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ABSTRACT

Modeling environmental ecosystems is critical for the sustainability
of our planet, but is extremely challenging due to the complex un-
derlying processes driven by interactions amongst a large number
of physical variables. As many variables are difficult to measure at
large scales, existing works often utilize a combination of observ-
able features and locally available measurements or modeled values
as input to build models for a specific study region and time period.
This raises a fundamental question in advancing the modeling of
environmental ecosystems: how to build a general framework for
modeling the complex relationships amongst various environmen-
tal data over space and time? In this paper, we introduce a new
framework, FREE, which maps available environmental data into
a text space and then converts the traditional predictive modeling
task in environmental science to the semantic recognition problem.
The proposed FREE framework leverages recent advances in Large
Language Models (LLMs) to supplement the original input features
with natural language descriptions. This framework facilitates cap-
turing the data semantics and allows harnessing the irregularities
of input features. When used for long-term prediction, FREE has
the flexibility to incorporate newly collected observations to en-
hance future prediction. The efficacy of FREE is evaluated in the
context of two societally important real-world applications, pre-
dicting stream water temperature in the Delaware River Basin and
predicting annual corn yield in Illinois and Iowa. Beyond the supe-
rior predictive performance over multiple baselines, FREE is shown
to be more data- and computation-efficient as it can be pre-trained
on simulated data generated by physics-based models.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Understanding the dynamics of environmental ecosystems is critical
for the sustainable management of natural resources and mitigating
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natural disasters such as algal blooms and floods. This is becom-
ing ever more important given the compelling need to balance
demands for food and water supply by a growing world population
and a more unpredictable climate [22, 36, 42]. Modeling environ-
mental ecosystems is challenging as these systems are shaped by
the complex interactions of a large number of physical variables,
such as weather, soil, water, and plants. Hence, it often requires the
combination of data from the network of weather stations, remote
sensing, and field measurements to jointly model complex system
dynamics. However, many physical variables cannot be easily mea-
sured over a large scale, and they are only available for certain
locations or time periods, or modeled based on known physical
theories. Even for those observable variables, they are often sparse
due to the substantial cost required for the data collection (e.g.,
sensor deployment and field survey).

This paper is focused on two important applications, predicting
stream water temperature and predicting annual crop yield. Success
on both of these prediction tasks can assist a range of applications
in optimizing resource allocation and management strategies. For
example, the changing climate is making it harder to grow crops in
the US Corn Belt, threatening food supplies and farmer livelihoods;
drinking water reservoir operators in the Delaware River Basin
(our study region) need to supply safe drinking water to over 15
million people while also maintaining sufficient cool water tem-
peratures in the river network downstream of the reservoirs [65].
Given the importance of these two tasks in ensuring food and wa-
ter security, scientists from multiple domains, including hydrology,
agronomy, meteorology, and environmental engineering, have been
developing physics-based models (also referred to as process-based
models) to simulate underlying physical processes for different com-
ponents of the aquatic and agricultural ecosystems. Despite their
extensive use, the majority of physics-based models are necessarily
approximations of reality due to incomplete knowledge or exces-
sive complexity in modeling certain processes [21, 37, 43]. More
recently, machine learning (ML) models have been increasingly
considered as an alternative approach for modeling environmental
ecosystems given their computational efficiency in the prediction
phase and their ability in automatically extracting complex data
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patterns. ML methods have found success in many environmental
applications, including climate science [8, 52], hydrology [11, 54],
and agriculture [16, 39].

However, current ML approaches face several major challenges
in fully leveraging available data for modeling ecosystems. First,
ML models often treat input physical variables as independent nu-
merical features but do not explicitly capture the nature of these
variables and their interdependent physical and ecological relation-
ships. This is further exacerbated by the scarcity of observation
data in many real-world environmental ecosystems, which limits
the ability of ML models to automatically extract generalizable fea-
ture relationships. Second, traditional ML approaches are unable
to harness inconsistent feature inputs. Current studies on local
environmental ecosystems often enhance the prediction of their
target study region by leveraging multiple types of input features
related to the target variable, but the selected features are often
different across different studies. Besides meteorological data (e.g.,
solar radiation and precipitation) that are commonly used to drive
physics-based models, prior works also explored including other
measurements on the environment and target system (e.g., soil
properties [10, 39], land use and geometric structures [13]), proxy
observations derived from remote sensing [39, 44], and other phys-
ical variables simulated by physics-based models [30, 33]. These
features may not always be available for every data sample, which
poses a challenge to train a global model that can utilize differ-
ent input features. Finally, there is a lack of a general pipeline
for dynamically incorporating auxiliary observations into the cur-
rent methods, hindering their ability to achieve better performance
in long-term prediction. Current works on assimilating auxiliary
observations rely on task-specific learning mechanisms or model
structures, e.g., Kalman filtering for incorporating new observa-
tions [31, 71], and graph convolution and invertible network layers
for assimilating observations from neighboring samples [9].

