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Is Deep Learning more effective in detecting natural oil slicks?

A comparison of semi-automated and Al techniques
Cristina Vrinceanu, Stephen Grebby, Stuart Marsh

RQ1: How many seepage sites are in the Black Sea and how much do they contribute to the annual oil input?
RQ2: Are semi-automatic classification algorithms enough for detecting and mapping offshore oil seepage or is Al a game-changer?
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Discussion

» Comparison between popular segmentation
and CNN algorithms

=  CNN algorithms do not show significant
improvement by themselves - usually need
to pass various trials

» Data augmentation planned for increasing
the number of images (rotation/zoom)

=  Algorithm to be enhanced with
wind/chlorophyll concentration data - new
issue => integrating satellite products at
L3/L4

»  Similar approach (segmentation vs CNN) for
multispectral imagery (Copernicus Sentinel-
2)

» Harmonizing Synthetic Aperture Radar and
Multispectral open-source framework
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