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Temporal Understanding Scene Understanding

Q: Type of disaster observed?

A: Hurricane B: Tornado C: Wildfire D:
Drought E: Flood

Q: Pre-disaster: land cover type?

A: Urban Residential B: Agricultural C:
Recreational D: Industrial E: Forest

Q: Segment all buildings
unaffected by the disaster.
A: Segment Mask

Q: How many building remain

un-damaged?

A:0 B:2 C:1 D:4 E:3
Referring Segmentation

Q: Post-disaster: Locate the trees
at the bottom left
A: Segment Mask

Counting

Q: Post-disaster: Number of cars in
the top-right parking lot?

A:6 B:7 C:10 D:8 E:9

Q: Pre-disaster: Number of buildings

at the left center of the image?
A:1 B:2 C:4 D:0 E:3

Visual grounding
Q: Locate football field surrounded
by a ground track field:
A: Bounding Box

Detailed Image Captioning Relational Reasoning
. N . . : . Q: Relationship b/w object 1(x[x1, y1, x2, y2]) and object 2 (y[x1, y1, x2, y2] ) ?
Q:D be th before the disast detail. P ) y Y ] yixi,y Y
A: Thei:csr(,;t;iteeingeedeepﬂi a Erglseas e s ﬁLew a lor ity sports A: White building above grey building B: White truck driving on bridge C: Basketball
facility, with a prominent sports field featuring a surrounding track located in the court near soccer filed D: Roundabout beside the soccer field E: White car parked at

upper right. Adjacent to the field is a sizable parking lot and several rectangular white building

buildings, which appear to be lined up for convenient access, suggesting these are  Q: Relationship b/w object in green box and object in purple box? A: Roundabout
high-use facilities like administrative buildings, concessions, or restrooms. Additional  beside the soccer field B: White car parked at white building C: White building above
smaller structures and open areas, as well as a wooded section at the bottom ... grey building D: Basketball court near soccer filed E: White truck driving on bridge

h

Figure 1. Examples of tasks from the GEOBench-VLM benchmark. Our benchmark is designed to evaluate VLMs on a diverse range
of remote sensing applications. The benchmark includes over 10,000 questions spanning a range of tasks essential for Earth Observation,
such as Temporal Understanding, Referring Segmentation, Visual Grounding, Scene Understanding, Counting, Detailed Image Captioning,
and Relational Reasoning. Each task is tailored to capture unique domain-specific challenges, featuring varied visual conditions and object
scales, and requiring nuanced understanding for applications like disaster assessment, urban planning, and environmental monitoring.

Abstract verse set of variations in visual conditions, object type, and
scale. We evaluate several state-of-the-art VLMs to assess

While numerous recent benchmarks focus on evaluating their accuracy within the geospatial context. The results in-

generic Vision-Language Models (VLMs), they fall short dicate that although existing VLMs demonstrate potential,
in addressing the unique demands of geospatial applica- they face challenges when dealing with geospatial-specific
tions. Generic VLM benchmarks are not designed to han- examples, highlighting the room for further improvements.
dle the complexities of geospatial data, which is critical Specifically, the best-performing GPT4o achieves only 40%
for applications such as environmental monitoring, urban accuracy on MCQs, which is only double the random
planning, and disaster management. Some of the unique guess performance. Our benchmark is publicly available
challenges in geospatial domain include temporal analysis at https://github.com/The-Al-Alliance/GEO-Bench-VLM.
for changes, counting objects in large quantities, detect-

ing tiny objects, and understanding relationships between 1. Introduction

entities occurring in Remote Sensing imagery. To address
this gap in the geospatial domain, we present GEOBench-
VLM, a comprehensive benchmark specifically designed to
evaluate VLMs on geospatial tasks, including scene under-
standing, object counting, localization, fine-grained cate-
gorization, and temporal analysis. Our benchmark features
over 10,000 manually verified instructions and covers a di- *Equally contributing first authors.

Deep learning has revolutionized computer vision [17, 42,
57, 67, 73] and natural language processing [1, 6, 48, 49],
enabling significant advancements in integrating visual and
textual data. VLMs integrate image and language under-
standing to handle tasks combining both visual and textual



https://github.com/The-AI-Alliance/GEO-Bench-VLM

information [3, 9, 23, 40]. These models have achieved
impressive results in applications such as image captioning
[58], visual question answering [7], and object recognition
[56] learning from large visual-text datasets.

VLMs have the potential to enhance analysis in fields
such as remote sensing and environmental monitoring,
which rely on satellite and aerial imagery for applications
like urban planning, environmental assessment, and disaster
management [19, 25,32, 52, 63]. VLMs can improve the ef-
ficiency and accuracy of geospatial analysis by automating
complex tasks that require substantial manual effort, such
as land cover mapping, damage assessment, and detecting
objects in high-resolution images. However, despite this
potential, the application of VLMs to geospatial tasks has
been limited. This is due to the unique challenges posed by
geospatial data, e.g., objects in satellite imagery can vary
significantly in scale, making it difficult for models trained
on natural imagery datasets. Moreover, satellite images are
captured under diverse resolutions and lighting conditions,
affecting visibility and image quality. Many geospatial ap-
plications also require temporal analysis to detect changes
over time, such as monitoring urban development or envi-
ronmental degradation, introducing an additional layer of
complexity. Furthermore, the absence of benchmarks ex-
plicitly designed for evaluating VLMs on geospatial data
restricts performance assessment and makes it more diffi-
cult to pinpoint areas that require improvement [22, 33, 64].

Existing benchmarks, such as SEED-Bench [22] and
MMMU [64], have significantly improved understanding of
VLMs in tasks such as visual question answering and scene
understanding. These benchmarks do not sufficiently ad-
dress the needs of geospatial data, which involves spatial
reasoning and temporal understanding. On the other hand,
VLEO benchmarks geospatial tasks, evaluating VLM per-
formance in earth observation applications [66]. This lacks
benchmarks for extended temporal analysis, synthetic aper-
ture radar (SAR), and segmentation, limiting its geospatial
scope. Another limitation is its use of generic VLMs instead
of geospatial-specific models. Though VLMs simplify data
analysis, the lack of comprehensive evaluation highlights
the need for geospatial-specific models and targeted bench-
marks to fully address geospatial tasks.

To bridge this gap, we introduce GEOBench-VLM,
a comprehensive benchmark suite designed to evaluate
VLMs (generic and geospatial-specific) on geospatial tasks
(Fig. 1). GEOBench-VLM offers a diverse dataset with
varying visual conditions and object scales supplemented
with automated and manual annotations. It encompasses
important categories such as scene understanding, object
counting, visual grounding, image captioning, temporal un-
derstanding, non-optical, referring segmentation, and rela-
tional reasoning (see Fig. 2). These tasks are essential for a
wide range of applications, including but not limited to ur-
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Figure 2. GEOBench-VLM comprehensively covers 31 fine-
grained tasks categorized into 8 broad categories: scene and object
classification, object detection, segmentation, captioning, event
detection, non-optical and temporal understanding tasks.

ban planning, monitoring deforestation, assessing environ-

mental changes, and managing natural disaster response.
We have evaluated several state-of-the-art VLMs using

GEOBench-VLM to assess their performance in a geospa-
tial context. Our findings suggest that while generic VLMs
have potential, they struggle with geospatial tasks. We also
include geospatial-specific VLMs in our evaluation to pro-
vide a comparative analysis of different models, including
commercial ones like GPT-40. Models perform differently
across geospatial tasks; none excels in all areas. LLaVA-
OneVision [23] leads in object localization and counting;
GPT-40 excels in object classification and temporal under-
standing; Qwen2-VL [53] shows strength in event detection
and interpreting non-optical SAR imagery. This compari-
son highlights the benefits of analyzing models for geospa-
tial tasks and identifies areas needing improvement. We can
summarize our contributions as follows:

1. We introduce GEOBench-VLM, a benchmark suite de-
signed specifically for evaluating VLMs on geospatial
tasks, addressing geospatial data challenges. It covers 8
broad categories and 31 sub-tasks with over 10,000 man-
ually verified questions.