In this paper, we propose a novel method, Foundational semantic
Recognition for modeling Environmental Ecosystems (FREE), as a
general framework for modeling environmental ecosystems. The
key idea is to translate the heterogeneous data inputs into natural
language descriptions using large language models (LLMs) and then
estimate the target variable through semantic recognition in the text
space. This enables addressing the challenges in utilizing different
data sources by only manipulating the text space while maintaining
the same predictive modeling component (i.e., semantic recogni-
tion). In particular, the translation process is only focused on the
available features for each data point and thus allows different or
incomplete input features for different data points. Moreover, it
can easily incorporate auxiliary observations (e.g., newly collected
observations from the previous day) into the textual description
with a properly designed prompt. For semantic recognition, we
utilize a separate language model to embed the obtained textual
description and then create additional network layers (e.g., long-
short term memory (LSTM)) to capture data dependencies. The
use of the language model on textual descriptions enables better
capturing of the nature and semantics of input features. To fur-
ther enhance the embedding performance of the language model
on environmental descriptions, we pre-train the semantic recog-
nition component using abundant simulated samples generated
by physics-based models. This pre-training process also helps the
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model better learn the general physical relationships encoded in
the physics-based models and mitigate the challenge posed by the
sparse observations in tuning the model.

We evaluate the proposed method on two real-world datasets:
(1) stream water temperature data from the Delaware River Basin,
and (2) corn yield data in Illinois and Iowa. Both of them cover a
diverse set of locations and long time periods. The results demon-
strate the superior predictive performance of the proposed FREE
method over multiple baselines, especially using sparse observa-
tions. The method is shown to be able to effectively handle different
input features and incorporate auxiliary observations. The pre-
training process also helps improve the prediction of the model
when adapted to different locations.

2 RELATED WORK

Physics-based models have been widely used to simulate com-
plex environmental processes, including different components in
water cycles [1, 2, 26, 41, 59] and plant growth in agroecosys-
tems [20, 32, 55, 70]. However, these models are necessarily ap-
proximations of reality and often rely on approximations and pa-
rameterizations [21, 37, 43]. With the recent advances in ML, there
is a huge opportunity for modeling environmental ecosystems using
the rapidly growing Earth observation data and ground observa-
tions about water, plants, soils, and climate. In particular, prior
research has shown the promise of ML-based approaches in mod-
eling agroecosystems [19, 28, 38, 39, 61] and freshwater ecosys-
tems [24, 47, 50, 64]. Importantly, the outcomes of these models
can be used to inform critical actions (e.g., distribution of subsi-
dies [3, 5, 46]) to mitigate natural disturbance-incurred food and
freshwater shortages, which is necessary for continued sustainabil-
ity and stability. Given the limitations of both physics-based and
ML-based models, the improvement of prediction accuracy made
through the proposed research would significantly benefit many
societally relevant decision-making activities.

Data assimilation has been widely used for assimilating auxil-
iary observations to adjust the model state of a system. There are
many data assimilation approaches used for modeling environmen-
tal ecosystems with distinct assumptions about the distributions of
the model, data predictions, and speed of computation. The Kalman
filter, which iteratively estimates the next state through a forward
process and then updates the state using new observations, is a pop-
ular technique. Many variations of the Kalman filter have also been
implemented [15]. Yet these approaches can be computationally
expensive to implement when we have a large state space and/or
non-linear system dynamics. Recently, researchers have started to
use neural networks as an alternative way for implementing data
assimilation [6, 9, 17, 67]. Note that this is different from online
incremental learning in that model parameters remain the same
but only states are changed. The intuition of data assimilation is to
adjust the model state when they are disturbed by external factors
that are not captured by input features.

To mitigate the need for large training data in training ML mod-
els, one promising direction is to transfer knowledge embodied in
physical simulations to ML models. Simulated data can be gener-
ated by physics-based models that represent underlying physical
processes using a series of mathematical equations. For example,
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prior work has shown that ML models pre-trained using simu-
lated data can perform much better under data-scarce scenarios
for modeling freshwater and agricultural ecosystems [29, 39, 50].
Similar ideas have been pursued in other disciplines [18, 23, 48].
Alternatively, some works have explored using simulated target
variables to augment input data [27, 33] or supervise the training
of intermediate neural network representations [34, 39], and these
methods achieved improved predictive performance.

