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Abstract
We make a case for planetary computing – infrastructure to handle

the ingestion, transformation, analysis and publication of global

data products for furthering environmental science and enabling

better informed policy-making. We draw on our experiences as a

team of computer scientists working with environmental scientists

on forest carbon and biodiversity preservation, and classify existing

solutions by their flexibility in scalably processing geospatial data,

and also how well they support building trust in the results via

traceability and reproducibility. We identify research gaps in the

intersection of computing and environmental science around how

to handle continuously changing datasets that are often collected

across decades and require careful access control rather than being

fully open access.

1 INTRODUCTION
Policies designed to tackle rising CO2 emissions [99], rapid bio-

diversity loss [98], and desertification [63] are becoming increas-

ingly data-driven. For example, satellite and drone remote sens-

ing [45, 96], wireless, ground-based sensor measurements [36] and

climate modelling [64] all play important roles in modern climate

research and policy formulation. Processing and analysing a diverse

range of datasets using computational pipelines has allowed rapid

progress within ecology [78]. However, the computer systems re-
quired to effectively ingest, clean, collate, process, explore, archive,

and derive policy decisions from the raw data are presently not

usable by non-CS-experts, not reliable enough for scientific and

political decision-making, and not widely and openly available to

all interested parties across the globe.

We thus make the case for planetary computing: the digital infras-
tructure required to handle the ingestion, transformation, analysis

and publication of global data products for furthering environmen-

tal science. Planetary computing systems have a vital role to play

in not only powering the distillation of insights about our world,

but also in building public trust in the resulting policy actions by

enforcing standards of transparency, reproducibility, accountability

and timeliness in the decision-making process.

While planetary computing is superficially similar to classic big

data processing, it presents some unique challenges that we have

learnt first-hand. We will first describe the global ecological analy-

ses that our joint team of computer and environmental scientists

have built in the past three years (§1.1), and the lessons learnt

(§2) from that implementation process. We distill some common

requirements for planetary computing (§3) and find that existing

solutions only partially solve the computer systems problems (§3.4).

We then discuss the unsolved computing research opportunities

offered by planetary computing and discuss the pros and cons of

building systems intended to be used by environmental scientists

and policymakers (§4). Our ultimate aim is to grow an ecosystem

that spans organisations (ranging from NGOs to governments to

corporations who all need access to intelligence about planetary

health), that can survive the failure of any one controlling entity

in the coming decades, and that supports transparent and repro-

ducible computational science whilst respecting the sensitivity of

the underlying observational datasets.

1.1 Motivating Environmental Scenarios
At the Cambridge Conservation Initiative, we have had a joint team

of computer scientists and ecologists working together for several

years to tackle the following environmental challenges, which we

will use to motivate the need for planetary computing.

Analysing effectiveness of rainforest protections. There are many

worldwide conservation projects across the equatorial belt protect-

ing millions of hectares of old-growth tropical rainforest, resulting

in reduced CO2 emissions from deforestation (an approach known

as REDD+ [27]). Our challenge is to calculate the “additionality” of

these interventions such that we can quantify how many tonnes

of CO2 emissions have been avoided per year. The interventions

typically take the form of sustainable livelihoods (e.g., mixed-forest

cocoa plantations) that are an alternative to clearcutting the for-

est [71], and the CO2 additionality measurement is vital towards

justifying financing the intervention. The current measurement

mechanism is for projects to self-certify the background defor-

estation rates in the region, and then manually measure the net

gain in above-ground biomass vs their baseline. However, this ap-
proach often overestimates the avoided emissions and results are

not comparable across projects with differing baselines [29]. In-

stead, our computational solution uses global satellite data from

the past twenty years to process worldwide estimates of forest

biomass [26, 45] and apply statistical counterfactual analysis [30]

to comparably identify the additionality resulting from the interven-

tions. The results are adjusted for impermanence [94] and converted

into high-quality carbon credits that are used to offset unavoidable

emissions such as international air travel with comparable climate

benefit from the avoided forestry emissions [93].

Calculating worldwide extinction rates. Ecologists assess areas
of habitat data to generate worldwide extinction statistics [34],

but must not reveal individual observation points or else species
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Figure 1: Two versions of the JRC TMF dataset showing the same land use class data for an area of Indonesia in 2008. The left
image shows the 2021 data and the image on the right shows 2022 data. ■ undisturbed, ■ degraded, ■ deforested, ■ regrowth,
■ water, ■ other

may come under threat from poachers [68]. To generate this aggre-

gate data they combine satellite data (Landsat [106], MODIS [65],

Copernicus [35], GEDI [44]) with readings collected manually over

decades [57]. The data is highly variable in quality and requires

cleaning and normalisation [61], before machine learning is used

to train models to interpolate missing data. Information derived

from the data is used to direct habitat regeneration and protec-

tion efforts, but must be regenerated monthly as new data arrives.