2. We provide a detailed evaluation of ten state-of-the-art
VLM, including generic (open and closed-source) and
task-specific geospatial VLLMs, highlighting their capa-
bilities and limitations in handling geospatial tasks.

3. We analyze performance across a range of tasks, includ-
ing scene classification, counting, change detection, re-
lationship prediction, visual grounding, image caption-



Benchmark Domain Modalities Data Sources Answer Type Annotation Type Human Verify Year RS Category
CulturalVQA[38]  General (6] Curated FF M X 2024 N/A
EXAMS-V[59] General (0] Academic Exams MCQ M - 2024 N/A
M4U[51] General (6] Academic Exams MCQ M v 2024 N/A
MMMU[64] General (0] Academic Exams FF, MCQ M v 2024 N/A
MME[70] General O Various Open-Source Yes/No M v 2024 N/A
MMBench[33] General (0] Various Open-Source MCQ A+M X 2024 N/A
MMStar[8] General (0] Existing Benchmarks MCQ M v 2024 N/A
LAMMI60] General O, PC Various Open-Source FF A+M X 2023 N/A
SEED-Bench[20]  General o,V Various Open-Source MCQ A+M v 2023 N/A
SEED-Bench2[22] General O, ML V Various Open-Source MCQ A+M v 2024 N/A
SEED-Bench-H[22] General O, MI, V Public Data / Curated MCQ M v 2024 N/A
RSIEval[16] RS 0O, PAN DOTA[55] FF M v 2023 6
LHRS-Bench[36] RS (0] GE + OSM Ne M v 2024 4
EarthGPT[68] RS 0, IR, SAR DRSD FF, BBox A+M - 2024 5
SkyEyeGPT[65] RS o,V DRSD FF, MCQ A+M v 2024 6
Fit-RSRC[34] RS (0] DRSD FF, MCQ A+M v 2024 1
Fit-RSFG[34] RS (0] DRSD FF, MCQ A+M X 2024 5
VRSBench[26] RS (6] DOTA[55], DIOR[24] FF, BBox A+M v 2024 3
VLEO-Bench[66] RS 0O, BT DRSD FF, BBox, MCQ A+M v 2024 6
EarthVQA[52] RS (0] DRSD FF A+M X 2023 5
RemoteCount[28] RS (6] DOTA[55] SC A+M v 2024 1
FineGrip[71] RS (0] MAR20[54] FF, Seg A+M v 2024 5
GeoChat-Bench[19] RS (6] DRSD FF, BBox A+M v 2023 6
GEOBench-VLM RS O, MS, SAR, BT, MT DRSD MCQ, BBox, Seg A+M v Ours 8

Table 1. Overview of Generic and Geospatial-specific Datasets & Benchmarks, detailing modalities (O=Optical, PAN=Panchromatic,
MS=Multi-spectral, IR=Infrared, SAR=Synthetic Aperture Radar, V=Video, MI=Multi-image, BT=Bi-Temporal, MT=Multi-temporal),
data sources (DRSD=Diverse RS Datasets, OSM=0OpenStreetMap, GE=Google Earth, answer types (MCQ=Multiple Choice, SC=Single
Choice, FF=Free-Form, BBox=Bounding Box, Seg=Segmentation Mask), and annotation types (A=Automatic, M=Manual).

ing, segmentation, disaster detection, and temporal anal-
ysis, among others, providing key insights into improv-
ing VLM:s for geospatial applications.

2. Benchmark Overview

Benchmarks for evaluating VLMs cover a wide range of
tasks, including both generic and specialized geospatial ap-
plications. A detailed comparison of benchmarks, including
their specific focus areas, is provided in Table 1.

Generic VLMs Benchmarks: Several benchmarks have
been developed to evaluate multimodal models across di-
verse visual understanding domains, each with specific
strengths and limitations. MMMU [64] assesses models
across various disciplines with advanced visual formats and
tests perceptual capabilities, but it lacks tasks unique to
geospatial contexts. SEED-Bench [22] focuses on spa-
tial and temporal understanding with diverse datasets for
complex multimodal contexts. SEED-Bench-2 [21] spe-
cializes in text-rich visual scenarios like charts and maps
but interprets structured, generalized maps rather than com-
plex geospatial data. Also, MMBench [33], MM-Vet [62],
and MMSTAR [8] evaluate VLMs on spatial reasoning and
multimodal understanding; they lack specialized geospatial
tasks relevant to earth observation applications.

Geospatial-specific: Few methods, alongwith benchmarks,
including EarthVQA [52], LHRS-Bot [36], RS-LLaVA [5],

and GeoChat [19], evaluate VLMs in remote sensing. RS-
LLaVA [5] evaluates VLMs on image captioning and VQA
with high-resolution imagery but does not extend to tasks
like change detection and temporal analysis. LHRS-Bot
[36] focuses on high-resolution remote sensing tasks with
an RS-specific image-text dataset but lacks multi-temporal
diversity. EarthVQA [52] supports complex relational rea-
soning with a multi-modal dataset, though its emphasis
on non-temporal imagery restricts broader applicability.
GeoChat [19] also evaluates geospatial tasks like region
captioning and spatially grounded responses; however, it
lacks diverse temporal datasets and segmentation. VLEO
[66] is an earth observation benchmark; however, it is lim-
ited to non-remote sensing specialized methods and lacks
the diversity of tasks. Specifically, it lacks multi-temporal,
segmentation, and non-optical data, limiting its analysis. A
comprehensive geospatial benchmark is needed to evaluate
VLM capabilities more effectively.

3. GEOBench-VLM

Our proposed benchmark is curated using a human-verified
data pipeline. It covers 8 broad and 31 fine-grained geospa-
tial task categories that are outlined below.

Categories: The diverse set of geospatial tasks in
GEOBench-VLM are carefully designed to evaluate the ca-
pabilities of VLMs. We refer the reader to Fig. 3 for il-



Captioning Generate a detailed caption for the Scene Classification: Primary Feature
- image? T 5§ What type of structure or
; feature stands out the most in
| this aerial image?

The aerial image shows a well-structured
N expressway sewvice area,  divided
symmetrically by a central highway. At
the top, an expansive service area
features a large building surrounded by
parking spaces, where several vehicles
are parked, indicating a stopover point.

9 A Tower
B. Park
C. Skysrapper
D. River

Scene Classification: Primary Feature
Which key feature can be
identified as the focal point of
this image?

A. Basketball court

8. Runway

The senvice area is mimored at the bottom, with another large
building and parking lot. Vehicles are parked in both areas,
suggesting a high level of activity. The expressway runs
horizontally through the center, efficiently connecting the two
service areas. To the left, a small vehicle is seen near the edge,
possibly entering or exiting the service area. The landscape
surrounding the service areas is predominantly agricultural, with
fields stretching outwards.

g

C. Intersection
D. Crosswalk

Spatial Relations

Visual Grounding
Harbor leads to swimmingpool at top
right?