Recent advancements in large language models (LLMs) have
demonstrated remarkable performance in solving language tasks
based on human instructions [7, 12, 14, 57, 60, 68]. More recently,
these models have been applied to other types of data. For exam-
ple, LLMs have been used to textualize tabular information and
handle question-answering tasks [4, 69]. Textualized tabular data
offers the advantage of being able to handle inputs with different
feature sets and is more robust in dealing with missing values. Prior
work also investigated the use of LLMs on a variety of geoscience
applications [40].

3 METHOD

In this section, we define the problem and introduce our proposed
framework. The objective is to predict the target variable y (e.g.,
water temperature or crop yield) at multiple locations i € {1,..., N}
and over a period of time. For clarity, we denote by x; ; the input
features at the location i on date ¢. The input features contain the
set of meteorological variables (e.g., solar radiation, rainfall) that are
commonly used as drivers for physics-based models. Besides, we
include some other physical variables estimated by physics-based
models (e.g., cloud cover fraction, potential evapotranspiration,
groundwater properties) or obtained from other data sources (e.g.,
soil properties). It is worth noting that these features may be absent
for certain locations or time steps. Detailed descriptions of the data
are available in Section 4.1. We represent the observations of the
target variable at each location i as y; = {yi0, i 1,... yiT} over
multiple time steps. In some applications, the observations y are
only sparsely available for certain time steps and locations.

As outlined in Fig. 1, the proposed framework FREE converts the
traditional predictive modeling task in environmental science to
the semantic recognition problem in a text space created by LLMs
(e.g., GPT). A clear benefit of this framework is in its ability to
harness inputs of different feature sets and incorporate auxiliary
information, e.g., new observations collected from the previous day.
We also introduce additional model components (e.g., BERT and
LSTM) to embed the text data and capture the temporal dependen-
cies. To mitigate the need for large training samples for different
ecosystems, we propose to pre-train the model using abundant
simulated data generated by existing physics-based models. In the
following, we will describe these components in detail.

3.1 Overall architecture

The proposed FREE framework (shown in Fig. 1) consists of two
major components in its architecture.

Input data conversion: To address the inconsistencies in the
feature set and incorporate auxiliary observations, we propose to
transform the original data sample into a corresponding natural
language description. This approach facilitates the handling of
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diverse and potentially incomplete feature sets for different data
points, enabling a uniform textual representation of data across
varying input scenarios.

Specifically, we leverage existing LLM GPT-3.5 to transform each
data point, represented as x; , into clear, natural language descrip-
tions d; ;. To effectively communicate with GPT-3.5, we construct
prompts that consist of a context-setting prefix, the linearized data
input, and a directive suffix. The prefix (p) provides the model with
a background of the dataset, while the suffix (s) instructs the model
on how to format its output (see an example in Fig. 2). The complete
prompt is thus formulated as

dit = LLM (p, linearize(x; ), s) - (1)

As depicted in Fig. 2, the linearization technique, introduced
by Wang et al. (2023) [63], formats the input features x;; of K
dimensions into a sequence pairing column names cf.‘ ; with the

corresponding feature values xf ; (e.g.,{[rainfall: 0], [solar radiation:
151.14154]}). This process can be expressed as follows:

linearize(x;;) = {[c{ft : Xi‘it]}lk(:r (2)

Given the prompt, the LLM can generate feature summaries
that are both descriptive and succinct, such as: "On December 4,
2006, there was no recorded rainfall in the Delaware River Basin. The
average air temperature was -3.364 degrees Celsius, where freezing-
thawing and phase change may occur. The solar radiation measured
was 108.25592 watts per square meter.".

The obtained textual descriptions, alongside the observations in
the original dataset, form paired data samples as {d; ¢, y; ;}, which
are then used for tuning the semantic recognition component (to
be discussed later).

In summary, the proposed input conversion process helps gener-
ate an understandable and flexible representation of input features.
More importantly, the use of LLM enables supplementing the raw
feature values with semantically meaningful text descriptions and
interpreting underlying physical phenomena, which facilitates sub-
sequent modeling components to capture the complex nature and
the interactions of input features.

Semantic recognition: Once obtaining the textual descriptions
d;: , we utilize a separate language model (LM) f to process the
obtained text data and embed them as

Cir = f(di,t)- (3)

In this work, we use the DistilBERT model [53] in this step. It is
vital to note that the embeddings e; ; are generated independently
across different data points. To effectively capture the intricate data
dependencies, we introduce additional network layers that combine
multiple data embeddings. In particular, this work uses the long-
short term memory (LSTM) layers to capture common temporal
data dependencies in the environmental ecosystem, e.g., seasonal
changes, and the effect of heavy rainfall on soil water in the next
few days. We will keep the exploration of other advanced network
structures, e.g., graph neural networks for modeling streams [30]
and crop yield [16], as future work.
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Predictions Labels :

RMSE loss

Pre-training

Fine-tuning <—— RMSE loss <«——

Figure 1: The overall flow of FREE. Input features are first transformed into natural language descriptions. These descriptions
are then processed by a separate language model (LM) to generate embeddings, which are fed to an LSTM layer for making
predictions. Simulated data generated by a physics-based model are used to pre-train the LM and LSTM layers, followed by

fine-tuning with true observations of the target variable.