When challenged it should be possible to reveal the provenance of

conclusions to auditors, even from decades-old observations. The

aggregate (around 92 petabytes of data) is processed across 29,000+

terrestrial species and used to create a global metric for extinction

rates known as “LIFE” [48]. The metric is published as a versioned

set of raster maps (≈500 GB of final results) for general use, but

ecologists also need access to individual species data.

Land-use policy for biodiversity preservation. Food and fibre pro-

duction trades off against natural habitats, and understandingwhere

to do this requires jurisdictional land management [31]. A civil ser-

vant assessing different methods of evaluating the impact of land

use changes on biodiversity needs to access datasets for their coun-

try that have a reasonable resolution (<100 metres/pixel and so

150GB/layer storage needed), across all the species on the IUCN

extinction list (10000+ entries [57]), and go back 30 years. Simi-

larly, natural resource managers rely on being able to work on

zoomed-out/cropped data for interactive and iterative exploration

of potential land use policies, and then scale to cluster compute

levels for a country-wide run.

2 LESSONS FROM THE FIELD
When we began these projects, building the computer systems to

solve the environmental challenges looked straightforward. The

amount of aggregate satellite data was around a dozen terabytes,

and so even a single many-core machine was able to run the data

processing pipeline involved [72]. However, as the computer sci-

entists delved deeper, the subtle difficulties of handling ecological

analyses started to come to light. Here we highlight four ways in

which applying computation to ecology has scaled up uncertainty

in the results produced.

2.1 Uncertainty in Data
The first task we had was to get a stable set of earth observation

data on which to build our analyses, and we quickly discovered just

how many variations there are of seemingly similar observations.

For example, we used the Tropical Moist Forest (TMF) dataset by

the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC) [102] that

calculates land use class (LUC) data worldwide from satellite ob-

servations and has been cited over 200 times.
1
TMF historic data is

upgraded as new algorithms and analysis become available (which

is good practice), but the means by which the data is published

does not make these updates to historically available data obvious.

Once updated, earlier versions on which other calculations (and

papers published) were made are no longer easily available, hugely

impacting research reproducibility.

The extent to which these differences matter is highly dependent

on where in the world the analysis is being carried out. For our

work, we looked at the tropical forest belt in Indonesia and found

large differences when aggregating the LUC data across the coun-

try. When comparing two versions of the data (one from 2021 and

the other from 2022) for the same historical year (2008), we see an
increase of 3.05% in land classed as deforested and a decrease in land

classed as undisturbed of 0.59% and degraded of 2.00%2. Whilst seem-

ingly small, these numbers should be taken in the context of the

area of Indonesia (approximately 1.9 million squared kilometres).

The change in amount of land incorrectly classed as deforested is

approximately the size of Togo! Figure 1 is a visualisation of these

changes; differences are partially caused by “improvements and cor-

rections of errors in the Annual Change collection in the sequence

of values for deforestation of old regrowth forest...” [23]. Without

access to the original 2021 JRC release, these differences propagate

silently through further downstream research. We observed similar

changeable datasets in other satellite outputs [44].

Perhaps counter-intuitively, uncertainty in data is at times a

desirable property: certain datasets are highly sensitive and can

result in the slaughter of species if accidentally released. Wildlife

tracking by sensors, for example, can reveal animal locations and

1
According the Google Scholar as of 2023-12-14

2
Analysis and source code: https://github.com/quantifyearth/jrc-diff
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that can help people capture, harm or kill tagged animals [39, 92].

There have been cases of tracking datasets being petitioned to be

opened to assist with (often illegal) hunting [55]. To help resolve

this tension, ecologists have published extensive decision trees to

guide the choice of whether to open a dataset or not [101]. The out-

comes range from restricting data by progressively masking species

identity, the high resolution maps of their locations, and aggregat-

ing results. There is also the ethical conundrum of data gathered

causing adverse impact on the local communities. Remote sensing

technology can disturb existing collective responsibility [90] and

potentially result in adverse livelihood impacts that increase pres-

sure to resort to unsustainable approaches (such as clearcutting

forests) tomake up for the lost income [87]. These factors resulted in

reluctance from our conservation partners to publish their datasets

on conventional hosting platforms, and instead manually manage

it.