Answer: [[820.0, 311.0], [906.0, 311.0],
[906.0, 418.0], [820.0, 418.0]]

Referring Segmentation: Landcover

Referring Detection

1 gray large plane 1 silver large plane close

to each other at bottom right? Change Detection: Farm Pond Areas Change

Answer: [[[663.0, 615.0], [923.0, 615.0)],
[923.0, 808.0], [663.0, 808.0]], [[680.0, 830.0],
[934.0, 830.0], [934.0, 1033.0], [680.0, 1033.0]]]

Relationships Classification
Identify how <obj_1> interacts with or
is positioned relative to <obj_2>?

moowp

A. above

B. below Temporal Detection: Disaster Assessment
C. to the left of

D. to the right of
Relationships with Classes
Describe the spatial ~relationship

disaster images?
A. Earthquake

between <obj_3> and <obj_1> B. Flooding
A. small-vehicle driving by bridge. C. Wind

B. large-vehicie parked at airport D. Volcano
C. small vehicle driving by helicopter E. Fire

D. a helicopter above the helipad

Temporal Classification: CropTypes

Scene Understanding: Landcover

What is the primary type of
land use visible in this aerial

A. Green space
B. Industrial land

C. Woodland

D. Agricultural land

Scene Classification: Crop Types
Which crop is primarily

cultivated in this area?

B. Soft winter wheat

C. Winter trticale

D. Winter durum wheat

E. Void label

Identify and segment areas classified as <landcover>?
Agriculture Water Barren

Pre Image Postimage  Inspect the postimage for any visible

modifications in the farm ponds since
1 the pre-image?
i . Farm Pond Demolished
Farm Pond Wetted
Farm Pond Dried
. No Change
Farm Pond Constructed

isaster PostDisaster What type of disaster caused the
. changes between the pre- and post-

9.-).9.9.-).9.9

Instance Classification: Ships
What type of ship is visible in
this image?

Counting Tasks
— Vehicles Counting
1§ What is the total number of
g vehicles in the scene?
Answer: 19

A. Midway-class aircraft carrier
B. Murasame-class destroyer
C. Kongo-class destroyer

D. Container ship What is the total number of

pickups in the given image?
™ Answer: 3

Airplanes Countin
What is the total number of aircraft
in the given scene?
Answer: 17
Total number of medium _civil
aircraft identified in the scene?
Answer: 13

Marine Debris Counting
Count the individual pieces of
marine debris floating in the given
image?

Answer: 3

Instance Classification: Airplanes

Which category best describes
the aircraft in this image?

A. Large Civil Transport/Utility
8. Medium Civil Transport/Utiity
C. Military TransportUtiity AWAC
D. Small Civil Transport/Utility

Referring Segmentation: Features
Identify and segment areas classified as <features> ?
Roads Agri-Fields sidential
N 7 o)

Trees. Building & Waterbody
Total number of trees visible?
| Answer: 96
Total number of buildings visible?
Answer: 65
Total number of waterbodies?
Answer:

Change Detection: Landslide Assessment
Postimage ~ What natural event or condition
. triggered the landslide in this area?
A. Snow and Glacier Melting
B. Precipitation-Related Events
C. Human Activities
D. Soil Erosion

Pre Image

Hazard Assessment: Fire Risk
How would you classify the fire
susceptibility of the area shown in

E. Seismic Activity this image?
A. Low
B. High
- C. Water
Temporal Counting: Damage Assessment D. Very High
Pre Disaster PostDisaster ~ Count the number of buildings that E. Moderate
appear destroyed after the disaster?

Answer: 1 Temporal Classification: Features

Identify and count all buildings that ::'azslfy th? I;\Itolwng !z‘aluve] or
have sustained any level of damage? land use visible over the given
Answer: 88 time period?
A. Parking-lot
B. Road Bridge
B C. Interchange
D. Place of worship
E. Amusement park

!
/

What type of crop is observed evolving
across time period?

A. Winter barley

B. Grapevine

C. Fruits

D. Sorghum

E. Spring barley

Figure 3. Comprehensive benchmark for VLMs in numerous geospatial tasks. This benchmark evaluates VLMs across eight core task
categories, assessing their ability to interpret complex spatial data, classify scenes, identify and localize objects, detect events, generate
captions, segment regions, analyze temporal changes, and process non-optical data. Tasks span from classifying landscapes and objects
(e.g., land use, crop types, ships, aircraft) to counting, detecting hazards, and assessing disaster impact, testing VLMs on spatial reasoning.

lustrations for these tasks explained next. 1) Scene Un-
derstanding: This category includes tasks like Scene and
Land Use Classification, where models distinguish environ-
ments (e.g., airports, forests, bridges) and land types (e.g.,
agricultural, industrial, residential). Crop Type Classifica-
tion further tasks models to identify crops using visual and
environmental cues. 2) Object Classification: This cate-
gory focuses on identifying specific objects, including Ship
Type Classification (e.g., aircraft carrier, cargo ship) and
Aircraft Type Classification (from civil transport to mil-
itary bombers), assessing the model’s capability in fine-
grained categories within high-resolution aerial views. 3)
Object Localization and Detection: This includes Refer-
ring Expression Detection, where models predict bound-
ing boxes based on text queries and Spatial Relationship
Prediction. Counting tasks cover general and specific ob-
jects, examples include vehicle and aircraft counting, dam-
aged and healthy tree counting, building and water body
counting, and marine debris quantification. 4) Event De-
tection: This focuses on Fire Risk Detection and assesses
fire hazards across forests, while Disaster-Type Classifica-
tion involves inferring probable disaster causes from post-
event imagery. 5) Caption Generation: This assesses im-
age captioning by requiring models to capture both overall

scene context and specific object details. 6) Semantic Seg-
mentation: Task includes Referring Expression Segmen-
tation, where the model generates binary masks for speci-
fied objects or regions, such as urban and non-urban areas.
7) Temporal Understanding: This category includes tasks
like Change Detection and Damage Assessment for iden-
tifying differences over time, such as post-disaster build-
ing conditions. Long Temporal Analysis includes tasks
like Crop Type Classification. 8) Non-Optical Imagery:
This category leverages non-optical imagery for tasks like
SAR-based Ship Detection, Flood Detection, and Earth-
quake Magnitude Estimation, crucial for scenarios where
optical imagery is insufficient.

Dataset pipeline: GEOBench-VLM is developed by in-
tegrating available open datasets, and manual annotation
aided with automated tools. For diversity, each task sam-
ples images from multiple datasets. Fig. 4 shows the overall
benchmark development pipeline.

For scene understanding tasks, including scene classifi-
cation, land use classification, and crop type classification,
we use classification datasets [10, 31, 35, 43, 45, 72]. We
used GPT-40 to generate unique questions for each task,
with five answer options: one correct answer, one semanti-
cally similar “closest” option (verified manually), and three



Object Detection Datasets > MCQ

Classification Datasets > MCQ

i i Similar question
Generation:
Ground 24 Closest Random
Truth ofe  Sample Sampled
Class * Generation classes. . L.
O

Prompts:
< * What type of airplane is visible in this image?”,
=, “ Which specific type of military or civilian
airplane is shown in the scene?” Options:
} . A B: Boeir C D;
E

) f Similar question Prompts: 0

Generation: *How many medium-sized civil
transport are visible in this image?”,
*Count the medium transport aircraft
B present in the given image.”
) Options: A: 1B: “ C:3D: “E 5 )

Object Detection Datasets - Captioning / Ref Detection / Relational Questions

Manually annotated
spatial relations

Caption + Prompt
Generation
L
< X
28] |} ‘="
R -

Seg Datasets > Ref Seg Questions

(" Semantic Mask to Binary Masks

Manual
Refinement

(" Similar question
Generation:

B

Figure 4. Data pipeline for the GEOBench-VLM: Our pipeline integrates diverse datasets, automated tools, and manual annotation. Tasks
such as scene understanding, object classification, and non-optical analysis are based on classification datasets, while GPT-40 generates
unique MCQs with five options: one correct answer, one semantically similar “closest” option, and three plausible alternatives. Spatial
relationship tasks rely on manually annotated object pair relationships, ensuring consistency through cross-verification. Caption generation
leverages GPT-40, combining image, object details, and spatial interactions with manual refinement for high precision.

plausible alternatives. The answers for Object Classifica-
tion, Non-Optical, and Fire Risk Assessment tasks were
generated in a similar manner.