Date Rainfall Ai
i ~2006-10-31 5 ? 151.14 6.5

r Solar Water

prefix(p) : All the data entries recorded the information in the
Delaware river basin. Here is one day's sample of the table:

3 { [Date: 2006-10-31], [Rainfall: 5], [Solar radiation: 151.14], [Observed water temperature: 6.5] }

suffix(s) : Please describe the sample with numbers using natural language

772} On October 31, 2006, there were 5 millimeters of rainfall recorded in
A2 the Delaware River Basin. The solar radiation recorded was 151.14
units. The temperature of the water is 6.5 degrees Celsius.

Figure 2: Input data conversion process. Green arrows indi-
cate FREE handling inputs of diverse feature sets with three
major inputs in the prompt: prefix p, linearized data, and suf-
fix s. Red arrow suggests that traditional ML models might
need separate preprocessing methodologies (e.g., imputation)
to address data irregularities effectively.

3.2 Handling different inputs and auxiliary
information

One major goal of modeling environmental ecosystems is for long-
term prediction over large regions. There are opportunities to en-
hance ML models towards this goal from two aspects. First, the
predictive model often has larger predictive errors as time pro-
gresses in the test phase due to the accumulated bias in the model
state. One could investigate leveraging newly collected observa-
tions in the testing phase (e.g., the observations collected at time t)
to mitigate the current model bias and enhance the future predic-
tion (e.g., the prediction at ¢ + 1). Second, for some data samples, we
may have access to additional features such as local soil properties
or modeled variables from physics-based models. These additional
features can be combined with the original features to enhance the
model prediction. Under the proposed FREE framework, we can

make use of the additional observations and features by simply
modifying the prompt while keeping the predictive model (i.e., the
semantic recognition component) the same.

Incorporating auxiliary observations: In this study, we con-
sider incorporating two types of auxiliary observations to enhance
the prediction of data sample x; ;: (1) the newly collected observa-
tion from the previous time t — 1 and at the same location i, and (2)
the newly collected observations from the neighboring locations of
the target location i.

We modify the linearized input data (i.e., linearize(x;)) to in-
corporate the auxiliary data. As observations are collected from
different dates (e.g., the previous day) with the existing features
in x;¢, we need to explicitly include the exact date information
for the auxiliary observations and original features. If we consider
the auxiliary observations being collected at the date t — 1 from
both the current location i and its neighbor j € N (i), the updated
linearization process can be expressed as

linearize ([Xi,¢, Yit—1, yj,t—l]jeN(i))
=[date : t — 1] U [cly (yir-1] U [c]y SYje-1] (4)

U [date : t] U {[CE; : Xi’ft]}lk(:l’

where c? denotes the column name for the observed labels (e.g.,
observed water temperature), cjy denotes the column name for the
observed labels from the neighboring location j (e.g., observed
upstream water temperature), and U represents the concatenation
operation across the sequences. Consider an example with a new
observed water temperature from the previous day. The linearized
data can be {[date: 2006-10-30], [observed water temperature: 6.5],
[date: 2006-10-31], [rainfall: 0], [average air temperature: 10.29000],
[solar radiation: 151.14154] }. The GPT then follows the instructions
by p and s to generate the description like:“On October 30, 2006,
the observed water temperature in the Delaware River Basin was 6.5
degrees Celsius. On the following day, October 31, 2006, there was
no recorded rainfall. The average air temperature for that day was
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10.29 degrees Celsius. Additionally, the solar radiation measured on
October 31, 2006, was approximately 151.14.”

We have also explored modifying the prefix p to explicitly in-
struct the GPT model to pay attention to the columns of new obser-
vations in the linearized data. However, we found that the GPT-3.5
model can generate accurate descriptions in practice even using the
unmodified general prefix. It is also noteworthy that the auxiliary
observations may not always be available from the previous day
or neighboring locations. When creating the linearized data, we
include the columns of the auxiliary observations (e.g., [ciy SYir-1]
and [cjy : yj,+—1]) only if they are available and skip them otherwise.

