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ABSTRACT
Machine Learning (ML) for Mineral Prospectivity Mapping (MPM)
remains a challenging problem as it requires the analysis of asso-
ciations between large-scale multi-modal geospatial data and few
historical mineral commodity observations (positive labels). Re-
cent MPM works have explored Deep Learning (DL) as a modeling
tool with more representation capacity. However, these overparam-
eterized methods may be more prone to overfitting due to their
reliance on scarce labeled data. While a large quantity of unlabeled
geospatial data exists, no prior MPM works have considered using
such information in a self-supervised manner. Our MPM approach
uses a masked image modeling framework to pretrain a backbone
neural network in a self-supervised manner using unlabeled geospa-
tial data alone. After pretraining, the backbone network provides
feature extraction for downstream MPM tasks. We evaluated our
approach alongside existing methods to assess mineral prospec-
tivity of Mississippi Valley Type (MVT) and Clastic-Dominated
(CD) Lead-Zinc deposits in North America and Australia. Our re-
sults demonstrate that self-supervision promotes robustness in
learned features, improving prospectivity predictions. Addition-
ally, we leverage explainable artificial intelligence techniques to
demonstrate that individual predictions can be interpreted from a
geological perspective.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Applied computing→ Environmental sciences; • Comput-
ing methodologies → Unsupervised learning; • Information
systems → Geographic information systems.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Data-driven mineral prospectivity mapping (MPM) seeks to ap-
ply Machine Learning (ML) techniques for improving traditional

∗Both authors contributed equally to this research.

mineral commodity assessment, which is a time-consuming man-
ual process. Minerals are naturally occurring, inorganic solid sub-
stances with specific chemical compositions and crystalline struc-
ture formed through geological processes in Earth’s crust. Monitor-
ing the supply of scarce mineral commodities (e.g. critical minerals),
that are essential for the economy and national security of a country,
is an ongoing concern in the real world [5].

ML MPM, which is the application of our interest, aims to esti-
mate the prospectivity (i.e., presence likelihood) of an exploration
target, such as a mineral deposit, at new locations based on knowl-
edge from existing locations. MPM is typically approached as a
binary classification problem. Key factors for mineral deposit for-
mation are identified and converted into raster data, that serve as
the input features for this classification problem. These key factors
are mappable proxies correlated with the mineral deposit forma-
tion. Historical records of mineral deposit locations can be mapped
using georeferencing techniques to correspond with the input fea-
tures, providing labels for this classification problem. MLMPM then
learns a function that predicts the presence of a mineral deposit
given the explanatory input features (i.e., raster data).

ML MPM remains a challenging problem, because typically few
historical mineral commodity records are available to learn from
large-scale multi-modal geospatial data. Recent works [15, 17] have
recognized the potential of Deep Learning (DL) as an advanced ML
tool for MPM, as DL is capable of finding more complex geospaial
relations than traditional ML methods [18]. However, there are
still significant difficulties in exploiting DL for MPM. First, mineral
deposit formation (i.e., geological mineralization) is extremely rare.
The rarity of mineralization leads to label scarcity, which increases
the risk of overfitting due to the over-parametrization of DL archi-
tectures. Second, DL predictions can be challenging to be interpret
and validate from a geological point of view. The complex nature
of these techniques obfuscates how input features affect output
predictions. Third, incomplete domain knowledge and errors exist
in our understanding of mineralization and how we operationalize
MPM [20]. Therefore, uncertainty should also be estimated and
presented in predictions from DL methods.

We propose a new unified framework that addresses these DL
difficulties for MPM, using self-supervised learning, explainable
artificial intelligence, and epistemic uncertainty modeling shown in
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Figure 1: Overview of our Mineral Prospectivity Mapping (MPM) approach. Left-to-right: geospatial data preprocessing; geospa-
tial Self-Supervised Learning; MPM using extracted SSL features; and validating MPM predictions using feature importances

Figure 1. Our approach to the MPM problem presents a new direc-
tion in which a single backbone model is pretrained, then re-used
for various downstream MPM tasks (i.e., prediction of a mineral
deposit type is a single task). Training a single backbone model that
can be used across multiple tasks (multiple mineral deposit types)
is made possible through a masked image modeling objective that
exclusively uses unlabeled data. In this way, the learned features are
a generic representation of the localized geospatial information that
can be used for MPM. In addition to self-supervision, we treat MPM
as an imbalanced, positive-unlabeled binary classification problem.
This problem formulation leads to a novel undersampling tech-
nique, that reduces the chance of labeling unknown true positives
as negative samples in previous works. We also leverage the inte-
grated gradients feature attribution method [16] to offer insights
into which explanatory features most influenced each MPM pre-
diction. Our method produces predictions that pair each presence
likelihood with an epistemic uncertainty measure, based on the
Monte-Carlo Dropout [6] method. Our capabilities in providing fea-
ture attributions and uncertainties reduce the barriers to validating
the DL MPM predictions from a geological perspective.

We validated our DL MPMmethod, by recreating two large-scale
mineral assessment datasets. We followed the experimental settings
of [11] to recreate datasets for mineral assessments of Mississippi
Valley-Type (MVT) and Clastic-Dominated (CD) Lead-Zinc deposits
in North America and Australia. We compared our performance
with five baselines based on prior MPM works [1, 3, 11, 15, 17]. We
also use a suite of six classification metrics to confirm consistency
in results. Results in all experiments are reported as the average
and standard deviation of repeated trials, which are conducted with
different training data splits. To better contextualize the prediction
results, we report an analysis of each model’s computational com-
plexity. Additional ablation studies were performed to substantiate
our design choices, including analysis of self-supervision and our
new undersampling technique.

Overall, our results indicate that self-supervised learning pro-
motes feature robustness and model generalization. We believe
our work presents an important step towards the new direction of
building geospatial foundation models for mineral exploration. Our
contributions are as follows:

(1) We propose a self-supervised MPM pretraining method
based on masked image modeling that leverages unlabeled
geospatial data.

(2) We incorporate explainable AI and epistemic uncertainty
modeling into our DL MPM method to validate individual
DL MPM predictions from a geological perspective.

(3) We treat MPM as an imbalanced, positive-unlabaled binary
classification problem, leading to the formulation of a novel
undersampling method for MPM.

(4) We validate our approach with comprehensive experiments
and ablation studies, demonstrating our improved predic-
tion performance and robustness over baseline methods.