2.2 Uncertainty in Code
Ecologists have therefore become de facto data-scientists, requiring

that they not only understand their own subject domain, but also

they have to learn to work with unwieldy datasets, HPC comput-

ing infrastructure, and to write code in languages that are at best

aimed at data-science (R or Julia) or general purpose languages

that have had support for data-science grafted on to them (Python

with libraries such as Numpy, Pandas, and so forth), with the big

caveat that none of these languages are designed for petabyte-scale

computation. It took software engineering, where the main output

of the discipline is code, many years of producing code and many

public failures in software quality to get to grips with now common

practices such as version control, testing, linting, so it should come

as no surprise that those tools have yet to make their way into

other domains where code is seen as a means rather than as an end.

We, as others have done [40, 75], observed this first hand as we

collaborated with our ecologist colleagues, that scripts get passed

around, tweaked repeatedly, and then cast aside once the result has

been produced. This is partly because the tools produced – such

as the ubiquitous git – are challenging enough for experts to fully

utilise correctly. But the architecture of these tools also does not

acknowledge the nature of the work of these scientists: the tools

encourage respect for the final tried-and-tested code, whereas data

science is often an exploratory and iterative process where most

versions of the code are not seen as correct and thus not worthy

of committing, and then when that final version does emerge, the

author is straight onto the next challenge with their newly minted

data. Some form of automatic versioning of code and data would
benefit exploratory programming [66].

Themotivation to do better is now emerging as scientific journals

now often require the public availability of code [32] alongside the

published manuscript, but that is often performed as a last step

when the coupling between the published data and the specific

version of the code used to generate it as been weakened. Software

engineering practices such as Continuous Integration (CI) are not

being used as a way to tie the output artefacts to the code that

created it, partly due to the need to master yet another specification

language, but also due to the difficulties of exporting large datasets

Figure 2: Showing the difference in terrain ruggedness index
(TRI) as calculated by the gdaldem tri command between
GDAL versions 3.2 and 3.3. The difference would ideally be
zero (all black).

from a local development environment. But the need for a tight

coupling between results and code was clear to the team.

Whilst in CS there is an awareness of formal methods to assess

whether code does what it is meant to, or at least a strong suite of

unit tests to give that confidence, that was not the case for those

working with these large datasets, again due to the exploratory

nature of the work until publication. The lack of systematic testing

were of concern to the whole team since simple programming errors

could easily lead to the need to retract publications [74]. The dataset

scale meant that visualisation tools did not make it easy to check

intermediate results when processing tens of thousands of species

in maps at <100m resolution.

2.3 Uncertainty in Dependencies
Even when care is taken, without reproducible computing environ-

ments (e.g., using a system like Nix [43]), the sheer multiplicity of

factors that could change the final results was unmanageable within

conventional operating systems. For example, consider the popular

geospatial data manipulation library GDAL [8]. Figure 2 shows

the difference between data derived with the same command-line

for calculating a terrain ruggedness index (TRI) but with GDAL

3.2 and GDAL 3.3.
3
The difference is due to changes in the default

algorithm that were necessary, but has introduced pixels differing

by as much 372m in this example.

Similarly, subtle changes in hardware versions led to changes

in results when the same pipeline was run on different machines.

While processing biodiversity maps, for example, we observed un-

expected small increases in habitat removal scenarios (where there

should only be species loss). Tracing this led down a rabbithole

which ended with a rounding discrepancy between array and scalar

operations on specific new versions of the AMD EPYC CPUs; they

added 512-bit SIMD instructions that had different rounding prop-

erties to narrower SIMD and scalar operations. In isolation the

3
Source code: https://github.com/quantifyearth/gdal-tri-diff
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rounding errors are insignificant (below the CPU floating point ep-

silon value), but when summed across thousands of species started

to have significant impact. All the biodiversity scenarios were af-

fected by the error, but it was hidden in most scenarios where loss

and gain is expected. The sheer volumes of data made it hard to

inspect intermediary results in fine detail, and it was fortunate that

we did a full loss scenario that flagged the discrepancy – and the

team had enough computer science expertise to trace the right root

cause across software and hardware and discuss it upstream.
4

The uncertainty in dependencies extended to popular platforms

for doing geospatial analysis like Google Earth Engine (GEE) – an

all-in-one, code and data platform for doing “planetary-scale analy-

sis” [54]. It has had widespread positive impact and enabled many

ecologists to produce useful analysis that would have been difficult

to achieve otherwise. One example is the global map of travel time

to healthcare facilities which can be used as a proxy for “remote-

ness” in ecological analysis [104]. However, we started running into

the limitations of GEE being a closed-source platform; for example,

we could not adequately specify specific historic datasets (such as

the aforementioned JRC TMF dataset) in a way that was guaranteed

to be immutable and therefore reproducible. Instead, we relied on

opaque identifiers that are potentially mutable, and on an open

platform this behaviour could have been verified.