Handling different input features: The proposed method
can also handle different input features by using only the available
features to create the linearized data while skipping missing fea-
tures. In particular, if a feature k is not available for the data sample
Xit, then the pair [c{.f ;o xif ;] will be skipped and not included
in the input to the LLM. This entails the LLM generating natural
descriptions that focus only on the available features.

The proposed approach enables the use of a combination of
heterogeneous data sources for modeling complex environmental
ecosystems. It also allows the subsequent semantic recognition
to proceed seamlessly on the generated text without the need for
manual adjustments to account for data irregularities.

3.3 Pre-training using physical simulations

In the semantic recognition phase, the LM function f (Eq. 3) em-
beds the textual description d; ; into a latent representation e; ;. The
intent is for the obtained embeddings to capture the semantic infor-
mation in the descriptions and the complex interconnections among
the input features. However, the pre-trained LMs are not inherently
trained on data specific to the target environmental ecosystems,
which often results in a failure to effectively capture feature de-
pendencies within the descriptions. As evidenced in Fig. 3 (b), the
input features from samples in different seasons tend to be mixed in
the latent embedding space of the original pre-trained DistilBERT
model. This indicates that a standard LM, when applied directly,
may fall short of capturing semantics from the text generated for
our target task.

Tuning the LM towards the target domain requires sufficient
observed data samples, which are often not available in real-world
ecosystems. To address this issue, we turn to the simulated data
{Xit, Uit} generated by a physics-based model, and use them to pre-
train the semantic recognition modeling component. Fig. 3 (a) shows
that the samples of different seasons can now be distinguished in
the updated embedding space, which confirms that the LM model
tuned with simulated data can better capture semantics in the
textual descriptions d; ;.

This simulation-based pre-training approach also brings an addi-
tional benefit in that it facilitates training the semantic recognition
component to emulate general physical processes encoded in the
physics-based model. This helps enhance the model’s generaliz-
ability as many physical processes generally hold across space and
time. Upon completing this pre-training, we find that it requires
only a few epochs of fine-tuning using true observations before
reaching a quality model.
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Figure 3: Distribution of data points randomly sampled from
summer and winter in their embedding space visualized by
t-SNE. (a) demonstrates a pronounced segregation between
different seasons after domain-specific tuning. (b) shows an
overlapping distribution of embeddings created by the origi-
nal DistilBERT model.

4 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present our datasets and provide a comprehensive
assessment of the proposed methods. Our primary emphasis lies
on the predictive performance using sparse data, underscoring the
efficacy of the proposed FREE framework and the simulation-based
pre-training. Besides, we delve into additional experiments that
validate our model’s capability to harness diverse input features and
auxiliary observations. We further examine its performance under
transfer learning scenarios and analyze its performance sensitivity
by freezing the LM in the semantic recognition component during
the fine-tuning phase.

We set the window size to be 100 days for water temperature
prediction and 365 for crop yield prediction. We implemented our
methods using PyTorch == 2.0.1, on an RTX 4090 GPU, and em-
ployed an ADAM[35] optimizer with a le-5 learning rate for Distil-
BERT, and 0.00025/0.0001 pre-training/fine-tuning learning rates
for LSTM.

4.1 Datasets and baselines

We introduce the two datasets for predicting stream water temper-
ature and predicting annual crop yield.

Stream dataset on the Delaware River Basin: The dataset is
collected from the Delaware River Basin, an ecologically diverse
region and a watershed along the east coast of the United States.
The datasets are pulled from the U.S. Geological Survey’s National
Water Information System [58] and the Water Quality Portal [49],
the largest standardized water quality data set for inland and coastal
waterbodies [49]. Observations at a specific latitude and longitude
were matched to river segments that vary in length from 48 to 23,120
meters. These segments were defined by the national geospatial
fabric used for the National Hydrologic Model as described by [51],
and the river segments are split up to have at maximum a one-
day water travel time. We match observations to river segments
by snapping observations to the nearest stream segment within a
tolerance of 250 meters, excluding those over 5,000 meters from a
segment’s outlet. Segments with multiple observation sites were
aggregated to a single daily average water temperature value.

We conduct our study on a subset of river segments of the
Delaware River Basin, specifically focusing on the river segments
that converge into the main stem of the Delaware River at Wilm-
ington, DE. This large dataset is referred to as the Christina River
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Table 1: Prediction RMSE for stream water temperature using
1%, 2%, 4%, and 100% randomly selected training labels. The
methods highlighted in gray (FREE-C, FREE-CU, and HRGN-
DA) incorporate observation data.