2 BACKGROUND & RELATEDWORK
2.1 Preliminaries
We model geospatial information (e.g., geophysics, geology, geo-
chemistry) using a multi-band georeferenced raster framework. A
raster is a representation of a two dimensional plane as a matrix of
𝑛 pixels organized into a rectangular grid of 𝑟 rows and 𝑐 columns
where each pixel contains information. A georeferenced raster typi-
cally encodes geospatial information with a projection of the raster
onto the Earth’s surface using an Earth coordinate reference system.
Therefore, every pixel on a georeferenced raster has a correspond-
ing area on Earth’s surface. Our multi-band georeferenced raster
framework contains𝑚 rasters that represent geospatial information.
We denote a multi-band georeferenced raster as 𝑋 = {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛}
where 𝑥𝑖 ∈ R𝑚×1. Here, the multi-band raster 𝑋 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 , or equiv-
alently in raster format, 𝑋 ∈ R𝑚×𝑟×𝑐 .

Mineral exploration is often approached as a binary classification
problem [18] in which the goal is to estimate the likelihood for the
presence of some mineral exploration target (e.g., mineral deposit).
In the multi-band georeferenced raster framework, a single-band
georeferenced raster can be used to encode the exploration target
presence in each pixel, denoted as 𝑌 = {𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑛}. Therefore, the
georeferenced rasters represent both the explanatory features (i.e.,
𝑋 ) and target features (i.e., 𝑌 ) for mineral exploration.

2.2 Problem Statement
MPM seeks to estimate the prospectivity (i.e., presence likelihood)
of an exploration target at new locations based on knowledge from
existing locations. More formally, the inputs to our problem in-
clude a multi-band georeferenced raster 𝑋 and a history of obser-
vations where the exploration target is present to derive our labels
𝑌 (e.g., mineral deposit). The goal of MPM is to find a function F
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of the localized geospatial data in a location 𝑥 ′
𝑖
∈ 𝑋 that estimates

its presence likelihood 𝑝 (𝑦𝑖 = present|𝑥 ′
𝑖
), i.e., F (𝑥 ′

𝑖
) ≈ 𝑝 (𝑦𝑖 =

present|𝑥 ′
𝑖
). In ML MPM, F can take many forms, see Section 2.3,

but typically F is found through some procedure that optimizes
a supervised objective function L𝑆 of the available labels 𝑦𝑖 with
corresponding inputs 𝑥 ′

𝑖
, i.e., L𝑆

(
F (𝑥 ′

𝑖
), 𝑦𝑖

)
. The optimization pro-

cedure for F incrementally updates the function to find one with
the best objective value L, providing our problem solution.

To illustrate, consider the case of mapping mineral deposit pres-
ence likelihood. Themulti-band georeferenced raster contains geospa-
tial explanatory features for the mineral deposit presence. These
explanatory feature layers can include geophysics, geochemistry,
geology, and other types of proxies correlated with the mineral
deposit’s presence. Data for these features comes from a variety
of sources and in many formats (e.g., maps of lithology, geochemi-
cal samples, magnetic anomaly measurements), but all source data
can be georeferenced and rasterized to be represented as 𝑋 . Ad-
ditionally, all records of mineral deposits can be converted into a
single-band georeferenced raster to be represented as𝑌 . Every pixel
within the single-band georeferenced raster that overlaps with a
historical observation can be labeled present while remaining pixels
are unknown. As a simplifying assumption, prior MPM work typi-
cally labels these unknown pixels as absent. With 𝑋 and 𝑌 realized,
some flavor of ML MPM can be applied to define the function F ,
objective L, and the optimization procedure. For example, in [3]
the Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm, which has a sum of residu-
als objective function, was used to optimize the parameters of a
multi-layer perceptron, a form of artificial neural network (i.e., F ).

2.3 Related Work
Traditional MPM methods, such as Weights of Evidence (WoE) [1]
and Fuzzy Logic [2], are popular for their ease of interpretation
and implementation. For example, WoE applies conditional prob-
ability theory to assess the associations between explanatory fea-
tures and known deposits. ML MPM methods have been consid-
ered to learn more complex associations between explanatory vari-
ables and deposit sites, providing better predictions over traditional
methods. Prior ML MPM works have used Artificial Neural Net-
works (ANN) [3, 14], Support VectorMachines [19], Random Forests
(RF) [13], and Gradient Boosting [11]. Decision Tree-based methods
(e.g., RF, GBM) have also been popular for MPM. They have the
modeling capacity to represent non-linear functions, and can assess
the importance of explanatory features across all predictions.

Most recently, the potential of Deep Learning (DL) for MPM has
been of interest due to its dominance in many other fields. In [15],
Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN) have been used and found
to outperform the RF method. In [17], transformer-based architec-
tures were explored and found to outperform ANN. These works
demonstrate how DL MPM can extract new and unknown patterns
that may not be identified by prior models. However, DL architec-
tures tend to be over-parameterized, which might increase the risk
of overfitting F to training data in situations with few known min-
eralizations (i.e., label scarcity) [18]. DL MPM predictions are also
difficult to be interpreted from a geological point of view due to the
complex nature of these techniques. Last, our understanding of min-
eralization and how we operationalize MPM for ML is inherently

Figure 2: Illustration of data processing with multi-band
georeferenced raster 𝑋 . Red and green prisms are samples
𝑥 ′
𝑖
∈ R𝑚×𝑤×𝑤 , with red ✗and green ✓representing absent and

present center pixel labels for the samples, respectively.

uncertain [20]. While such uncertainties should be represented in
MPM, they are rarely considered in DL orMLMPM predictions. Our
work seeks to address these issues, by using self-supervised learn-
ing, explainable artificial intelligence, and epistemic uncertainty
modeling, respectively. More details are described in Section 3.

3 APPROACH
Our approach to the MPM problem presents a new direction in
which a single backbone model is pretrained, then re-used for var-
ious downstream MPM tasks (e.g., across mineral deposit types).
Pretraining a model that can be used across multiple mineral de-
posit types is made possible through a self-supervised objective
that exclusively uses unlabeled data. We treat MPM as an imbal-
anced, positive-unlabaled binary classification problem that leads to
a novel undersampling technique that reduces mislabeling. We also
leverage the integrated gradients feature attribution method [16]
to offer insights into which explanatory features most influenced
each prospectivity prediction. We model prospectivity as a presence
likelihood paired with an uncertainty. We consider epistemic un-
certainty, measured based on the Monte-Carlo Dropout [6] method.
In the following sections, we detail our DL MPM approach.