This lead onto concerns about the longevity of the computation

platform to which the conservation research work was tied. It is

typical for some interventions to be planned for decades (trees live

a long time!), and involve thousands of people and dozens of organi-

sations spread geographically. A platform like GEE – no matter how

effective in the short-term – is tied to a single large corporation

that has a record of closing down non-core products [52]. Many

datasets in GEE have also been processed to make them easier to

consume, but the methodology by which they have been processed

is not published, preventing easy migration away from GEE once

datasets are adapted. Our use of GEE was thus a mixed bag – it is

extremely effective to use for interactive scientific exploration of

large-scale datasets, but is not a platform that we could extend to

satisfy our requirements for scientific reproducibility (key to any

comprehensive peer-review process) and long-term commitments

to ensuring our results can be explained in decades to come.

2.4 Uncertainty in Policy
Policy derived from poor data is not new; e.g. Herndon et al. found

selective exclusion of data, spreadsheet coding errors and inap-

propriate statistical methods in Reinhart and Rogoff’s paper on

the links between high public debt and economic growth, a pa-

per which was highly cited by influential statespeople [60]. But

whilst environmental science has dealt with uncertainty for a long

time; e.g., sampling errors in biodiversity analysis [49], a scientific

method which incorporates large datasets and multiple stages of

computation can compound the methodological uncertainty that

already exists in the field.

Figure 3 illustrates how this happens for the ecological chal-

lenges (§1.1) we are tackling. The computational pipeline needs

to additionally account for uncertainty across the source data, of

varying algorithms, and of tracking the data products that are used

4
See https://github.com/numpy/numpy/issues/25269
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Figure 3: An illustrative pipeline for two of the motives in
§1.1 and the policy scenarios that could be derived from the
results. For a fuller specification see [30] or [48].

by policymakers when they enact environmental change. We thus

next explore how planetary computing can build trust in decision-

making derived from the results of global data analysis, and the

considerations of a system that is sympathetic to the needs of poli-

cymakers and those that wish to challenge the proposed policies.

3 SCOPING PLANETARY COMPUTING
In order to urgently accelerate our actions towards addressing the

climate crisis, we advocate for a system that focuses on supporting

environmental scientists and policymakers as its primary users,

enabling collaboration on data-driven scenarios (§1.1).

3.1 Capabilities
Environmental scientists need to access large-scale input datasets
consisting of: (i) primary observation data from satellites [45] that is

petabyte-scale or direct ground measurements [80, 100]; (ii) derived
sources from algorithmic transformation or AI-based inference; and

(iii) previous results derived by third parties or from earlier runs.

Programmers then describe computation over these datasets that:

(i) is either algorithmic or machine learning-based, using a mix of

CPUs and GPUs; (ii) needs to autoscale to permit local development

followed by global analysis; and (iii) can be expressed by a non-

CS expert, ideally with a visual interface [33], in a language like

R or Python, or even with large language model assistance [86].

The derived products provide higher level insights and must be

archived for the long term, while: (i) tracking provenance on input

data and enforcing privacy constraints on output results; (ii) being
independently verifiable when given access to the source data; and

(iii) incrementally recalculating to allow for interactive exploration

and incorporation of local data. These requirements translate to

the data pipeline shown in Figure 4, with four phases:

• Ingestion: is the acquisition of remote sensing datasets. Pub-

lishers often serve them via adhoc HTTP/FTP servers, requiring

polling download scripts. The data formats vary (e.g., GeoJSON,

TIFFs) and typically need to be normalised into a format such

as a spatially indexed columnar store due to their size. There is

rarely systematic version control from the data providers (§2.1).

• Transform: is the dynamic computation pipeline over the very

large datasets at scale, usually expressed in multiple languages

(commonly Python, R, Julia or Fortran). The algorithms must

4
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Figure 4: Ideal dataflow pipeline for a planetary computing engine

scale to allow the ecologist to experiment locally before transfer-

ring their work to an HPC cluster. Additionally, machine learning

is often used to interpolate sparse datasets, and optimised by

spatial-temporal slicing to focus on desired regions.

• Analyse: is the foreign interface that can be used by external

systems, either via API-driven endpoints (e.g., webhooks), query

interfaces, or AI-driven language models.

• Publish: is the long-term storage of reproducible results (e.g.,

for scientific publications). It is also useful to provide online note-

books to give non-expert users a rapid development environment

with all the data, code and tools.