Dataset | Method | 100% | 4% | 2% | 1%
LSTM 1.90 195 | 2.14 | 2.23

s Transformer | 1.79 | 2.05 | 2.20 | 2.27
FREE 1.70 1.71 | 1.90 | 2.09
FREE-C 1.11 1.11 | 1.18 | 1.25

LSTM 1.90 2.33 | 2.80 | 2.87
Transformer | 2.14 | 2.20 | 2.19 | 2.30

RGRN 1.78 231 | 2.61 | 2.80

CRW Gr-CNN 1.80 2.38 | 2.69 | 3.56
HydroNets 1.87 | 2,51 | 2.77 | 3.75
HRGN-DA 0.92 1.65 | 2.00 | 2.10

FREE 1.61 1.68 | 1.62 | 1.65
FREE-CU 1.03 1.16 | 1.16 | 1.28

Watershed (CRW), which contains 42 river segments. Separately,
we also studied a distinct stream segment, named “single stream
(SS)”, which has the largest number of water temperature observa-
tions. This allows us to test the capacity of models under data-sparse
scenarios by intentionally withholding a fraction of training sam-
ples.

Our dataset spans a long period from October 31, 2006, to March
30, 2020 (4900 days). On a daily scale, we incorporated basic me-
teorological features (the day of the year, rainfall, daily average
air temperature, and solar radiation). In addition to these, we also
considered other features, namely average cloud cover fraction,
groundwater temperature, subsurface temperature, and potential
evapotranspiration.

While daily average water temperature observations were present
for certain segments, they were not consistently available for every
date. The count of temperature readings for each segment varied,
ranging from a minimum of 0 to a maximum of 4,682. In total-
ity, “CRW” comprises 205,800 temperature observations distributed
across all its segments and dates, and “SS” has 4,676 temperature
observations. Besides true observations, we also use the simulated
water temperature data for CRW and SS generated by the physics-
based PRMS-SNTemp model [41]. For the following experiments,
the pre-training process used simulated data from October 31, 2006,
to March 30, 2020. We train each ML model using data from the
first 2,450 days (October 31, 2006 to July 8, 2013) and then test in
the next 2,450 days (July 8, 2013 to March 30, 2020).

We compare model performance to multiple state-of-the-art
baselines developed for stream modeling, including Basic LSTM
model (LSTM) (considered to be the state of the art in many envi-
ronmental modeling problems [54]), Transformer[62], Recurrent
Graph Model (RGRN) [30], Graph-temporal convolutional network
(Gr-CNN) [56], HydroNets [45]. Besides, we include a baseline
method that assimilates new observations for updating the model,
the Heterogeneous Recurrent Graph Networks with data assimila-
tion (HRGN-DA) [9].
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Table 2: Prediction RMSE for annual corn yield using 10%,
20%, 50%, and 100% randomly selected training labels.

Dataset ‘ Method ‘ 100% 10%

50% | 20%

LSTM 73.56 | 79.67 | 78.88 | 84.52
PG-GNN | 79.92 | 71.68 | 72.72 | 79.04
PG-AN 96.83 | 114.40 | 90.52 | 100.36

FREE 65.24 | 63.74 | 63.75 | 64.28

Crop

Crop dataset: We use the corn yield data in Illinois and Iowa
from the years 2000-2020 provided by USDA National Agricultural
Statistics Service (NASS) ©. In particular, there are in total 199
counties in our study region (100 counties in Illinois and 99 counties
in Iowa). The corn yield data (in gCm™2) are available for each
county each year. The observed annual crop yield labels cover 199
countries spanning 21 years from 2000-2020, with daily records for
each year. The input data include seven features, namely, the surface
downward shortwave radiation, the maximum air temperature, the
maximum humidity, the wind speed, the precipitation, the depth-
weighted averaged bulk density in the soil, and the depth-weighted
averaged sand content in the soil. The feature data collected from
NLDAS-2 climate data [66], 0-30cm gSSURGO soil properties ', and
the crop type information.

Besides the true observed yield labels, we use the physics-based
Ecosys model [70] to simulate ecosystem autotrophic respiration
(Ra), ecosystem heterotrophic respiration (Rh), net ecosystem ex-
change (NEE), and crop yield for 10,335 synthetic sample locations
in the United States from the years 2000-2020. All synthetic data are
used for pre-training. To reduce computational load, we randomly
sample 1/7 of synthetic data in the pre-training phase. We use the
observational data from 2000-2017 for training and the data from
2018-2020 for testing. We compare the proposed method with the
LSTM-based model and two other baselines that have both proven
effective in crop yield prediction, i.e., the physics-guided atten-
tion network (PG-AN) [25], and the graph neural network-based
model [16] pre-trained with the same simulated data (PG-GNN).