3.1 Data Preparation
We preprocess and sample our multi-band georeferenced raster 𝑋
to generate inputs for the entire training process of our approach
(i.e., both supervised and self-supervised). Given a set of𝑚 explana-
tory feature layers, we preprocess each using a series of operations
common in ML MPM works [11]. First, we rasterize and georefer-
ence each explanatory feature layer 𝑗 = {1, . . . ,𝑚}. Next, pixels 𝑥𝑖
that were outliers or had missing values were removed or imputed,
respectively. Tukey fences were used to remove outliers, while
inverse distance weighting on surrounding pixel values followed
by smoothing were used for imputation. Last, the 𝑚 rasters are
normalized to standard scores and geospatially aligned, for pro-
ducing a multi-band georeferenced raster 𝑋 ∈ R𝑚×𝑟×𝑐 . After the
above preprocessing, the multi-band raster 𝑋 can be indexed with
square windows of size𝑤 to produce samples for training. A sample
𝑥 ′ ∈ R𝑚×𝑤×𝑤 from 𝑋 represents a 3D tensor, two dimensions for
spatial extents (i.e., 𝑤 × 𝑤 ) and one for the explanatory feature
layers𝑚 as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 3: Illustration of masked image modeling pretraining
procedure for a single explanatory feature layer.

3.2 Self-Supervised Learning (SSL)
We use masked image modeling within our multi-band georefer-
enced raster framework to pretrain a deep learning model, that
serves as our backbone for feature extraction in downstream MPM
tasks. Our approach is inspired by self-supervised learning via
masked image modeling, which has had recent success within com-
puter vision [8]. In masked image modeling, a visual deep neural
network is pretrained by reconstructing input images that have
severe signal loss (i.e., ∼75% input image pixels discarded). In the
context of MPM, our input images correspond to samples 𝑥 ′ of 𝑋 ,
where the spatial extents of 𝑥 ′ are image widths and heights of
size𝑤 while the explanatory feature layers are image channels𝑚.
After pretraining, we use the backbone neural network for feature
extraction in downstream MPM tasks.

Our self-supervised model is an encoder-decoder architecture
pretrained to reconstruct windows within a multi-band georefer-
enced raster 𝑥 ′ given their partial observations, see Figure 3. First
the input sample is divided into regular non-overlapping patches.
A small minority of the the patches are kept (i.e., ∼25%) while the
remainder are masked. The unmasked patches are sequenced and
processed into unmasked patch tokens by an encoder E, which in
our architecture is a Vision Transformer [4]. Next, the unmasked
patch tokens are supplemented with mask tokens that indicate
which patches of the sample 𝑥 ′ were masked. These mask tokens
are a learned representation indicating missing values that need
to be predicted. The sequence of both unmasked patch tokens and
mask tokens are then processed by the decoder, a second shorter se-
ries of transformer blocks. The output of the decoder is a sequence
of patches that are stitched back together to reconstruct the input
image. The Mean Squared Error (MSE) between reconstructed im-
age from the decoder 𝑥 ′ and the original input sample 𝑥 ′ is then the
reconstruction objective used for pretraining, shown in Equation 1.

L𝑆𝑆 (𝑥𝑖 ) =
1

𝑚 ×𝑤 ×𝑤

∑︁
𝑗

(𝑥 ′𝑖 − 𝑥 ′
𝑖
)2 (1)

Due to the asymmetric encoder-decoder design of this masked
image modeling technique [8], the decoder has much few parame-
ters and modeling capacity than the encoder. Therefore, the encoder
E is optimized to learn a robust latent representation that summa-
rizes the complete set of image patches when only a small portion of
unmasked patches are observed. The learned features are a generic
representation of the localized geospatial information that can be
used for MPM. The encoder E alone can be used as the backbone
network for feature extraction after pretraining.

Figure 4: Eightmasked imagemodeling pretraining examples
showing input, 75% mask, masked input, and reconstruction
left-to-right in columns.

Figure 4 shows various inputs and outputs from the self-supervised
pretraining as examples. In each of the eight examples the first col-
umn shows the original input, the second column shows the 75%
mask, the third column shows the sparse input after masking, and
the fourth column shows the reconstructed input. Each example is
taken from some explanatory feature layer that forms the samples
𝑥 ′
𝑖
. These explanatory feature layers include geophysical, geologi-

cal, and geochemical raster data. While we visualize the examples
as single bands in the figure, the masked image modeling occurs
simultaneously across all𝑚 explanatory feature layers. In this way,
the learned features build spatial and channel redundancy.

3.3 Mineral Prospectivity Mapping
We consider MPM an imbalanced, positive-unlabeled binary clas-
sification problem. We formulate a new undersampling method
for MPM by treating the samples that exclude those with explo-
ration targets present as unlabeled data rather than negatives in
Section 3.3.1. Our DLMPM approach combines the encoder E of the
self-supervised network from Section 3.2 with a small classifier to
form the function F that estimates prospectivity. We discuss how
we train F to output prospectivity in Section 3.3.2. Section 3.3.3
explains how we use feature attributions to compute which input
features most influenced each prediction.

3.3.1 Positive-Unlabeled Learning. We treat MPM as an imbal-
anced, positive-unlabeled binary classification problem. MPM is
known to be an imbalanced learning problem [12]. Prior MPMwork
assumes absence (i.e., negative samples 𝑥 ′𝑛𝑒𝑔) for all remaining loca-
tions after excluding those with historical record of the exploration
target being present (i.e., positive samples 𝑥 ′𝑝𝑜𝑠 ). Typically, dataset
balancing process then takes the form of some combination of
random undersampling the majority class, 𝑥 ′𝑛𝑒𝑔 , and random or
synthetic oversampling the minority class, 𝑥 ′𝑝𝑜𝑠 [18]. However, this
assumption (negative samples are the difference between the set
of all samples and positive samples) increases the risks in labeling
unknown true positives as negatives, i.e., 𝑋 ̸ 𝑥 ′𝑝𝑜𝑠 ≠ 𝑥 ′𝑛𝑒𝑔 . We
instead introduce samples with unknown labels, 𝑋 ̸ 𝑥 ′𝑝𝑜𝑠 = 𝑥 ′