3.2 Agency
The pipeline is not useful unless it meets the need of not just those

in large institutions, but also is available to those who will be im-

pacted by any policy decisions. Therefore any system for planetary

computing must meet the following:

• Extensibility: Can the user (rather than a platform maintainer)

add new functionality to the system by importing libraries or

tools to cover new techniques? Can the user easily incorporate

the system into existing workflows?

• Accessibility: Can it be accessed by users without asking for–

and thus possibly being denied– permission? Can it be used

by anyone without specialised computer systems knowledge?

Does it support the patterns most useful for scientists, such as

incremental data exploration and exploratory research?

• Secrecy: Can published results be shared in a restrictive fashion

where data sensitivity is concerned, including onward sharing?

Consideration of agency is particularly important in the con-

text of planetary computing given that many conservation actions

happen in the global south, whereas much development of the com-

puter systems involved occurs in the global north [67]. This requires

planetary computing to take seriously the question of fairness, bias

and accountability across the various computational methods, such

as: how data is collected for machine learning models and how

they are trained and deployed fairly [62, 73], what role automated

decision-making plays in any policy decision [103] and the ethical

considerations for the accessibility and use of remote sensing [108].

3.3 Survivability
The system must also allow its results to survive durably as it will

feed science and policy well into the future.

• Traceability: Results must be traceable through to their data and

code inputs using cryptographic techniques, whilst respecting

not all inputs may be directly revealed, either because of gov-

ernance constraints or sensitivity (e.g., species under threat are

poaching targets [107]). Constraints must be tracked across inter-

mediate datasets, enforcing privacy requirements in outputs [47].

• Explainability: In order to develop real-world policy based on

computational results, the results and algorithms that led to them

need to be understandable to a set of non-expert policymakers.

This requires clear and concise expression of algorithms and

introspection of ML models.

• Reproducibility: The results that come out of the system need

to be independently rerun, which is surprisingly difficult with

heterogenous workloads spanning CPU/GPU operations [105]

and libraries varying internal algorithms across releases.

3.4 Current state of the art
We survey existing systems via two strategies: use existing end-to-

end platforms that cover as much of the lifecycle we have identified

as possible, or pull together a custom system using off-the-shelf

components. Our survey is summarized in Table 1.

Existing end-to-end solutions. Google’s Earth Engine (GEE) [53]

and Microsoft’s Planetary Computer (MPC) [14] both provide a

cloud-based end-to-end solution targeted at ecologists. These plat-

forms already ingest and make available popular satellite imagery,

provide ways to interactively explore existing datasets, and make

it easy to process the data using familiar languages such as Python

and JavaScript, whilst hiding the computation complexity of scaling

your algorithm. The two platforms differ in their approach, with

GEE focusing on ease-of-use through its own proprietary UI and li-

braries, and MPC focusing on providing an open platform on which

to run existing tooling at scale. Both platforms score well on E2E

capabilities, but less so on the non-technical requirements. Access

to both is on a request basis with no guarantee of access, and there-

fore no guarantee that any work can be reproduced. Code written

for GEE will not run directly on other platforms, also hampering

reproducibility compared to MPC’s more open stance. Conversely,

MPC exposes systems concerns to its users in a far greater way

than GEE, which uses its own frameworks to abstract memory and

parallelism. Neither system supports traceability and explainability

while protecting private data.

Platforms. The open source community has produced a num-

ber of components over the years to build custom solutions (we

only cover a small sample here). These typically expose more sys-

tem concerns to the user and require more management. The size

and complexity of datasets required to tackle global environmental

problems is petabytes in scale and always growing, equating to

5



End-to-end Capabilities Agency Survivability

Description Ingest Transform Analyse Publish Extensible Accessible Secrecy Traceable Explainable Reproducible

C
lo
ud

Earth Engine [53] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗
MPC [14] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓
ArcGIS [4] ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ - ✗ ✗ ✗
AWS [15] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ - - ✓ -

Snowflake [18] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ - - ✓ -

Huggingface [11] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ - - ✗ ✗
Zenodo [2] - - - ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ -

DataDryad [7] - - - ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓ -

GitHub [10] - ✗ - ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ -

OneDrive [17] - - - ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ - -

Google Drive [16] - - - ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ - -

Fr
am

ew
or
k

Apache Sedona [76] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ - ✗ ✓ ✓
Apache Hadoop [3] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ - ✗ ✓ ✓
Pachyderm [79] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ - ✗ ✓ ✓
PostGIS [1] - ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ - ✗ ✓ ✓
TileDB [21] - ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ - ✗ ✓ ✓
Jenkins [12] - ✗ - ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Li
br
ar
ie
s GDAL [8] - ✗ ✗ - ✗ ✓ - - ✓ ✓

