TP
TP+FN

Ratio of all anomalous

pixels correctly classified

(2) Precision = TP
TP+FP

Ratio of all classified

anomalous pixels that are

correct

(3) FPR = FP
FP+TN

Ratio of all normal pixels

incorrectly classified as

anomalous

(4) F1 = 2.Recall.Precision
Recall+Precision

Harmonic mean between

Recall and Precision

The F1-Score, also known as the Dice Coefficient, is a
popular segmentation metric. The F1-Score is the har-
monic mean between both Recall and Precision, such
that a high score indicates good prediction quantity and
quality. AUPRO is a threshold independent metric and
is used for per-pixel measurement. AUPRO treats every
anomalous region equally regardless of size. It consists of
plotting, for each connected component, a curve for the
mean values of the correctly classified pixels as a function
of the false positive rate between 0 and 0.3 [11]. The fi-
nal score is the normalised integral of this curve. A high
PRO score means that both large and small anomalies
were well localised by a model.

5 Results and Discussion

From the results in Table 2a, the student-teacher net-
works typically produced the higher accuracy scores than
the other models. This could be due to the fact that the
student-teacher models do not overwrite the learnt infor-
mation from the pretrained networks. This pretrained
knowledge is retained while another network learns spe-
cific features from the training dataset. As can be seen
in Figure 3, the FastFlow and PaDiM models typically
produced noisier segmentation maps than the student-
teacher models. In practice, this would lead to inaccu-
rate localisation of the anomalies and a higher number
of false alarms. As seen in Table 2a, these two models
were typically less accurate than STFPM by 10%.

As for the generative AE-based model, this was the
worst performing model for this dataset. Due to the
complexity and scale of the carpet textures, the recon-
structed images were typically slightly ”off” from the
input images. As discussed in [9], small deviations in
the reconstructed images result in noise anomaly maps.
These noisy maps meant that thresholding to yield low
FPR and high TPR was difficult and to retain flagged
anomalous areas, a high number of false alarms would
also be present.

With respect to the classes, as can be seen in Figure 3,
the models typically produced uniformly good results for
Class 2, which was a single colour, regularly patterned
carpet. This is in contrast with the results for Class 3,
the multi colour, regularly patterned carpet, the results
for which were more varied.

Interestingly, even though the pattern of Class 1 is
uniform, due to the twist of the cut pile, the texture
appears to be variable due to areas of shading. This
can be seen in Figure 3, where poor detection of a linear
anomaly in Class 1 occurred when the models were only
trained on Class 1 data.

To investigate this further, Table 2b documents the
performance of each model when trained on a multi-class
dataset, which combined all four classes of carpet in one.
It can be seen in Figure 3 that, when trained on multi
class data, the linear anomaly is largely detected by all
models except for the AE. This could be because the
apparent texture of Class 1 is random and the textures
of the other three classes are more structured and pre-
dictable. Thus the models were able to learn from the
structured classes, for example linear features and local
inconsistencies, and transfer this knowledge for more ac-
curate detection in Class 1.

Overall, the multi-class-trained models produced com-
parable results to the single-class models, showing
promise for having a single trained model that can be
used for anomaly detection on multiple carpets instead
of loading parameters specifically for each carpet.

Another area of evaluation was to assess how model



Figure 3: Results of each detection method for each carpet class. Comparison between the results from each model
trained on a single carpet class versus a combined dataset (multi class) is also shown.

accuracy is affected by input image patch size. As dis-
cussed in the next section, the larger the image patch
size, the fewer the number of images to be processed at
once, resulting in a proportionally lower inference time
required for detection.

All of the evaluated models resize the input images
to 256x256 pixels. As the size of the image patches in-
creases, the amount of information lost to this downscal-
ing process also increases. However, as can be seen in
Table 3, for the two best-performing models, larger im-
age patches of 512x512 pixels result in higher detection
accuracies than image patches of 256x256 pixels. This
could be due to two reasons. Firstly, at the scale of four
pixels to one, the resizing process removes noise from the
images but not vital anomaly information. Secondly, the
larger image patches that have been cropped from the
full camera image have a larger field of view and thus

a more global perspective for understanding normal and
anomalous structures.

5.1 Real-Time Requirements

In terms of the requirements for real-time analysis in
industrial inspection, it is necessary to consider the size
of the product being inspected and the resolution of the
camera(s) being used.

The authors of [29] developed custom smart cameras
specifically for their use case. Each camera had a reso-
lution of 1600x1200 pixels and a field of view of 800mm.
This meant that six cameras were needed across the knit-
ting machine for the final inline inspection system. In
[25], the collected fabric images were cropped to 224x224
pixel patches by a sliding window moving horizontally
by 32 steps and vertically by 24 steps. This resulted
in each original image being discretised into 768 images



Table 2: Pixel-level detection results for each method trained on (a) single-class datasets and (b) a multi-class dataset
(a)

AUPRO F1-Score
Model

C1 C2 C3 C4 C1 C2 C3 C4

AE 0.486 0.720 0.321 0.644

FastFlow 0.854 0.975 0.730 0.878 0.662 0.691 0.503 0.603

PaDiM 0.920 0.973 0.803 0.930 0.568 0.650 0.518 0.576

PatchCore 0.840 0.970 0.760 0.900 0.592 0.641 0.546 0.571

Reverse Dist. 0.832 0.972 0.860 0.950 0.555 0.692 0.609 0.646

STFPM 0.732 0.980 0.860 0.960 0.679 0.719 0.646 0.707

(b)