𝑢𝑛𝑘
,

and propose a new undersampling approach to reduce this risk.
Our approach reduces the chance of labeling unknown true pos-

itives as negatives, by taking into account the feature similarities
between positive 𝑥 ′𝑝𝑜𝑠 and unknown 𝑥 ′

𝑢𝑛𝑘
samples. First, features

for every sample in the MPM dataset are extracted. Sample features
can be extracted directly from the 𝑚 explanatory feature layers
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of the multi-band georeferenced raster. We used the encoder E to
perform feature extraction. Specifically, we use the generic latent
representation outputted from the encoder to process each sample
𝑥 ′ from𝑋 . The features for all samples 𝑥 ′ are then split into positive
and unknown sample features according to 𝑋 ̸ 𝑥 ′𝑝𝑜𝑠 = 𝑥 ′

𝑢𝑛𝑘
. Then

we use a distance metric (e.g., Euclidean) to compute the similarity
between each unknown sample 𝑥 ′

𝑢𝑛𝑘
and all available positive sam-

ples 𝑥 ′𝑝𝑜𝑠 . These distance computations result in a scale of unknown
samples ordered by their similarity to the set of positive samples.
Finally, we perform random undersampling for samples that fall
within a range on the computed positive similarity scale, which
is treated as a hyperparameter. Empirically, we have found that
filtering 5-10% of unknown samples most similar to the positive
samples from undersampling to be effective.

3.3.2 Estimating Prospectivity. We treat MPM as a binary classifi-
cation problem in which we seek to estimate the likelihood for the
presence of some mineral exploration target at discrete locations. In
our multi-band georeferenced raster framework, discrete locations
correspond to individual pixels 𝑥𝑖 within the multi-band raster 𝑋 .
We pair the encoder E from Section 3.2 with small classifiers to
form the architecture F that predicts prospectivity. For practical
use of our approach in mineral commodity assessments, we inter-
pret prospectivity as providing both a presence likelihood and its
uncertainty. In this work, we consider the epistemic uncertainty
associated with the predictions of F .

Discrete locations within our multi-band georeferenced raster
framework are individual pixels 𝑥𝑖 ∈ {𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛} within the multi-
band raster 𝑋 . Samples 𝑥 ′

𝑖
for each pixel are formed from indexing

square windows of size𝑤 around 𝑥𝑖 . These samples, 𝑥 ′
𝑖
∈ R𝑚×𝑤×𝑤 ,

are 3D tensors that represent the local geospatial information, such
as geophysical measurements, for 𝑥𝑖 . Each 𝑥𝑖 is also accompanied
by a label 𝑦𝑖 indicating whether the mineral exploration target is
present, absent, or unknown. Note 𝑦𝑖 is a label for the center pixel
within 𝑥 ′. The presence labels are determined by indexing the raster
grid according to historical records of observed mineral deposits.
In our approach, the absent and unknown labels are determined by
undersampling method presented in Section 3.3.1.

For each exploration target, we pair the encoder E from Sec-
tion 3.2 with a small classifier to form the architecture that is
trained with labeled samples. The combined architecture forms
the function F from Section 2.2 that estimates prospectivity. We
train F on the subset of samples labeled either present or absent;
unknown samples are used to make continuous prospectivity maps
and excluded in training. Our classifier consists of a Multi-Layer
Perceptron (MLP) with parametric rectified linear units for activa-
tion layers and BatchNorms for normalization layers. As input, the
classifier processes the single-dimensional latent features extract by
the encoder E. The classifier outputs a single scalar 𝑦𝑖 estimating
the presence likelihood at 𝑥𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 = F (𝑥 ′

𝑖
) ≈ 𝑝 (𝑦𝑖 = present|𝑥 ′

𝑖
).

We use the Binary Cross-Entropy (BCE) between the predictions
𝑦𝑖 and labels 𝑦𝑖 as the supervised training objective L𝑆 , shown
in Equation 2 where 𝑗 indexes only samples labeled as present or
absent and 𝐽 is the number of such samples.

L𝑆

(
𝑦𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖

)
= − 1

𝐽

∑︁
𝑗

𝑦𝑖 · log(𝑦𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑦𝑖 ) · log(1 − 𝑦𝑖 ) (2)

Figure 5: MVT Lead-Zinc prospectivity map showing likeli-
hoods overlayed onto uncertainties. Deposits are grouped by
usage: training, validation, or testing.

Figure 6: An example MVT Lead-Zinc feature importance
map for a geophysical explanatory feature layer.

Our method provides model uncertainty associated with each
prediction using Monte-Carlo (MC) Dropout [6]. Epistemic un-
certainty is often overlooked in prior ML MPM implementations,
although uncertainties are inherently present within the MPM
problem [20]. Epistemic uncertainty is the reducible portion of
a model’s total predictive uncertainty, due to a lack of sufficient
knowledge [10]. Many sources of epistemic uncertainty exist, in-
cluding insufficient data, low diversity of training examples, and
others [7]. We useMCDropout to provide the epistemic uncertainty
within the MPM predictions associated with the learned parameters
of F [6]. To implement MC Dropout, our MLP classifier contains
Dropout within each layer. The Dropouts are kept active both at
training and inference time to estimate the mean and variance of
the predictive distribution, the presence likelihood. The mean and
variance of the presence likelihood are estimated using the sample
mean and variance over𝑇 stochastic forward passes of the classifier.

Using the above formulation, our DL MPM approach outputs
two georeferenced rasters which represent the prospectivity mean
and standard deviation, shown in Figure 5. We use our trained clas-
sifier to compute the mean and variance of the exploration target
presence likelihood for every sample 𝑥 ′

𝑖
. By reverse-indexing the
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samples 𝑥 ′
𝑖
to their corresponding pixels 𝑥𝑖 within the multi-band

georeferenced raster𝑋 , continuous maps of the presence likelihood
mean and standard deviation can be generated. Figure 5 shows the
eastern United States MVT Lead-Zinc prospectivity maps gener-
ated in our experiments. The mean prospectivity is visualized as a
heatmap (red color as highest value), while the standard deviation
is in gray-scale (black color as highest value).

3.3.3 Explaining DL MPM Predictions. It is important for domain
experts to interpret and verify the predictions from DL methods.
However, validation of DL generated prospectivity maps from a
geological perspective is challenging due to the complex nature
of these techniques. Prior ML MPM work, such as WoE [1] and
RF [13], are limited to providing aggregate explanatory variable
importance over many predictions. Variable importance on every
input feature for individual predictions can better help validate
individual predictions spatially, in addition to relative importances
between explanatory variables in the aggregate. As the domain
knowledge about mineralization continues to evolve, being able to
assess explanatory variable importance spatially could provide new
insights from which correlations get highlighted.