CUPY [5] - ✗ ✗ - ✗ ✗ - - ✓ ✓
Dask [6] - ✓ ✗ - ✓ ✓ - - - ✓
TerraLib [20] - ✓ ✓ - ✗ ✗ - - ✓ ✓
PyTorch [82] - ✓ ✓ - ✗ ✓ - - ✗ ✓

To
ol
s R [25] ✓ ✗ ✓ - ✓ ✓ - ✗ ✓ ✓

QGIS [24] - ✗ ✓ - ✗ ✓ - - - -

STAC [19] ✓ - - ✓ ✓ ✓ - ✗ ✓ ✗

Table 1: Comparison of existing tools used for environmental science (a dash indicates an out-of-scope area)

large storage and processing costs. Many turn to general-purpose

cloud platforms (GPCPs) as an affordable, scalable alternative, using

services like Amazon Web Services (AWS) [15] and Snowflake [18].

Some, like AWS, already have open science datasets ready to go,

though that is not common. GPCPs are much less ready for non-

technologists to use without additional training: configuring infras-

tructure necessarily exposes systems complexities. Users need to

ensure their architecture matches the infrastructure’s mechanisms

for CPU/GPU/memory provisioning, something GEE hides well.

Alternatively, there are on-prem solutions that are suitable for

spinning up a scalable compute platform on local hardware us-

ing generic frameworks like Hadoop [3] or Pachyderm [79], and

geospatial targeted ones like Sedona [76]. These frameworks sched-

ule storage and compute resources, but do require both technical

setup and maintenance. These systems will favour a particular class

of algorithms: e.g., Hadoop’s map-reduce makes the user structure

their code to align with that, and this doesn’t work efficiently for

algorithms such as deep learning [77]. There are a variety of GIS

enabled databases (such as PostGIS [1] and TileDB [21]) that make

working with certain classes of geo-data accessible, which are pow-

erful tools once set up, but knowing how to run a high-performance

database with very large volumes of data is a job in its own right.

For incrementality, Continuous Integration (CI) systems (such

as Jenkins [12]) can be set up to help with running end-to-end

pipelines, but are remarkably difficult to make reproducible and

portable across systems, and again are typically managed by ded-

icated devops professionals due to the their fragility and lack of

end-user friendliness. GitHub [10] does provide some easily man-

aged CI style features that are easier to set up, but are not intended

to be used for computation at a planetary scale.

For publishing, hosted services for code and data (e.g., GitHub,

Zenodo [2] and DataDryad [7]) provide a degree of traceable public

reference by both being a primary source and allowing for version-

ing. However, ensuring that private data is never leaked across these

services is difficult as DIFC has not been adopted [110]. It is notable

that despite the adaption by academics of data portals like these,

major institutions like NASA and the JRC still self-publish, leading

to issues like those described in §2.1. Typically these platforms

are only used for final published results, but in practice ecologists

regularly need to share work-in-progress results with colleagues in

other institutions, yet geospatial datasets will readily exceed the

size limits of most people’s cloud provider file stores (e.g., Google

Drive or Microsoft OneDrive [16, 17]), and so ad-hoc solutions are

used, which limit traceability.

Data transform. Coding efficiently at the scales involved with

geospatial datasets often requires CS-level knowledge to use hard-

ware like GPUs. Conventional tooling used in this domain, e.g.,

Python or R, do not sufficiently abstract memory management and

task parallelism to allow the user to express their transformation

and analysis algorithms efficiently alone, but there exist layered

frameworks that can help. For example, PyTorch [82] provides a

“pragmatic” programming interface to simplify deep learning by

abstracting parallelism and GPU use. Dask [6] does similar for

NumPy-based numeric workloads, distributing them over multiple

cores or over a cluster. This ability to separate the expression of

the computation to the management of the data resources is a key

enabler of users that need to be able to work on these datasets.

Frameworks only provide a partial solution to the data lifecycle

and the boundaries expose systems-level concerns. For instance,

CuPy [5], a CUDA-based GPU based drop-in replacement for the

numerical framework NumPy [58], does not consider whether it

is efficient to use the GPU over the CPU for a particular dataset: it

leaves the burden of that with the user, assuming they are familiar

with details like having to do enough work on the GPU to amortise

memory transfer costs. Interactions between frameworks can also
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cause significant performance issues: GDAL [8], the standard library

for reading and writing geo-data, typically suggests an efficient

block-size for reading GeoTIFFs that is orientated incompatibly

with CuPy’s expectations, leading to just one ALU on the GPU

being used unless the user knows to redimension their data first. In

terms of uncertainty, whilst the ability to migrate data between CPU

and GPU is convenient, it also leads to varying results depending

on the sensitivity of the experiment, as the floating point behaviour

of GPUs differs from those in CPUs [105].