For counting tasks, we converted object detection data

[12, 37, 46] into questions about the number of specific ob-
jects in an image, providing the correct count and alter-
natives with controlled deviations (£20% and +40%) to
maintain plausibility. For referring expression segmenta-
tion, we use segmentation datasets to create binary masks
and prompts for identifying specific objects or regions.
For spatial relationship tasks, we manually annotated rela-
tionships between object pairs using object locations from
detection datasets [11, 47, 55], with cross-verification for
consistency. Following our standard approach, five MCs
were designed to assess these relationships.

For referring expression tasks, where existing datasets
lack complex queries, our benchmark provides diverse
questions. We collect basic object attributes (names, loca-
tions, colors) and annotated spatial relationships to gener-
ate queries that incorporate object details and interactions.
Each query is reviewed for clarity and complexity. For cap-
tion generation, we use GPT-40 with image data, object
attributes, and spatial relationships to create descriptions
combining scene context and object details. Captions are
manually refined for clarity, removing irrelevant or repeti-
tive details.

4. VLMs Benchmarking

4.1. Selection of VLMs

Model Variability and Capabilities: We selected both
generic and geospatial-specific VLMs, focusing on new
models with advanced capabilities across various tasks.

Generic VLMs include LLaVA-1.5 [30], LLaVA-NeXT
[29], LLaVA-OneVision [23], Sphinx [27], Ferret [61], In-
ternVL2 [9], and Qwen2-VL [53]. These recent VLMs
perform strongly in tasks like scene understanding, ob-
ject recognition, and fine-grained visual classification. For
geospatial-specific VLMs, we selected GeoChat [19] and
RS-LLaVA [5], two models tailored for satellite and aerial
image interpretation. Also, we added GPT-4o0, a closed-
source, commercially available model, to compare its adapt-
ability to remote sensing tasks with open-source models.
Domain Specific Model Suitability: We align our model
selection with intended application areas, assessing each
VLM’s suitability for geospatial tasks. GeoChat [19] and
RS-LLaVA [5], trained on satellite and aerial data, may
face challenges with complex scene understanding and spa-
tial relationships. However, can generic VLMs handle
geospatial tasks like scene understanding, object detection,
counting, and visual reasoning in remote sensing datasets?
This targeted selection allows us to evaluate each VLM
on complex tasks across various geospatial applications.
Open vs Closed Models: Open-source models like LLaVA
[23, 29, 30], Qwen2-VL [53], and GeoChat [19] provide
transparency, aiding in understanding their strengths and
limitations. Closed models like GPT-40, while lacking
transparency, excel in generalization and complex tasks due
to extensive training on proprietary datasets and advanced
architectures. Including both open and closed models pro-
vides a comprehensive evaluation of VLM capabilities.

4.2. Benchmarking Approaches

Task Setup & Complexity Levels: To rigorously evaluate
VLMs on diverse geospatial tasks, we curated a compre-
hensive dataset. Our benchmark includes tasks of varying
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Figure 5. Performance Summary of VLMs Across Geospatial Tasks. GPT-40 achieves better accuracy in relatively easy tasks like Aircraft
Type Classification, Disaster Type Classification, Scene Classification, and Land Use Classification. But, on average the best-performing
GPT-40 achieves only 40% accuracy on MCQs based on diverse geospatial tasks, which is only double the random guess performance.
These results showcase the varying strengths of VLMs in addressing diverse geospatial tasks.

complexity (Fig. 3), from basic recognition assessing foun-
dational capabilities to intermediate tasks like image cap-
tioning and object counting, which require descriptive and
quantitative reasoning. Advanced tasks, like risk assess-
ment, spatial relations, change detection, temporal classi-
fication, and temporal counting, demand interpretation of
spatial dependencies, complex contextual cues, and tempo-
ral analysis. The dataset features rich annotations, temporal
sequences, and segmentation data, enabling assessment of
models across multiple dimensions and ensuring VLMs can
handle the full spectrum of geospatial challenges.

Metrics: Our evaluation framework uses task-specific met-
rics to assess model performance comprehensively. For
event detection, object classification, counting, and scene
classification, we report accuracy based on multiple-choice
questions (MCQs). Precision is used for referring expres-
sion detection, mean Intersection over Union (mIOU) for
segmentation tasks, and ROUGE-L for evaluating the qual-
ity of generated image captions.

5. Evaluations and Results

In this section, we thoroughly evaluate and discuss the re-
sults for each task as follows.

Scene Understanding: Scene understanding in remote
sensing encompasses agriculture, urban planning, and en-
vironmental monitoring. Models struggle with crop classi-
fication due to low-resolution imagery. GPT-40 excels in
land use, and scene classification (see Fig. 5). Ferret [61]
underperforms, reflecting limited geospatial focus.

Object Classification: Object type classification in remote
sensing, such as identifying ship and aircraft types, is vi-
tal for maritime and airspace monitoring. GPT-4o0 likely
achieves superior performance in object classification due

Model [Event Det [ Object Cls | Counting [Scene Cls [Image Cap
Ferret [61] 0.0620 0.1463 0.2043 0.2032 0.1661
Sphinx [27] 0.3476 0.2456 0.2534 0.4665 0.1993

LLaVA-1.5 [30] 0.2806 0.3998 0.2534 0.5002 0.1880
LLaVA-NeXT [29]| 0.3328 0.3808 0.2425 0.4613 0.1868
LLaVA-OneV [23] | 0.3744 0.4773 0.3648 0.5478 0.1745

InternVL-2 [9] 0.2816 0.3329 0.2782 0.4585 0.1427
Qwen2-VL [53] 0.4920 0.5329 0.3413 0.5567 0.1672
RS-LLaVA [5] 0.2784 0.3289 0.2155 0.4483 0.0754
GeoChat [19] 0.3294 0.4046 0.2661 0.5142 0.1040
GPT-40 [39] 0.3996 0.6183 0.3373 0.5595 0.1784

Table 2. VLMs Accuracies Across Geospatial Tasks. Evalua-
tion includes Event Detection, Object Classification, Counting,
Scene Classification, and Image Captioning. Qwen2-VL excels
in Event Detection, GPT-40 leads in Object and Scene Classifica-
tion, LLaVA-OneV (ision) performs well in Counting, and Sphinx
performs well in Image Captioning evaluated with ROUGE-L
scores. Our fine-grained captions and the inherent complexity of
the benchmark present significant challenges for VLMs.

to its optimized architecture for high-resolution images,
while Ferret [61] performs the worst, focusing more on spa-
tial localization and region-based tasks over object classifi-
cation. For detailed results, we refer to Fig. 5.

Object Localization & Detection: In remote sensing, this
category focuses on locating and counting objects, which
is vital for identifying objects such as water bodies, build-
ings, trees, etc. This task is particularly challenging due to
diverse scene content, varying object scales, and the high
spatial resolution required for precise detection and count-
ing. Here, we frame counting tasks as classification across
multiple answer choices.