We use an explainable artificial intelligence technique, Integrated
Gradients (IG) [16], to compute importance scores for every input
feature to a DL MPM prediction. IG is a method used to compute
which input features contribute most to the prediction made by the
DL model, thus improving the interpretability. For an input sample
𝑥 ′, we compute the gradient of the network with respect to 𝑥 ′ along
a path from a baseline sample to 𝑥 ′. The integral of these gradients
provides the importance score for each feature. The baseline sample
has the same dimensionality as 𝑥 ′ but serves as a reference devoid
of any input signal (i.e., a zero-tensor). Similar to prospectivity,
we can reverse-index the samples 𝑥 ′

𝑖
to their corresponding pixels

𝑥𝑖 within the multi-band georeferenced raster 𝑋 , for generating
continuousmaps of feature importance for all𝑚 explanatory feature
layers. In Figure 6, we provide the feature importance map for an
explanatory variable as a heatmap (green color as the high value).
The signs and magnitudes of IG importance scores indicate the
type of association and strength of contribution, respectively, the
input has on the prediction. Positive IG values increase the presence
likelihood while negative values decrease it.

4 EVALUATION
We validated our MPM method and performed additional ablation
studies to substantiate our design choices. For our experiments, we
followed the procedures in [11] to recreate datasets for mineral as-
sessments of Mississippi Valley-Type (MVT) and Clastic-Dominated
(CD) Lead-Zinc deposits in North America and Australia. We com-
pared the prospectivity mapping performance of our approach
with five baseline methods: weights of evidence [1], gradient boost-
ing [11], artificial (i.e., feed-forward) neural networks [3], convolu-
tional neural networks [15], and transformers (self-attention) [17].
A suite of classification metrics were tracked to confirm consis-
tency in results. Results in each experiment were reported as the
average and standard deviation of 5 repeated trials with different
training splits. To better contextualize the prediction results, we
also reported an analysis of each model’s computational complexity.

Table 1: Explanatory Feature Layers from [11]

Lithology (majority) Proximity to black shales
Lithology (minority) Proximity to terrane boundaries
Period (maximum) Proximity to passive margins
Period (minimum) Sedimentary dictionaries
Gravity Bouguer Metamorphic dictionaries
Igneous dictionaries Gravity upward-continued HGM
Gravity HGM Gravity worms
Depth to LAB Gravity upward-continued worms
Depth to Moho Magnetic HGM
Paleo-latitude Magnetic long-wavelength HGM
Proximity to faults Magnetic worms
Satellite gravity Magnetic long-wavelength worms

Ablation studies were provided to verify individual components,
including self-supervision and undersampling, from our approach.

4.1 MPM Experimental Setup
We formed our MPM datasets using the explanatory feature layers
and deposit records compiled and released in [11]. The authors
selected a set of explanatory feature layers and deposit records to
perform mineral assessments of MVT and CD Lead-Zinc deposits
in North America and Australia. The comprehensive set of explana-
tory features included a variety of modalities spanning geophysics
(e.g., magnetic, gravity, and seismic anomaly), geology (e.g., age,
lithology), and geochemistry (e.g., black shale proximity), detailed
in Table 1. We used the same set of explanatory features, because
selecting a different (better) set of features is beyond the scope of
this work. Our experiments differ from [11] in that we emphasize
comparisons of the ML MPM algorithms with a comprehensive
set of baselines and metrics. As what we described in Section 3.1,
we compiled the𝑚 explanatory feature layers into a multi-band
georeferenced raster 𝑋 ∈ R𝑚×𝑟×𝑐 with 𝑟 rows and 𝑐 columns.

Similar to 𝑋 , we formed single-band georeferenced rasters 𝑌 ∈
R1×𝑟×𝑐 for each mineral deposit type. The default label for pixels
in 𝑌 is unknown. Each label raster 𝑌 is then updated to write the
present labels by georeferencing historical records of the deposit
type to index the pixels within the raster grid. After rasterizing
historical records, our dataset across North America and Australia
contains 174 MVT and 77 CD mineral deposit sites (pixels). Each
label raster 𝑌 is then updated again to write the absent labels us-
ing our undersampling approach presented in Section 3.3.1. The
present and absent pixels in 𝑌 are used to train the MPM approach
for each deposit type. In addition to our undersampling approach,
we used oversampling to ensure the binary labels in training sets
were balanced in all experiments. The present and absent label
pixels 𝑦𝑖 in 𝑌 are aligned with explanatory feature pixels 𝑥𝑖 in 𝑋

(i.e., georeferencing in 𝑋 corresponds to 𝑌 ). Hence, the present and
absent label pixels 𝑦𝑖 can be used to index the corresponding ex-
planatory feature pixels 𝑥𝑖 . Square windows of size𝑤 surrounding
𝑥𝑖 serve as our input samples 𝑥 ′

𝑖
accompanying labels.

After forming the present and absent labels 𝑦𝑖 and their corre-
sponding samples 𝑥 ′

𝑖
, we generate our ML MPM datasets to train

all methods, including ours and five baseline methods. From the
complete set of labels 𝑦𝑖 and samples 𝑥 ′

𝑖
, we split the data using

the 80/10/10 rule to form the mutually exclusive train, validation,
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Table 2: MVT Results; for all the metrics the higher results, the better; mean ± std over 5 random seeds

Baseline F1 MCC AUPRC B.ACC AUROC† ACC†

WoE 51.4±10.3 51.0±9.2 60.8±7.5 76.8±8.9 95.8±1.2 94.9±1.5
GBM 76.0±3.1 75.2±3.3 83.8±4.4 85.7±2.9 97.7±1.7 97.8±0.3
ANN 74.7±5.9 73.9±5.9 83.7±3.9 85.6±5.7 97.6±1.5 97.7±0.4
CNN 71.4±6.9 70.4±7.4 78.4±12.2 83.3±2.2 93.8±2.5 97.3±0.9
ViT 54.9±11.9 53.1±12.2 64.8±6.5 75.2±7.4 95.2±2.6 95.9±0.9
Ours 80.3±6.6 79.7±7.0 84.3±7.6 89.0±2.0 96.8±2.7 98.0±0.8

†Metrics not intended for imbalanced datasets.