Analysis and Visualisation. By using common data-format stan-

dards in the domain (e.g., GeoJSON, GeoTIFFs etc.), interoperating

with existing analysis tools such as Leaflet [22] and QGIS [24] for

exploratory visualisation and R [25] for statistical analysis becomes

much easier. These are crucial in ecology and geospatial analysis

for enabling visual and statistical debugging. For example, plotting

points on a map makes it much easier to know when your latitudes

and longitudes are stored the wrong way round. Integrating these

tools more deeply into computational pipelines can help improve

the process of checking the progress and correctness of a calcula-

tion. Being able to visualise datasets is so important that we have

observed cases where when given a tradeoff between an optimal

geospatial data format (e.g., not using raster data due to the limita-

tions of map projections and instead using uniform-area hexgrids),

ecologists fall back to using formats they can visualise.

Publication and traceability. Despite data lineage in science long

being a concern [89], common geospatial data-storage formats

do not provide support for versioning, let alone traceability. Geo-

TIFF, the common format for satellite imagery data, contains no

fields around versioning in the standard [41], and nor do upcom-

ing formats like geozarr [9]. The Arrow and Parquet formats have

provision for embedded metadata to use for data lineage, but there

are no mandatory fields or common conventions. SpatioTemporal

Asset Catalogs (STAC) [19] is a JSON-based format for publishing

geo-data collections, and is used by many services including MPC.

STAC has extensions that capture how data was processed (which

helps with reproducability) but has no mandatory versioning infor-

mation for the referenced data-files, and the optional version info

does not contain anything (e.g., data hashes) to ensure versions are

tied to specific data instances.

Current end-to-end solutions are let down by lack of reproducibil-

ity, traceability, and explainability – all key to ensuring the right

decisions are made when tackling the climate crisis. Whilst it is

possible to assemble off-the-shelf components into an end-to-end

system with these features, in doing so they expose the user to

system concerns that require a technology domain expert, acting as

a blocker to wider adaptation of the environmental interventions

that they would otherwise enable.

4 OPEN RESEARCH CHALLENGES
We have established there are missing pieces (§3) needed to reduce

the difficulty of implementing data-driven environmental policy-

making (§1.1), and that no single computing framework or cloud

platform solves it all. The heart of the problem is the sheer amount

of uncertainty introduced by the layers of global observations, al-

gorithms, derived products and eventual policy-making (§2). We
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Figure 5: The pipeline from Figure 3, but highlighting com-
puting research challenges around privacy, versioning and
longevity. The computing and environmental challenges de-
pend on each other for a trustworthy policy outcome.

now explore computer science research challenges which, if con-

nected, pave the way for a sustainable planetary computing model.

Figure 5 summarises the general opportunities we discovered while

building our own digital pipelines. We must deal with sensitive data

observations (§4.1), then how to version these large environments

(§4.2), how to ensure they will survive for decades (§4.3) and finally

meet our goal of building trust in data-driven policy-making (§4.4).

4.1 Reconciling privacy and transparency
Climate change monitoring and environmental conservation are

both hugely challenging from a data secrecy perspective, and fully

open access to data is likely to cause more harm than good. There

are a number of stakeholders involved in any data collection process,

with numerous examples of environmental data being used by

economically-motivated malicious actors to cause harm (§2.1).

From a computer science perspective, we thus need to build in

strong security and privacy controls from the ground up in any

planetary computing infrastructure. While most existing systems

prioritise openness or transparency at the expense of privacy, we

have established that being too open lets bad actors determine how

best to game the system [84]. To mitigate this, as one possibility, we

suggest the principle of “eventual openness” where data is initially

embargoed and eventually made public [69]. Moreover, differential

privacy [47] and decentralised information flow control [110] per-

mit some transparency while preserving data privacy even during

the sensitive early period. Full query engines that respect the pri-

vacy constraints across multiple users are also an emerging area; e.g.

the multiverse database architecture [70]. These capabilities could

provide scientists and policymakers with the tools they need to

balance privacy and transparency. It may also be useful to partially
reveal source data to avoid full disclosure, but allow subsequent

auditing by third-parties who are granted access to the source in-

formation and can independently verify it.

4.2 Versioning uncertainty across code and data
We observed (§2.1) that even seemingly static datasets for past

observations can vary over time due to the algorithms that process

them improving. Figure 5 shows this can impact downstream policy-

making such as carbon credits, which leads to adverse effects for

the desired conservation outcomes. It is therefore important that we
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establish usable versioning schemes across code and datasets and

the environments they are processed in, in order for policy-makers

to be able to predict the impact of upcoming changes.