LLaVA-OneVision [23] consistently performs best in
tasks such as building/vehicle/tree counting, specific vehi-
cle/aircraft type counting and tree health assessment. It
also performs well in marine debris counting and spatial
relation classification, demonstrating its capability for high-



Model Crop |Disaster | Farm | Land |Damaged
Type Cls | Type Cls | Pond CD | Use Cls | Bldg Cnt
LLaVA-OneV [23]| 0.1273 | 0.4493 | 0.1579 | 0.5672 | 0.2139
Qwen2-VL [53] 0.1273 | 0.5903 | 0.0921 | 0.5869 | 0.2270
GPT-40 0.1818 | 0.6344 | 0.1447 | 0.6230 | 0.2420

Table 3. Results highlight the strengths of VLMs in handling
temporal geospatial challenges. Evaluation across five tasks:
Crop Type Classification, Disaster Type Classification, Farm Pond
Change Detection (CD), Land Use Classification, and Damaged
Building Counting. GPT-40 achieves the highest accuracy overall
in classification and counting tasks.

resolution adaptation, and fine detail capture. These capa-
bilities enable it to interpret complex scenes and spatial re-
lationships. Despite its remote sensing focus, RS-LLaVA
[5] underperforms in general and specific vehicle counting
tasks, while GeoChat [19] shows lower performance in tree
health assessment. This is likely because RS-LLaVA and
GeoChat are optimized for region-based queries and spa-
tially grounded dialogue rather than precise object count-
ing and localization in more complex scenes. In addition
to Fig. 5 results, we present the precision for the referring
expression detection task in Table 4 within this category.
These results demonstrate that Sphinx achieves the highest
precision scores at IoU: 0.25 & 0.50 compared to GeoChat,
Qwen2-VL, Ferret, and GPT-40. A lower IoU value cap-
tures the model’s approximate localization ability and its
effectiveness in interpreting task-specific instructions, while
an IoU of 0.5 reflects the standard setting for this task.
Event Detection: Event detection focuses on identifying
and assessing disasters or hazards critical for environmen-
tal monitoring and risk management. Tasks like fire risk
assessment and disaster type classification are essential for
environmental management. Qwen2-VL [53] performs best
in event detection, benefiting from advanced architectural
and training optimizations. Its enhanced attention mecha-
nisms, enable it to efficiently process complex, large-scale
imagery and maintain contextual relevance over long inputs.
Caption Generation: In this category, we include an im-
age captioning task in our benchmark, and the goal of this
task is to generate descriptive captions that reflect visual
content. Sphinx [27] achieves the highest ROUGE score
in image captioning, followed closely by LLaVA-1.5 [30]
and LLaVA-NeXT [29]. In contrast, RS-LLaVA [5] and
GeoChat [19] have the lowest scores (Table. 2). Our cap-
tions include both fine-grained and coarser details, since
Sphinx is trained with fine-grained details, it performs rela-
tively better compared to other models.

Semantic Segmentation: Including the referring segmen-
tation task in our benchmark enhances the evaluation of a
model’s ability to perform fine-grained, query-driven seg-
mentation in remote sensing. This task tests the models in
interpreting specific object references in complex scenes,
which is essential for land-use mapping and urban analy-

Model [Prec@0.5[Prec@0.25  Niodel EQME LU Cls
Sphinx [27] 0.3408 0.5289 RS-LLaVA [5] | 0.0863 | 0.3123
GeoChat [197 | 0.1151 102100 Geocnat19] | 0.1403 | 03156
Ferret [61] 0.0943 0.2003 s

Qwen2-VL[53]| 0.1518 0.2524 Qwen2-VL [53]] 0.2734 | 0.2525
GPT-4o [39] 0.0087 0.0386 GPT-40 [39] 0.0827 | 0.3256

Table 4. Referring expression Table 5. Performance compari-
detection. We report Precision son of different models on Non-

on 0.5 IoU and 0.25 IoU. Optical tasks. EQME: Earth-
Quake Magnitude Estimation
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Figure 6. Object Density and Model Counting Accuracy. VLMs
are assessed on their ability to maintain accuracy as object density
increases. LLaVA-OneVision leads with balanced performance
across all ranges. Qwen2-VL and InternVL2 show strengths in
mid and high-density ranges, respectively

sis. While no remote sensing-specific models support this
task yet, non-specialized models like GlaMM [40], with a
baseline mloU of 0.1411. By integrating referring segmen-
tation, we improve our framework to identify models that
can adapt to spatial queries in remote sensing segmentation.

Temporal Understanding: GEOBench-VLM also incor-
porates temporal tasks to analyze changes over time, an im-
portant aspect of real-world remote sensing applications.
Here, we evaluate models with temporal capabilities as
shown in Table 3, specifically GPT-40, Qwen2-VL [53],
and LLaVA-OneVision [23], selected for their versatility
across tasks. GPT-4o0 emerges as the top performer across
most temporal tasks in disaster type, crop type, and land use
classification. LLaVA-OneVision demonstrates the highest
performance in farm pond change detection, indicating its
ability to perform tasks requiring more minute-level change
detection over time. While Qwen2-VL also performs well,
especially in disaster-type classification, it follows GPT-40
in overall temporal task performance.

Non-Optical: In the non-optical synthetic aperture radar
(SAR) imagery, we include tasks for earthquake magnitude
estimation and land use classification. In Table 5, results
indicate that Qwen2-VL [53] achieves the highest score for
earthquake magnitude estimation, showcasing its strength
in interpreting SAR imagery, while GPT-40 ranks the low-
est. For land use classification, GPT-40 performs best.
GeoChat [19] and RS-LLaVA [5] perform relatively better
in land use classification but show limitations in accurately
estimating earthquake magnitudes.
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parison of different models on Figure 8. Percentage of incor-
Referring Expression Detection rect answers falling within the
across various object sizes. 20% error range.

6. Analysis

Counting Accuracy by Object Count Range: The ob-
ject count ranges, from <10 to >50, classify model perfor-
mance based on object density within scenes, from sparse
to highly populated areas (see Fig. 6). These ranges high-
light each model’s capability to maintain counting accuracy
as object density and scene complexity increase. LLaVA-
OneVision [23] demonstrates robust adaptability across low
and high object counts, while Qwen2-VL [53] shows com-
petitive performance, particularly in mid-range counts. In
the highest density ranges, GeoChat [19] shows limitations
due to its focus on region-specific tasks rather than handling
large object clusters. GPT-40 has variable results, perform-
ing well in mid-ranges but struggling in dense scenes. Re-
sults show the importance of robust spatial alignment and
fine-grained detail, as seen in LLaVA-OneVision [23], for
consistent counting accuracy across object densities.
Incorrect Answer Percentage by Option Range Distri-
bution: To analyze incorrect answers by option range dis-
tribution, we observe that as alternative options deviate
from the ground truth within 20% and beyond, the rate
of incorrect responses increases significantly Fig. 8. Mod-
els like GPT-40, LLaVA-OneVision [23], and Qwen2-VL
[53] show high sensitivity. It suggests that models that are
trained on diverse datasets can sometimes focus too much
on small details. This may result in an increased number of
mistakes when the distribution of options varies.
Prompt-Based Performance Variance: We find that mod-
els exhibit different sensitivity levels to prompt variations,
affecting task accuracy (Fig. 9). InternVL2 [9] and GPT-40
show slight instability across five prompts/task. This indi-
cates degree of sensitivity to specific phrasing or structure
of prompts. In contrast, GeoChat [19], Qwen2-VL [53], and
LLaVA-OneVision [23] consistently perform better across
prompts, indicating their robustness to prompt variation.
Single vs. Multi-Temporal Data: For single vs. multi-
ple temporal data analysis Fig. 10, we evaluate three mod-
els: GPT-40, LLaVA-OneVision [19], and Qwen2-VL [53],
across three tasks: (i) crop type classification, (ii) disas-
ter type classification, and (iii) land use classification. For
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Figure 9. Accuracy Variance across different prompts.
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crop type classification, multi-timestamp data generally per-
forms worse than single-timestamp data, likely due to vari-
ability in seasonal crop appearances. In disaster-type classi-
fication, multiple timestamps improve model performance,
though LLaVA-OneVision shows lower performance. For
land use classification, all models perform well with multi-
timestamp data, suggesting that land use features are rela-
tively stable and less affected by temporal changes. Unlike
crop type classification, which is seasonally variable, land
use categories (e.g., urban, forest) remain constant and have
recognizable patterns across different timestamps.

Impact of Object Size on Detection Performance: In re-
ferring object detection across sizes, five models were eval-
vated (Fig. 7). GPT-40 performed worst, struggling with
accurate detection and localization, while Sphinx [27] ex-
celled due to its fine-grained processing. Qwen2-VL [53]
followed, benefiting from robust attention mechanisms.