Table 3: CD Results; for all the metrics the higher results, the better; mean ± std over 5 random seeds

Baseline F1 MCC AUPRC B.ACC AUROC† ACC†

WoE 45.1±15.2 46.7±15.0 56.4±11.7 68.2±8.5 90.2±6.3 95.8±0.9
GBM 52.1±14.7 52.8±14.0 73.6±11.0 80.4±12.8 97.5±1.2 94.3±2.7
ANN 64.8±13.9 63.7±14.3 81.9±10.8 81.5±7.2 98.3±1.2 96.5±1.8
CNN 70.7±7.2 70.9±6.5 84.7±4.9 93.2±2.2 98.4±1.3 96.2±1.3
ViT 62.4±11.8 62.5±12.0 64.9±14.8 80.2±6.5 91.3±7.5 96.2±1.5
Ours 75.3±16.4 76.3±15.4 93.7±5.1 93.4±7.3 99.4±0.6 96.4±3.5

†Metrics not intended for imbalanced datasets.

and test sets of our data. We repeated this splitting with different
random seeds and reported results as the average and standard
deviation across the random seed trials.

We measured a suite of metrics to evaluate the prediction per-
formance of each ML MPM method, including F1-score, Area
Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve (AUROC),
AreaUnder thePrecision-RecallCurve (AUPRC),Accuracy (ACC),
BalancedAccuracy (B.ACC), andMatthewsCorrelationCoefficient
(MCC). F1-score provides a balanced measure of a model’s preci-
sion and recall, making it particularly useful for evaluating per-
formance on imbalanced datasets where both false positives and
false negatives matter. The AUROC measures the ability of the
model to distinguish between classes by plotting recall against the
false positive rate, indicating how well the model can distinguish
between positive and negative classes. The AUPRC evaluates the
trade-off between precision and recall for different classification
thresholds. The area under the precision-recall curve reflects the
model’s performance across all recall levels, being particularly use-
ful for imbalanced datasets. ACC measures the overall correctness
of the model by calculating the proportion of true results (both true
positives and true negatives) among the total number of outcomes
(i.e., true and false, positives and negatives). B.ACC is defined as
an average of the true positive and true negative rates. It accounts
for imbalanced class distributions and provides a more accurate
measure of a model’s performance across both classes. The MCC
is a comprehensive metric that considers all possible outcomes
and provides a correlation coefficient between actual and predicted
binary classifications, especially effective with imbalanced data.

We compared the prospectivity mapping performance of our
approach with five prior MPM methods. The Weights of Evidence
(WoE) baseline calculates the log-odds ratios based on observed
associations between predictor variables and the target outcome [1].
These log-odds ratios are then integrated to assess the likelihood of
the deposit. The Gradient Boosting Machine (GBM) baseline builds

Figure 7: Prospectivity fromMAE showing gradual likelihood
gradients; uncertainties are non-uniform.

a strong predictive model by sequentially adding weaker models,
decision trees, each of which corrects the errors of its predeces-
sors [11]. The feed-forward (Artificial) Neural Networks (ANN)
baseline was implemented as an MLP architecture identical to our
classifier MLP in Section 3.3.2 [3]. The ANN is trained by optimizing
a loss function through gradient descent. The Convolutional Neu-
ral Networks (CNN) baseline builds on the ANN by incorporating
convolutional layers that automatically and adaptively learn spatial
hierarchies of features [15]. We used ResNet10t [9] as our CNN
because it is a deep network architecture with similar capacity to
the other deep learning methods. The Transformers (ViT) baseline
was implemented as a vision transformer architecture [4] using
six ViT transformer blocks, each of which uses self-attention to
process inputs [17]. The vision transformer works similar to a text
transformer by treating an image as a sequence of smaller patches.
The encoder architecture of our approach (Ours) was implemented
identically to the ViT baseline and paired with an MLP classifier
implemented with an architecture identical to the ANN baseline
and detailed in Section 3.3.2.
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Figure 8: Prospectivity map from ViT showing overconfident
predictions with uniformly high uncertainty across the map.

4.1.1 Pretraining. Prior to beginning themineral assessment exper-
iments, we pretrained our DL MPM approach using self-supervised
learning as described in Section 3.2. The pretraining data consisted
of the all the samples 𝑥 ′

𝑖
from the pixels 𝑥𝑖 (i.e., pixels labeled

present, absent, and unknown). Note that because the pretraining is
self-supervised, no labels whatsoever are used during pretraining.
Instead, the samples 𝑥 ′

𝑖
serve as the input data and labels. The de-

coder used during pretraining consisted of two transformer blocks.
During pretraining, we track two reconstruction metrics, Struc-
tural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) and Peak Signal-to-Noise
Ratio (PSNR), to determine when the network has been sufficiently
trained. SSIM is a perceptual metric used to evaluate the visual sim-
ilarity between two images by comparing their luminance, contrast,
and structural information. PSNR is a metric used to measure the
quality of a reconstructed or compressed image, by comparing the
maximumpossible signal value to the level of background noise. Em-
pirically, we observed the pretraining reconstruction performance
converged within 30 epochs. In addition to the reconstruction met-
rics, we qualitatively inspect a subset of the reconstructed images to
confirm their fidelity to the original images. Examples are shown in
Figure 4. After pretraining, we use the encoder E from the encoder-
decoder architecture for feature extraction. The encoder E only
needs to be pretrained once because the explanatory feature layers
do not change across the target deposit types.

4.2 MPM Experimental Results
The quantitative results of our MVT and CD Lead-Zinc deposit
assessments are summarized by Tables 2 and 3, respectively. Our
approach consistently improved over the baselines across both min-
eral deposit types for the F1, MCC, AUPRC, and B.ACC prediction
metrics. It is worth noting that F1, MCC, AUPRC, and B.ACC met-
rics are all designed for use with imbalanced datasets while AUROC
and ACC are not. In an imbalanced testing dataset, AUROC and
ACC can be less informative because the predictive performance on
the absent samples overpowers the few present samples. Interest-
ingly, ViT has lower prediction performance compared with Ours
despite having identical network architectures. We believe the lack
of pretraining causes the ViT baseline to overfit.