AUPRO F1-Score
Model

C1 C2 C3 C4 C1 C2 C3 C4

AE 0.243 0.468 0.186 0.424

FastFlow 0.792 0.956 0.485 0.840 0.407 0.656 0.180 0.373

PaDiM 0.725 0.956 0.520 0.808 0.250 0.672 0.223 0.393

PatchCore 0.761 0.963 0.767 0.962 0.310 0.655 0.588 0.712

Reverse Dist. 0.857 0.972 0.895 0.964 0.485 0.704 0.649 0.755

STFPM 0.672 0.974 0.790 0.963 0.296 0.767 0.536 0.752

Table 3: Results for the Reverse Distillation and STFPM
methods trained on the multi-class dataset of image sizes
256x256 and 512x512 pixels

Model
Metric

Level

AUPRO F1-Score

256 512 256 512

Reverse

Dist.

Image - - 0.912 0.932

Pixel 0.713 0.863 0.623 0.601

STFPM
Image - - 0.907 0.942

Pixel 0.547 0.812 0.478 0.566

for processing. The authors of [28] note that the larger
the image size, the more time is required for image pro-
cessing. Similarly, this time is also proportional to the
number of images extracted from one frame.

Carpet is typically manufactured in broadloom me-
tres, widths of greater than 3.66m. Assuming the use
of a camera that would result in 1 pixel per mm (at
least), for an area of 3.66m by 1m, this would require
more than 16 overlapping images to be processed before
the next metre of carpet is rolled before the cameras.
Thus processing speed and inference time of the detec-
tion model is important to keep up with the conveyored
product.

The results in Table 4 are from a standard GPU and
CPU to reflect the typical computing units available in
an industrial setting. The generative AE-based model
yielded image results in the slowest time, most likely due
to the CW-SSIM loss calculation. The feature embed-
ding networks are also typically slower at performing in-
ference than the student-teacher networks. This is with
exception of PatchCore which, when running on a GPU,
performs inference faster than all the other models.

Table 4: Average inference time of models (with
ResNet18 backbones) for a single image with a Nvidia
T4 GPU @ 5GHz and an Intel Xeon CPU @ 2.20GHz

Model
No. Params

(Million)

Size

(Mb)

GPU

(s)

CPU

(s)

AE 5.6 43 4.83 50.00

FastFlow 9.7 37 0.182 0.369

PaDiM 2.8 168 0.162 0.269

PatchCore 2.8 11 0.148 0.883

Reverse Dist. 18.2 69 0.157 0.275

STFPM 5.6 21 0.156 0.245

5.2 Areas for Improvement

Observed shortcomings common across the evaluated
models, including the best performing Reverse Distil-
lation model, include poor detection of subtle, shade
anomalies and poor detection of thin, linear anomalies.
Addressing both of these points will be critical in achiev-
ing an effective inspection system for woollen tufted car-
pets. Both types of anomalies are very common, where
blends of dyed wool fibre can be off-shade and the na-
ture of yarn defects, when tufted into the final carpet,
present themselves typically as thin linear anomalies.

Possible strategies for addressing these challenges in-
clude retaining the colour information of the images,
either as input into the detection model or for pre-
processing techniques. Another line of enquiry could
be image distortions, such as stretching, that could help
preserve anomalous features through a network’s pooling
layers. Finally, a component often added to popular ob-
ject detection methods [32, 41] to improve performance
are attention mechanisms. Attention mechanisms aim to
generate new feature maps in between model layers to
achieve selective focus and dampen weak features.



6 Conclusions and Future Work

In this paper, a custom carpet dataset was created in or-
der to thoroughly evaluate state-of-the-art unsupervised
anomaly detection methods for an automated inspection
application. Textile classes within existing, publicly-
available industrial datasets for anomaly detection, are
typically of finely-woven, flat fabrics in which anomalies
appear very differently than in tufted woollen carpets.

Grouped by their respective model types, on aver-
age, the student-teacher methods yielded the highest
detection accuracies and lowest inference times com-
pared to the generative and feature embedding models.
It was also determined that training on a multi-class
dataset yields comparable model performance and shows
promise for industrial application. Finally, it was con-
firmed that input image patch size does have an effect on
model performance and that, for this dataset, patches of
512 pixels yielded more accurate results than 256 pixels.

There are three major areas for further research that
we have identified following this work. Firstly, selecting
a model and adjusting it such that the model detection
accuracy is as close as possible to 100%. Currently, the
best performing model, Reverse Distillation [9], yields
on average 92.2% AUPRO and 64.8% F1-Score across
classes. Secondly, after selecting a suitable model, reduc-
ing the detection time of anomalies within large images,
without necessarily relying on top-of-the-line computing
equipment, to satisfy real-time requirements for an in-
line inspection system for broadloom carpets. Finally,
investigating what pre and post image processing tech-
niques could be used to improve detection performance,
this includes histogram equalisation [25, 29], adaptive
thresholding techniques [29, 38], and utilising morphol-
ogy filters [29].
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