7. Conclusion

While generic VLMs have seen much progress in devel-
oping comprehensive benchmarks covering various reason-
ing aspects, the earth-observation domain lacks large-scale
manually verified benchmarks covering diverse capabilities.
Unlike existing benchmarks that lack the unique require-
ments of geospatial data, GEOBench-VLM is designed
specifically for 31 remote-sensing tasks like flood detec-
tion, disaster monitoring, crop classification, marine debris
counting, and temporal change segmentation. GEOBench-
VLM covers a range of computer vision tasks, ranging



from referring expression segmentation to counting, de-

tection, recognition, and temporal analysis.

Our bench-

mark, featuring over 10,000 manually verified instructions
across diverse conditions, highlights the limitations of cur-
rent VLMs in geospatial contexts, even for state-of-the-art
models. Through detailed experiments with the 10 best-
performing VLMs, we show the current gaps that need to
be addressed to unlock several remote-sensing applications.
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GEOBench-VLM: Benchmarking Vision-Language Models for Geospatial Tasks

Supplementary Material

This supplementary material includes the dataset table (S1)
and quantitative results to illustrate multiple cases for as-
sessing model responses (S2). It also provides results on
multispectral images (S3) and examines the influence of
temperature variations on the model (S4), along with a
comparison between bi-temporal and multi-temporal ap-
proaches (S5). Additionally, a geographical analysis is in-
cluded (S6) to observe the span of data coverage across lo-
cations, followed by a detailed description of the word cloud
(S7).

S1. Datasets

The datasets we use in our evaluation cover a wide range
of geospatial tasks, showing the variety and depth of chal-
lenges in geospatial analysis. As shown in Table 6, these
datasets include tasks like scene understanding, spatial re-
lation, instance counting, temporal understanding, refer-
ring expression segmentation, and working with non-optical
data. This diversity enables us to create versatile question-
answer pairs tailored to each specific task. The inclusion of
datasets from recent years ensures that our evaluation tack-
les recent challenges and uses up-to-date information.

These datasets also offer a rich variety of annotation
types, sensor data, and spatial resolutions, reflecting the di-
verse nature of geospatial data. The annotation types range
from class labels and bounding boxes to semantic and in-
stance masks, giving different levels of detail for model
evaluation. The sensor data includes RGB images, Mul-
tispectral Imaging (MSI), and Synthetic Aperture Radar
(SAR), with resolutions from fine to coarse scales. This het-
erogeneity allows us to test models under different imaging
conditions and resolutions, fostering robustness and gener-
alizability. For example, datasets like FAIRIM [47], DIOR
[11], and DOTA [55] provide high-resolution RGB images
with bounding box annotations, which are critical for tasks
like object detection and understanding spatial relation-
ships in complex scenes. Temporal understanding datasets
such as fMoW [18], xBD[15], PASTIS[43], FPCD[50], and
GVLM]69] are crucial for tracking changes over time, help-
ing in tasks such as disaster assessment and monitoring ur-
ban development. Non-optical datasets like So2Sat [74] and
QuakeSet [41] introduce SAR data, expanding our analy-
sis to situations where optical imagery isn’t available due
to weather or lighting conditions. Scene Understanding
datasets like AiRound [35] and RESICS45 [10] offer class
annotations that help categorize large-scale scenes, essen-
tial for land use and land cover classification.
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S2. Qualitative Results

The images in Fig. 11 show patterns in how the models per-
formed on geospatial tasks relevant to scene understanding.
Models perform well in identifying scenes with distinct fea-
tures, such as “interchange” and “solar farm”, where most
models succeeded except Ferret [61], RS-LLaVA [5], and
Sphinx [27], respectively. In the third image, all models ex-
cept Ferret correctly identified the “stadium”, demonstrat-
ing notable contextual understanding. For the fourth image,
only a few models correctly identified “mixed cereal” crops,
with failures attributed to the ambiguous nature of crop pat-
terns. The first image in the second row shows dense green-
ery, indicating a moist environment, with the fire risk cor-
rectly classified as “low”, LLaVA-1.5 [30] and Ferret mis-
classified the risk, likely overestimating fire hazard due to
vegetation density. This highlights the need for better con-
textual reasoning in models. The second image in the sec-
ond row benefits from clear context, aiding classification as
a water treatment facility. In contrast, the third image in
the same row lacks context, making it prone to misclassifi-
cation. This comparison highlights the importance of con-
textual information for accurate scene classification. In the
last image of Fig. 11, ambiguous scenes such as the “ferry
terminal” where all models failed, the misclassification is
likely due to overlapping visual cues. The visual similarity
between a harbor and a ferry terminal makes it challenging
for models to differentiate between these categories. For the
counting tasks in Fig.12, Qwen 2-VL [53] and LLaVA-One
[23] (overall, Fig. 5 main paper) performed relatively bet-
ter by correctly recognizing objects such as a single pickup
truck and a single water body. In contrast, most models
struggled, with Ferret overestimating due to difficulty in dif-
ferentiating objects.

Fig. 13 shows that the models performed well in the first
two images, probably due to familiar contextual clues. The
“atago-class destroyer” and “small civil transport/utility”
aircraft are common object types with distinct characteris-
tics, making them easier for models to recognize. However,
in the last two images, none of the models successfully iden-
tified the “murasame-class destroyer” or “garibaldi aircraft
carrier” which are rarer categories. The failure is likely due
to insufficient exposure to these specific classes in training
datasets, coupled with the overlapping features of the ob-
jects that require advanced fine-grained recognition.

As shown in Fig. 14, models performed well on disaster
assessment with relatively clear indicators, such as “fire”
damage, where only Sphinx [27] and Ferret [61] failed. For
the second image, depicting “flooding”, Ferret struggled.



Name Task Annotation Type Sensor (Res) Year
AiRound[35] RGB, Sentinel-2 (10m) 2020
RESICS45[10] RGB 2017
PatternNet[72] Scene Understanding, RGB 2018
. . . Class
MtSCCDI[31] Object Classification RGB (1m) 2024
FireRisk[45] RGB (1m) 2023
FGSCR[14] RGB 2021
FAIRIM[47] Spatial Relation RGB (0.3-0.8m) 2021
DIOR[11] Classification, Referring Bounding Box RGB 2020
Expression Detection,
DOTA[55] Captioning RGB (0.1-1m) 2021
Forest Damage[2] RGB 2021
Deforestation[12] RGB 2024
COWCJ[37] Counting Bounding Box RGB (15 cm) 2016
NASA Marine Debris[44] RGB (3m) 2024
The RarePlanes Dataset[46] RGB (0.3m) 2020
fMoW[18] Class RGB (1m) 2018
xBD[15] Bounding Box, Instance =~ RGB (0.8m) 2019
Temporal Understanding Mask, Class
PASTIS[43] Semantic Mask MSI (10m) 2021
FPCDI[50] Semantic Mask RGB (1m) 2022
GVLM[69] Class RGB (0.6m) 2023
DeepGlobe Land Cover[13] Referring Expression . RGB (0.5m) 2018
. Semantic Mask
GeoNRW[4] Segmentation RGB (1m) 2021
So2Sat[74] . Class SAR, MSI (10m) 2020
Non-Optical
QuakeSet[41] Number SAR (10m) 2024

Table 6. Comprehensive overview of geospatial datasets utilized for evaluating Vision-Language Models (VLMs) across diverse tasks,
including Scene Understanding, Spatial Relation, Object Classification, Spatial Relation Classification, Referring Expression Detection,
Captioning, Temporal Understanding, Referring Expression Segmentation, and Non-Optical tasks. The datasets are categorized by an-
notation types (e.g., class, bounding box, semantic mask) and sensor types (e.g., RGB imagery, Multispectral Imaging (MSI), Synthetic
Aperture Radar (SAR)), highlighting their versatility for a wide range of geospatial applications.

