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Figure (9): 2D intensity profiles of the line 6 in the ROI of 

the Internal Undercut defect, (a) PMAD model; (b) Shin-Du 

model; (c) proposed model 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
-100

0

100

200

300

(a); mean=64.82; std=29.97

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
-100

0

100

200

300

(b); mean=63.27; std=34.53

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
-100

0

100

200

300

(c); mean=60.19; std=45.97

 

Figure (10): 2D intensity profiles of the line 7 in the ROI of 

the External Undercut defect, (a) PMAD model; (b) Shin-Du 

model; (c) proposed model 
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Figure (11): 2D intensity profiles of the line 3 in the ROI of 

the Lack of Fusion defect, (a) PMAD model; (b) Shin-Du 

model; (c) proposed model 
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Figure (12): 2D intensity profiles of the line 9 in the ROI of 

the Lack of Penetration defect, (a) PMAD model; (b) Shin-

Du model; (c) proposed model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  