Some qualitative comparisons of the MVT and CD Lead-Zinc
deposit assessments are shown in Figures 7 through 11. In Figure 8,
we provide the prospectivity maps produced by the ViT baseline in

Figure 9: Feature importance map showing the ViT baseline
is overfitting to surface lithology.

NE United States and SE Canada for MVT Lead-Zinc deposits. Like-
lihoods produced by ViT tend to be overconfident and uncertainties
are uniformly high. We also see that ViT did not predict several
test and train deposits, including Missouri and Nova Scotia. We
further analyze ViT, by considering the feature importance for its
predictions, for which a single explanatory feature layer has been
provided in Figure 9. From Figure 9, it is evident ViT is overfitting
to the surface geology feature, Lithology (minority). Visually, the
prospectivity maps from our approach, in Figure 7, are more precise.
Our predictions also include the deposits that ViT missed. Addi-
tionally, changes in presence likelihoods in our output are more
gradual and uncertainties have become non-uniform with some
areas having higher uncertainty, such as north of Lynchburg, VA.
As another example for comparison, we consider the prospectivity
maps produced by the GBM baseline and our approach for CD
deposits in Australia shown in Figures 10 and 11, respectively. Note,
the GBM baseline only outputs a confidence value for the prediction
(no uncertainty). Therefore, we visualized the GBM prospectivity
map using five quantiles to make better comparisons with the
likelihoods and uncertainties in our prospectivity maps. From the
visualization, the MAE and GBM often overlap on most prospective
areas. Additionally, the uncertainty map of our approach shares
a similar structure to the lower confidence quantiles of the GBM,
such as the SW and SE corners of Australia.

As a final dimension for comparison, we consider the computa-
tional complexity in terms of the number of trainable parameters
(params) and floating point operations (FLOPS) for each method.
The WoE, GBM, and ANN baselines have negligible computational
cost compared with the deep learning approaches. Considering
the deep learning approaches, the CNN carries a slightly higher
computational burden than the transformer models although CNN
prediction performance tended to be worse in the experiments. The
CNN has 4.94 million params and 5.50 million FLOPS for each pre-
diction while the transformer models (i.e., ViT and Ours) have 4.80
million params and 5.28 million FLOPS. However, for our method,
we can divide the computational burden between the backbone
feature extraction network and classifier. Our method is only re-
quired to train the classifier during supervised training process,
as the backbone features for all samples have been extracted dur-
ing the pretraining stage. The feature extraction backbone of our
method contributes 4.75 million params and 5.23 million FLOPS
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Figure 10: Prospectivitymap fromGBMvisualizing five quan-
tiles of model confidences as discrete colors. The 5th quantile
is most perspective.

Table 4: Summary of Feature Robustness Results; for all the
metrics the higher results, the better; mean ± std over 5 ran-
dom seeds

Deposit: MVT CD
Baseline F1 AUPRC F1 AUPRC

WoE 6.5±5.5 8.0±1.5 3.6±6.2 9.7±3.5
GBM 12.4±12.5 44.7±10.5 15.3±20.2 32.5±16.3
ANN 35.3±7.2 37.0±4.5 40.7±6.4 45.9±6.2
CNN 47.9±6.2 44.5±8.7 36.2±12.2 38.1±10.6
ViT 54.9±11.9 64.8±6.5 62.4±11.8 64.9±15.9
Ours 79.8±7.2 85.4±5.8 77.1±16.4 93.0±5.1

per prediction, while the classifier accounts for only 0.04 million
params and 0.04 million FLOPS. Therefore, by using frozen features
from the backbone feature extraction, we drastically improve the
computational efficiency of training a specific classification task
without sacrificing prediction performance.

4.3 Effect of Self-Supervision
We further examined the robustness of each MPMmethod to sparse
or missing input data. We used the same set of trained MPMmodels
and random seeds presented for results in Section 4.2. However,
at test time, we randomly dropped 50% of the input features for
each test sample 𝑥 ′. Dropping input features in this experiment
translates into setting input pixels to no signal or average values
after preprocessing as appropriate (e.g., 0 or median feature value).
Test samples in this experiment are considered sparse as only 50%
of the original input features remain. The experimental procedure
followed that presented in Section 4.1.

Quantitative results for this ablation showed our approach was
robust to test sample sparsity while other baseline methods severely
degraded in prediction performance, summarized by Table 4 (com-
plete results in Appendix A.1). We believe this sparsity robustness
stems from the masked image modeling that occurs during pretrain-
ing in our approach. From Figure 4, it is evident that the features
extracted by the self-supervised encoder E must capture a complete
summary of the local geospatial information to enable successful

Figure 11: Prospectivity from MAE that shows agreement
with most prospective areas in the GBMmodel, quantile 5,
and uncertainties have similar structure to quantile 4.

reconstruction. We believe this capability of our approach is espe-
cially helpful for MPM in situations where sparsity may be more
prevalent (e.g., greenfield exploration).

4.4 Effect of Likely Negative Sampling
We also ran experiments comparing our undersampling approach
(Section 3.3.1) to random undersampling. Random Undersampling
(RUS) is common practice within MPM to balance the majority class
(i.e., absent or negative labels) with the minority (i.e., present or
positive labels). However, it increases the risks of labeling unknown
true positives as negatives. Our undersampling method reduces
such risks by removing the subset of unknown samples that are
most similar to the known positive samples from the undersampling
procedure. Empirically, we found it was effective to filter 5-10% of
unknown samples which are most similar to the positive samples.
Below we provide some of the quantitative and qualitative results
from our experiments, for determining an effective filtering range.

In Figure 12, we demonstrate why RUS in prior MPM is prob-
lematic. The map plots every sample in North America, as a point
with a color indicating the similarity in feature space to the set
of known MVT deposits. Navy blue samples are least similar in
feature space to available deposits, while burgundy samples are
most similar. Note that the burgundy areas overlap well, although
in a less discriminative manner, with prospective areas produced
in this work, such as Figure 7, and prospective areas determined
in [11]. In addition to the samples colored by similarity, we use
white points to highlight the negative samples labeled from RUS,
as is typical in prior MPM methods. Many of these negative sam-
ples are in regions considered prospective, like parts of Missouri
and Appalachia in the United States or British Columbia and Nova
Scotia in Canada [11]. Our undersampling approach offers more
control over RUS, effectively controlling the range of colors (i.e.,
similarity in feature space) to choose negative samples.