4.2 Overall predictive performance

Table 1 and Table 2 show the performance of various methods
for predicting stream water temperature and predicting annual
crop yield, respectively. The notation FREE represents a model pre-
trained on synthetic data and then fine-tuned on observational data.
FREE-C refers to the model that incorporates auxiliary observed
water temperatures of the current river segment from the prior day
(when they are available), as described in Section 3.2. The method
FREE-CU includes auxiliary observation data from the prior day
of both the current and the upstream river segment. For the single
stream (SS) test case, we only consider incorporating auxiliary
observation data from the current segment on the prior day.

We also conduct the sparsity test on both datasets. For this spar-
sity test, training was conducted using only {4%, 2%, 1%} and {50%,
20%, 10%} of training data randomly sampled from the whole train-
ing period on the stream dataset and the crop dataset, respectively.

J’https:/ /quickstats.nass.usda.gov/
Thttps://gdg.sc.egov.usda.gov/
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Figure 4: Comparison of pre-trained FREE models and the
baseline LSTM on stream water temperature prediction. (a) SS
test case with full training data. (b) SS test case with 1% train-
ing data. (c) an example segment in CRW with full training
data from CRW. (d) the same example segment in CRW with
1% training data from CRW.

According to Table 1, the FREE-based models outperform almost
all the baseline methods when data are abundant, which confirms
the effectiveness of the proposed method in capturing the seman-
tics and relationships of input features from textual descriptions.
Notably, the FREE-based models maintain good performance re-
gardless of label volume while other models generally have much
worse performance in data-sparse scenarios. This underscores the
model enhancement brought by the simulation-based pre-training
in learning generalizable and domain-specific semantics. Moreover,
pre-training our model before fine-tuning significantly reduces the
required observational data and time for effective fine-tuning (about
one-tenth of the time compared to direct fine-tuning).

It can also be seen that the performance of FREE-C and FREE-CU
surpasses that of FREE. This shows that our proposed approach
can process auxiliary observation data effectively. This further un-
derscores the method’s capacity to integrate valuable information
derived from the natural descriptions of auxiliary observations. It
is worth mentioning that the baseline HRGN-DA, also incorporat-
ing new observational data, initially achieves close performance
with the proposed FREE-CU approach using the complete training
dataset. Nonetheless, when the available labeled data is reduced,
our FREE-CU models surpass HRGN-DA in accuracy.

Table 2 presents similar comparisons between the proposed meth-
ods and the baseline in predicting annual corn yield. The proposed
models FREE achieve a significant improvement over other base-
lines, underscoring its ability to leverage generalizable data patterns
and the inherent knowledge extracted from the natural language
descriptions. When label availability is limited to 10%, the per-
formance of FREE maintains its advantage. This is because the
pre-training furnishes the model with a wealth of prior knowledge,
allowing it to be fine-tuned with fewer samples and thereby facili-
tating easier adaptation to different domains. We also observe that
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some methods can have slightly better performance with reduced
training data. This is because the data samples are highly heteroge-
neous across different counties and years in this dataset, and the
randomly sampled training data have a chance to get slightly closer
to the testing data.

In Fig. 4, we show the predicted water temperature over one year
for the SS test case and another river segment within the CRW test
case to demonstrate the alignment of predictions and true observa-
tions. The figure clearly shows that our method outperforms the
baseline model under different data sparsity scenarios (100% and
1%), especially in capturing the water temperature oscillations in
the summertime. The LSTM model’s predictions, while reasonably
tracking the general trend, fall short in replicating the nuanced
variations, especially as the training data becomes sparser. In sce-
narios with limited data, the LSTM struggles to recognize subtle
changes and creates smooth predictions, overlooking smaller peaks
and valleys that our method consistently identifies and traces.

4.3 Handling auxiliary information

We also evaluate the performance of our method in harnessing
auxiliary observations and diverse input features. We use FREE-C,
FREE-U, and FREE-CU to represent the variants of the proposed
FREE method by including auxiliary labels from the previous day
over the current river segment (C), the upstream river segment (U),
or from both upstream and current segments (CU), respectively.
On the other hand, we consider variants of FREE using different
sets of features. To mimic different input features in real scenarios,
we create data samples with the following assumption. All the
data samples have access to the meteorological features (e.g., solar
radiation and precipitation) as the daily weather data are publicly
available over the United States. Different data samples may have
different features from other data sources (e.g., soil properties, and
physical variables estimated by physics-based models), which are
randomly sampled. We use FREE-A m to represent the variant of the
FREE method that uses the meteorological features and m randomly
selected additional features.

Referencing Fig. 5, two primary observations are evident: (1) The
integration of auxiliary observations improves the performance of
the stream modeling dataset. Notably, FREE-CU in CRW and FREE-
Cin SS yield the most favorable outcomes separately. In CRW, the
use of new observations from the upstream segment is less helpful
compared to the use of new observations from the same segment.
(2) For both datasets, the use of additional features can slightly
reduce the prediction errors. We will explore using more diverse
input features in future work.