The third image depicts “tsunami” damage, characterized
by disrupted layouts, scattered debris, and damaged build-
ings, which are often visually similar to flooding. Models
may misclassify this due to overlapping features, insuffi-
cient tsunami-specific training data, and a lack of contextual
reasoning. For the last image, only Qwen2VL identified the
“seismic activity”, as others likely misclassified it due to
overlapping features with “precipitation-related events”.

In Fig. 15, for the first image, models performed well
because the objects are close to each other, easy to iden-
tify, and have minimal visual complexity. In the remaining
images, models struggled because the objects were farther
apart, making it harder to identify their spatial relationships.
The cluttered environments and larger spatial gaps made it
difficult for the models to accurately understand the rela-
tionships between the objects. Fig. 18 shows an aerial im-
age alongside its ground truth caption and responses from
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various models. The ground truth provides a detailed and
accurate description of the scene, while the model gener-
ated captions vary in capturing key elements such as urban
& natural features, pathways, and architectural structures.
This comparison highlights differences in model responses
for image captioning tasks.

S3. Multi-spectral

In this section, we compare how GPT-40 and Qwen2-VL
[53] perform on Crop Type Classification and Land Use
Classification tasks using RGB and multispectral (MS) data
(Fig. 16). The models perform much better with RGB in-
puts because they are designed and trained specifically for
RGB images. The accuracy drops significantly for multi-
spectral data, especially in crop-type classification. To use
MS data with these models, Sentinel-2 bands were com-
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Figure 11. Scene Understanding: This illustrates model performance on geospatial scene understanding tasks, highlighting successes
in clear contexts and challenges in ambiguous scenes. The results emphasize the importance of contextual reasoning and addressing

overlapping visual cues for accurate classification.

bined into three channels sequentially to mimic RGB in-
puts. For land use classification, which depends more on
spatial patterns than detailed spectral information, the drop
in performance is smaller. These results show the need for
improved methods to adapt MS data for such tasks.

15

S4. Effect of Temperature

In VLM, increasing the temperature parameter during sam-
pling introduces variability, allowing the model to explore
a broader range of responses. Coupled with multiple runs
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Figure 12. Counting: The figure showcases model performance on counting tasks, where Qwen 2-VL, GPT-40 and LLaVA-One have
better performance in identifying objects. Other models, such as Ferret, struggled with overestimation, highlighting challenges in object
differentiation and spatial reasoning.

and argmax aggregation, this method could assess the sta- improvement. However, tasks such as ship type classifica-
bility of certain models. For this analysis, we fix a prompt tion and tree health assessment showed no improvement.
for multiple runs for a fair comparison. Tasks with inherent Mixed results are observed in tree counting. These findings
ambiguity, like counting (e.g., water bodies and specific ve- suggest that multiple runs may be effective for tasks with
hicle types) and spatial relation classification, showed some certain ambiguities (Fig. 19 & Fig. 20).
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Figure 13. Object Classification: The figure highlights model performance on object classification, showing success with familiar ob-
jects like the “atago-class destroyer” and “small civil transport/utility” aircraft. However, models struggled with rarer objects like the
“murasame-class destroyer” and “garibaldi aircraft carrier” indicating a need for improvement on less common classes and fine-grained

recognition.

S5. Bi-temporal vs. Multi-temporal

We compare bi-temporal and multi-temporal image classifi-
cation performance for Crop Type and Land Use identifica-
tion tasks (Fig. 17). Bi-temporal data slightly outperforms
multi-temporal data for crop type classification, suggesting
that two distant time points are sufficient to capture key tem-
poral changes, while additional time points may introduce
redundancy. For land use classification, there is no signifi-
cant difference between bi-temporal and multi-temporal in-
puts, reflecting the task’s support on static spatial patterns
that remain consistent over time.

S6. Geographical Analysis

In this section, we detail the geographic distribution of
benchmarking datasets used in the studied geospatial tasks.
It categorizes datasets into global/diverse datasets and re-
gional/localized datasets. Global datasets provide extensive
coverage with samples from over 100 countries or diverse
regions worldwide. On the other hand, regional and local-
ized datasets, are tailored to specific tasks. The map in
Fig. 21 highlights that our benchmark is well represented
across the globe.
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S7. Word Cloud

The breakdown in Fig. 22a leverages the word cloud as part
of evaluating VLMs in geospatial tasks, with image cap-
tioning being one of the key areas of interest. The word
cloud highlights terms commonly used in captions describ-
ing aerial or geospatial imagery. Words like “aerial”, “sur-
rounding” and “residential” reflect spatial and contextual
elements frequently addressed in such descriptions, while
terms such as “harbor”, “ship”, “tennis court” and “green-
ery” represent specific features often observed in geospatial
data. This provides a basis for understanding the capabili-
ties and limitations of these models in capturing spatial re-
lationships and identifying key features within geospatial
tasks.

The word cloud in Fig. 22b shows the terms used in
MCQs. Keywords such as “large vehicle”, “transport util-
ity”, “harbor”, “bridge” and “small vehicle” emphasize im-
portant categories and features frequently mentioned in the
questions. Additional terms like “aircraft carrier”, “run-
way”, “basketball court” and “helicopter” represent a blend
of transportation, infrastructure, and activity-based ele-
ments often linked to geospatial data. The use of varied and
domain-specific vocabulary ensures the MCQs encompass a
broad spectrum of scenarios for testing model capabilities.
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¥y i fire v flooding v earthquake x y i Precipitation-Related Events X
! fire 4 flooding v flooding x ! Soil Erosion X
%ﬁ earthquake X flooding v flooding x %? Human Activities b 4
w fire v flooding v flooding x w Precipitation-Related Events X
- fire 4 flooding v earthquake X u Precipitation-Related Events X
fire v flooding v earthquake x B8  Precinitaton-Related Events X
Instruction not followed x Instruction not followed x Instruction not followed x Instruction not followed X

Figure 14. Event Detection: Model performance on disaster assessment tasks, with success in scenarios like ’fire’ and *flooding’ but
challenges in ambiguous cases like ’tsunami’ and ’seismic activity’. Misclassifications highlight limitations in contextual reasoning and

insufficient exposure on overlapping disaster features.
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green box and object in red box in this green box and object in red box in this green box and object in red box in this green box and object in red box in this
image? image? image?

A. Alarge vehicle is aligned with the bridge. A. A helicopter is below the airport. A. An a350 is aligned with the runway. A. A small-vehicle is driving by the bridge.
B. A helicopter is positioned next to the helipad. B. A small vehicle is to the left of the large vehicle. B. A plane is parked near the runway. B. A plane is parked near the runway.
C. A overpass leads to the a golffield. C. Aship s to the right of the a small-vehicle. C. Alarge-vehicle is driving by the storage-tan C. A helicopter is moving away from the helipad.

D. A tennis court is beside the basketball court. D. Alarge-vehicle is positioned in front of the bridge. D. Alarge-vehicle is moving towards the storage-tank. D. A helicopter is positioned beside the helipad.
E. A runway connects to the airport. E. A helicopter is above the helipad. E. A large-vehicle is moving away from the a roundabout. E. A large-vehicle is moving towards the a roundabout.
c. v B. x c x B c. x

~ ~ ~ ~
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Figure 15. Spatial Relations: The figure demonstrates model performance on spatial relationship tasks, with success in close-object

scenarios and struggles in cluttered environments with distant objects.
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Figure 16. RGB and multispectral performance for Crop Type and
Land Use Classification, showing a performance drop in multi-
spectral accuracy.