We compared our undersampling approach with RUS, by re-
peating the MVT deposit assessment with different undersampling
settings. We only considered our MPMmodel in this ablation, as the
independent variable considered was the undersampling setting.
Table 5 shows how prediction performance is affected by different
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Figure 12: Map of samples 𝑥 ′ in North America colored by
similarity in feature space to the set of knownMVT deposits.

Figure 13: Overly generous prospectivity map resulting from
training with “easy” negatives only (last row in Table 5).

ranges to filter unknown samples from becoming negatives. In the
first row, the broad range filters no unknown samples, which is
equivalent to RUS. In the middle row, we have filtered the 10%
of unknown samples which are most similar in feature space to
available deposits. These 10% of unknown samples are no longer
available for selection as negative samples. A more extreme case
is shown in the final row, where 75% of unknown samples most
similar to available deposits have been filtered. While the metrics
may indicate improved performance from filtering a broader range
of unknown samples, it is worth considering the prospectivity maps
produced from these settings. Figure 13 shows the prospectivity
maps generated when using the setting in the final row. These
maps are clearly overly prospective, stemming from the models
training dataset including only “easy” negatives. Hence, the final
row shows the best prediction performance metrics. Empirically,
we observed filtering the 5-10% of most similar unknown samples
balances between introducing noisy negative labels (i.e., RUS) and
producing prospectivity maps the are too generous. Appendix A.2
provides additional maps with discussion, for this ablation study.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORKS
MPM seeks to estimate the prospectivity of an exploration target,
such as a mineral deposit, at new locations based on knowledge
from existing locations. However,MPM is a challengingML problem

Table 5: Summary of Likely Negative Sampling Results; for
all the metrics the higher results, the better

Filter
Range F1 MCC AUPRC B.ACC AUROC ACC

0% 78.9 97.8 79.8 97.8 90.9 77.9
10% 88.2 91.9 88.1 98.9 91.5 87.8
75% 90.0 98.9 100.0 98.9 99.4 89.9

due to the extreme rarity of mineralization and complex multi-
modal relations that contribute to the mineralization process. While
DL holds high potential for MPM, label scarcity within MPM is a
limiting factor to gathering sufficient data to train state-of-the-art
DL architectures. Additionally, the complexity of DL methods may
obfuscate the influence of input features on predictions.

To address these challenges, we developed a geospatial pretrain-
ing approach using masked image modeling that better leverages
the unlabeled large-scale multi-modal explanatory features. In our
methodology, the pretrained network backbone learns a robust set
of features to summarize the local geospatial information, while
a small classifier discriminates the prospectivity of those features.
We validated our approach by performing mineral assessments in
North America and Australia of two deposit types. We compared
the outputs of our approach to five existing MPM methods. We
observed that our results consistently improved prediction perfor-
mance over the baselines. Our ablation studies also showed that
self-supervision provided model features that were robust to severe
input sparsity. Additionally, we used explainable AI techniques to
compute feature importances that helped geologically validate indi-
vidual predictions from our trained DL MPM models. In summary,
our findings indicate that self-supervision produces more robust
and generalizable features in our DL MPM method.

We view this work as a first step towards developing geospatial
foundation models for mineral prospectivity. Recent research in
other domains (e.g., computer vision and natural language process-
ing) hints that foundation models may be a promising direction
in geospatial modeling. We propose a new approach along this
direction, and our experimental results are encouraging. Note there
are still many future works remaining for developing full-fledged
geospatial foundation models. While we limited our downstream
tasks to deposit prospectivity, foundation models in other domains
typically serve as backbones for many tasks including classification,
segmentation, and others. Building a geospatial foundation model is
particularly challenging due to the inherently interdisciplinary na-
ture of the problem integrating Geosciences with Computer Science.
We hope our work spurs interest within the community towards
this direction.
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A EXTENDED EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
A.1 Extended Effect of Self-Supervision

Ablations
Tables 6 and 7 provided the complete set of predictions metrics for
the ablation study testing each method’s robustness to sparse input
samples.

A.2 Extended Effect of Likely Negative
Sampling

Figures 14 through 16 show the prospectivity map produced when
using the each setting for filtering unknown samples in Table 4
from Section 4.4

Figure 14: Prospectivity map resulting from training with
negatives produced using settnig in first row of Table 4.

Figure 15: Prospectivity map resulting from training with
negatives produced using settnig in second row of Table 4.

Figure 16: Prospectivity map resulting from training with
negatives produced using settnig in third row of Table 4.

Table 6: Feature Robustness Results for MVT; for all the metrics the higher results, the better; mean ± std over 5 random seeds

Baseline F1 MCC AUPRC B.ACC AUROC† ACC†

WoE 6.5±5.5 3.4±5.4 8.0±1.5 51.6±2.2 55.8±6.2 92.2±2.0
GBM 12.4±12.5 16.1±14.6 44.7±10.5 53.7±4.1 89.2±3.2 95.2±2.0
ANN 35.3±7.2 33.2±6.9 37.0±4.5 68.0±7.3 87.7±1.7 93.2±1.4
CNN 47.9±6.2 46.1±5.8 44.5±8.7 75.2±4.3 87.3±2.0 93.9±2.2
ViT 54.9±11.9 53.1±12.2 64.8±6.5 75.2±8.3 95.2±2.6 95.9±0.9
Ours 79.8±7.2 79.2±7.5 85.4±5.8 87.9±2.7 96.7±2.9 98.0±0.9

†Metrics not intended for imbalanced datasets.

Table 7: Feature Robustness Results for CD; for all the metrics the higher results, the better; mean ± std over 5 random seeds

Baseline F1 MCC AUPRC B.ACC AUROC† ACC†

WoE 3.6±6.2 -0.7±5.8 9.7±3.5 49.8±2.7 58.6±13.4 92.3±2.2
GBM 15.3±20.2 13.8±19.2 32.5±16.3 56.9±9.4 80.1±6.1 94.6±0.7
ANN 40.7±6.4 40.7±6.3 45.9±6.2 80.3±4.4 89.8±3.6 89.5±3.5
CNN 36.2±12.2 33.0±13.2 38.1±10.6 67.3±3.9 78.1±9.6 92.0±4.0
ViT 62.4±11.8 62.5±12.0 64.9±15.9 80.2±6.5 91.3±7.5 96.2±1.5
Ours 77.1±16.4 77.5±15.6 93.0±5.1 92.4±5.7 99.3±0.6 96.8±3.4

†Metrics not intended for imbalanced datasets.
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