There exist initiatives to structure data formats involved in cli-

mate modelling (e.g., for CMIP6 [28]). The key they identified to

efficiency is to establish a common data format that avoids re-

peated data transformations in subsequent computation pipelines.

While there are many workflow engines available, none support

portable and efficient pipeline composition due to the varying ex-

pressive power of dynamic dataflow graphs; from Turing-powerful

engines [77] to static graphs that do not support data-dependent

control flow [3]. A protocol-driven approach could specify library

interfaces for expressing multiple code stages in different languages,

orchestrating container builds, GPU execution, and results retrieval

from external systems (e.g., GEE) where no local copy is available.

As with ingestion, systems must propagate secrecy information

of datasets across distributed nodes [109]. A planetary comput-

ing pipeline thus needs to account for traceability, privacy and

sharing while adding versioning, and some research directions to

investigate include: (i) using compressed columnar formats sorted

by anticipated access patterns [85] with optional lossy compres-

sion [13, 42] optimised for streaming to CPUs/GPUs [97]; (ii) tag-
ging input sources using Decentralised Information Flow Control

(DIFC) labels [110] ensuring that access control checks can be ap-

plied at any point in a distributed pipeline or a query engine [70];

(iii) hashing the data into spatial chunks, permitting subsequent

version control [50] of subsets.

4.3 Building survivable data products
At first glance, a cloud platform like GEE solves the short-term plan-

etary computing problem (Table 1) and is being used widely [78].

The challenge is how to make it survive into the coming decades.

It is difficult to believe that a closed platform – no matter how

impressively engineered – can gather the world’s data and act as a

central source of policy-making intelligence. The computing com-

munity has come together in the past to build federated testbeds

for emerging technologies, such as PlanetLab [83], CloudLab [46]

and Emulab [59]. Since the inception of the Internet, we have built

collective knowledge about fostering and scaling open source com-

munities [95], curating open data collections [81], and drive shared

governance such as the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) [56].

Planetary computing needs a similarly ambitious drive to ensure

that platforms such as GEE can continue to survive beyond any one

organisation or provider. It is not yet clear if the answer to this is by

building a fully federated system, but a first step in that direction

is to define protocols by which independent implementations can

interoperate. An IETF-equivalent process would involve specifying

protocols for each of the pipeline blocks in Figure 4. However,

there are significant gaps in the research literature with respect to

decentralised access control and encryption at scale.

4.4 Accessibility to non-expert users
Scientists and policymakers are the raison d’être and primary users

of planetary computing, not an afterthought, and computing must

be deployed towards positive terminal outcomes [88] to those af-

fected most by climate change. The purpose of the data pipelines

Figure 6: A visualisation of the counterfactual pixel-
matching to assess the additionality of an avoided defor-
estation project (§1.1). Pixels in green are from the project
and they are matched to similar locations in blue.

(Figure 5) is to empower us to analyse complex counterfactual sce-

narios in order to enact difficult policy decisions. Therefore, we

need simpler query interfaces to the lower level expert-driven data

products, while preserving the provenance and explainability of

those products to retain trust in the resulting decisions. In our own

research while working on tropical forests and carbon credits [93],

one of the most impactful interfaces was a visual explorer which

illustrates the counterfactual analysis involved step-by-step (Fig-

ure 6). This dynamic interface began as a prototype to debug the

algorithms, but rapidly turned into the explainer of the complex

algorithms [30] to ecologists and financiers. Promising research di-

rections include “no-code” interfaces to assemble building blocks of

algorithms and data [38], and LLM-based natural language copilots

for conversational exploration resulting in reusable outputs [37].

The other major consideration is that of agency and indepen-

dence – it must be possible for policymakers to mix public datasets

with their own private (usually jurisdiction-specific) data without

revealing it to a third party [91]. The safe mixing of such data re-

quires careful analysis to establish biases that might adversely affect

its applicability to a given region. Approaches such as datasheets for

datasets [51] may help establish standards for helping non-expert

users ensure the sources they are basing their decisions on are

appropriate for their local context.

5 CONCLUSIONS
We have drawn on our experiences as a joint team of computing and

ecological scientists to lay out our vision for planetary computing

as a vehicle to accelerating collaborative, data-driven environmen-

tal policy-making. The research directions we have outlined here

are by no means comprehensive, and are primarily focused on com-

puter systems research. We hope, however, that the framing of

planetary computing in this paper will act as a useful focal point

for the computer science community to plug key knowledge gaps

in the deployment of data-driven environmental science, and will

eventually result in an accurate and representative view of plane-

tary health that can be used to inform policy that preserves and

enhances our natural ecosystems into the coming decades.
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