4.4 Evaluation on model transferability

We assess the performance of adapting a model pre-trained us-
ing simulated data from CRW to the river segment in a different
region (SS). In particular, we compared the transferred models
(FREE;;s and FREE-A4;,s) to the models trained on observational
data directly without pre-training (FREE™?"* and FREE-A4"P"?) and
the models pre-trained on the same segment in SS (FREE, FREE-
A4). Here we use the subscript “trs” to represent the model being
pre-trained on CRW. As Figure 6 shows, The pre-trained models
(FREE;s, FREE-A4;,¢, FREE, FREE-A4) consistently outperform the
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Figure 6: Comparison between the original FREE, the pre-
trained FREE, and the transferred FREE (pre-trained from
CRW and tested in SS) under different sparsity levels in the
target SS. Comparison amongst the models trained on (a) me-
teorological features. (b) meteorological features and four
additional modeled variables from the physics-based models.

models FREE"P"?, FREE-A4™P" under different data sparsity levels,
maintaining stable performance despite reduced label availabil-
ity. Remarkably, the pre-trained model from the different domain
CRW can have a similar degree of contribution to performance en-
hancement compared to the model pre-trained on the same target
segment. These findings emphasize the pre-trained models’ abil-
ity to not only address the challenges caused by sparse labels but
also to transfer learning capabilities. This shows the potential of
building a global pre-trained model over large regions, which can
then be adapted efficiently to different target regions with small
training data.

4.5 Fine-tuning analysis

We investigate the effect of two different fine-tuning strategies:
(1) fine-tuning all the parameters of the semantic recognition model,
i.e.,, LM+LSTM (FT-All), and (2) fine-tuning only the parameters
of the LSTM layer while fixing the embeddings created by the LM
model (FT-LSTM). The underlying assumption for the fine-tuning
approach (2) is that the LM can generate semantics-aware embed-
dings after being pre-trained on simulations, eliminating the need
to be further adjusted on true observations. The results presented
in Table 3 show that comprehensive fine-tuning FT-All over all
the parameters within our pre-trained models yields better results.
Interestingly, the partial fine-tuning approach FT-LSTM, where we

Table 3: Prediction RMSE for stream water temperature and
crop yield using different fine-tuned models. FT-All means
fine-tuning the whole model using training labels, and FT-
LSTM means only fine-tuning the LSTM layer.

Dataset | Method | FT-All | FT-LSTM

FREE 1.70 1.71

FREE-C 1.11 1.70

SS FREE-A2 1.73 1.98
FREE-A3 1.68 1.93
FREE-A4 1.63 1.94

FREE 1.61 2.22

FREE-C 1.02 2.35

FREE-U 1.50 2.28

CRW FREE-CU 1.03 2.27
FREE-A2 1.68 2.18
FREE-A3 1.61 1.98
FREE-A4 1.65 2.11
FREE-A0 65.70 66.73

Crop FREE-A1 65.45 66.68
FREE-A2 65.24 66.01

fix the parameters of the LM and only adjust those of the LSTM,
also delivers decent performance. While this tuning approach (FT-
LSTM) slightly compromises the predictive accuracy compared to
the comprehensive fine-tuning approach (FT-All), requires much
less computational cost, which can be a convenient and practical
alternative in resource-limited scenarios.

5 CONCLUSION

This paper introduces FREE, a novel LLM-based framework for
modeling environmental ecosystems. FREE is shown to outperform
existing methods in the context of predicting stream water tem-
perature and predicting annual crop yield. This demonstrates the
potential of FREE in better capturing the semantics of environmen-
tal features by converting them to natural language descriptions.
FREE also has the flexibility to utilize different input features and
auxiliary observations for different data samples to enhance pre-
dictive performance. Moreover, FREE maintains high predictive
performance even under data-sparse scenarios. This is attributed to
the model initialization through the pre-training on simulated data.
The simulation-based pre-training also aids in extracting physically
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consistent data patterns, which improves the generalizability and
transferability to different regions.

We anticipate the proposed FREE framework to serve as a step-
ping stone to building foundational solutions for modeling complex
environmental and physical systems. This framework remains lim-
ited in (1) its computational cost (e.g., caused by the increasing
length of textual description) when combining a large number of
physical variables as inputs, (2) the ability to integrate known phys-
ical and causal relationships in the complex ecosystems, and (3)
effectively handling highly erratic or noisy data beyond incomplete
or missing data scenarios. We will investigate these directions in
future work.
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