Crop Type Classification Land Use Classification

0. ' Multi-temporal
W Bi-temporal
0.5
3
€ 04
3
8
<
0.3
0.2 I
0.1 l ||

GPT-40 Qwen2-VL GPT-40 Qwen2-VL

Figure 17. Bi-temporal and Multi-temporal performance, showing
slight bi-temporal advantages for crop classification and similar re-
sults for static land use classification.
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The aerial image showcases a blend of urban and natural elements. In the
| top left, a large building with an adjacent parking lot is visible, where several
vehicles, including vans and small cars, are parked, suggesting a bustling
J area. Nearby, a landscaped park features winding paths and lush greenery,
creating a serene environment. The center of the park includes open grassy
areas with neatly arranged seating, ideal for gatherings or outdoor events. To
the right, a building with a green roof is situated next to recreational courts,
enhancing the communal functionality of the space. At the bottom, a road
borders the park, leading to a larger structure with curved architectural
= features, resembling an outdoor stadium or amphitheater. The organized
layout of paths and landscaped sections throughout the park highlights a

thoughtful integration of natural beauty and urban design.

)

=
N\

‘The image is an aerial view of a landscaped area and surrounding structures, likely a botanical
garden or park. Key features in this image include: 1. Pathways: There are several winding

pathways throug! area, desig and exploration. 2. Gardens and
Green Spaces: The area s filled with various patches of greenery, including lawns and planted
garden sections. These are likely flled with shrubs, trees, and other plants, although specific types
cannot be discerned from this height.3. Amphitheater: A small, semicircular set of tiered seating
suggests the presence of an outdoor amphitheater, often used for events or

performances.4. Building and Structures: - There is a building with a turquoise roof, possibly a
pavilion or viitor center. - Additional buildings are located nearby, ane with a black roof and
another with a white roof. arking lots are visibl d the edges of
the landscaped area, indicating accessibility for visitors arriving by car.6. Nearby Roads: A road runs
along the edge of the property, providing access to the park and parking areas.7. Sports Field
There appears to be a marked-off area, likely a small field or court, suggesting sports or

recreational activities. Overall this image depicts a well-maintained recreational or botanical
space, designed for public use and enjoyment.

connecting various sections and adding structure to the layout.

the overall navigability and user experience.

The image shows an aerial view of a park or garden area situated in an urban
environment. Below s a detailed description: Park Layout: The park is
encircled by buildings and roads, emphasizing its location within an urban
setting. At its center, the park features a large, open grassy field that serves
as the primary green space. A network of pathways weaves through the park,

Pathways: The pathways are distinctly visible and seem to be constructed
from concrete or a similar material, ensuring durability and accessibility. They
are strategically designed to guide visitors throughout the park, enhancing

The image is a bird's eye view of a large park with a variety of landscaping
elements. The park features a large swimming pool, surrounded by trees and
grass. There are several benches scattered throughout the park, providing
seating for visitors.

In addition to the swimming pool, the park also includes a tennis court, a
soccer field, and a basketball court. The park is well-maintained and offers a
pleasant environment for outdoor activities.

The parking lot is located near the park, with several cars parked in the
vicinity. The overall scene is a lively and inviting outdoor space for people to
enjoy.

¥

The image is an aerial photograph of a campus or park-like setting. The ™ In the satellite image, there are <p>two olive small cars</p>
landscape is characterized by a mix of grassy areas, pathways, and parking | i

{<10><295< <605} <635}
lots. There are several trees scattered throughout the area, providing a sense
of greenery. The paths are curved and meander through the landscape,
suggesting a pedestrian-friendly environment. In the foreground, there is a
large building with a flat roof, which could be a sports facility or a similar
structure. Adjacent to this building, there is a parking lot with several cars
parked. The building and parking lot are surrounded by grassy areas and
pathways.In the middle ground, there is a large open space with a patterned
surface, which could be a tennis court or a similar outdoor recreational area.
The court is bordered by a pathway and s surrounded by grass.

cars {<10><29><105<33> | <60>}{<10><32><10><36>|<63>} and

left side. On the right side, there are
two gray small cars {<102><109><100> <100>|<56>}
{<102><100><100><100> | <56>} parked close to each other.

(<10><32>< |<63>} and <p>a
white small car</p> {<10><35><10><39>|<63>} parked near each other on
the left side. On the right side, there are <p>two gray small cars</p>
{<102><109><1005<100> | <56>}<delim>{<102><100><100><100> | <565}
parked close to each other. In the satellite image, there are two olive small

a white small car {<10><35><10><39> | <63>} parked near each other on the

The image is an aerial view of a parklike area with various features. The park has
several walking paths that meander through the greenery, creating a network of trails
for visitors to explore. There are multiple grassy areas interspersed with trees and
shrubs, providing a natural and serene environment. In the center of the park, there is
a large open space with a few benches arranged in a semi-circle, possibly for gatherings
or performances. To the right of this central area, there is a building with a green roof,
which could be a pavilion or a facility related to the park's operations. To the left of the
park, there is a parking lot with several cars parked in it. Adjacent to the parking lot,
there is a road running parallel to the park's boundary. On the far right side of the
image, there is a circular structure that appears to be a sports field or an amphitheater,
with rows of seating arranged in a semi-circular pattern. Overall the image depicts a
well-maintained public park with various amenities for visitors to enjoy, including
walking paths, seating areas, and facilities for events or sports activities.

residential or commercial building and structures associated with a golf course or public recreational area. Objects in the Image: 1. Golf Course: - A

to provide convenient walkways for patrons to move around and enjoy the green spaces. - There are sidewalks meandering through the green areas,

provi
cars, indicating organized and possibly private parking for visitors.8. Adjacent Road and Sidewalks: - Adjacent to the parking lot, there is a street with

course and pavement, scattered within the natural terrain, are various small buildings and possibly structures.10.
\ cover is visible around the golf course and the pavement areas, indicating this might be a region with varied vegetation types.

This image appears to show a satellite or aerial view of a large, paved area surrounded by greenery and a body of water. The image also includes a

prominent feature in the image is the golf course, located toward the center. The layout visible includes several holes and paths intertwined with tall grass
and trees. - There is a specific structure resembling a tee area or a part of the golf course infrastructure, usually where tees are placed at the start of each
hole. - Surrounding the golf course, there are smaller patches of trees, bushes, and some sand bunkers.2. Bodies of Water: - There is a large water body
placed adjacent to the bottom right corner of the image and near the bottom left section. The presence of this body of water indicates that water hazards
could possibly be part of the golf course layout.3. Paved Areas: - The bottom left part of the image features a large paved section which appears to be a
parking lot. Cars are visible, indicating they are parked. - Next to this parking lot, there is a building with a distinctive roof structure that is likely a clubhouse
or another recreational facility associated with the golf course.4. Residential or Commercial Building: - On the left side of the image, there is a large grey
building with a sloped roof. This building appears to be a residential or commercial structure.5. Green Space and Landscaping: - The area between the golf
course and the roads is landscaped with numerous trees, shrubs, large patches of grass, and a well-maintained garden bed. The landscaped areas suggest a
maintenance of nature and natural environments typical of a good golf course or park.6. Numerous Pathways and Walkways: - These paths seem designed

ng easy access to different parts of the facility.7. Parking Lot: - The parking lot adjacent to the clubhouse/pavement area has clearly marked spots for

sidewalks clearly visible. These roads are likely part of the surrounding urban infrastructure.9. Other Structures and Buildings: - Along the edges of the golf
- Extensive tree

~

J

% The image features a bird's eye view [23, 20, 966, 966] of a campus [23, 20, 966, 966]

with various landscaping elements 198, 471, 356, 742]. The campus includes a large
green park with a pond (500, 201, 572, 253] [485, 187, 583, 271] located near the
center of the landscape. Around the park, there are several buildings, possibly part of a
university or other educational institution. In the surrounding area, numerous cars
can be seen parked or moving along the edges of the campus. There are at least 13
cars of different sizes, with some closer to the buildings and others near the park.
Additionally, a couple of benches (630, 499, 691, 554] can be found in the scene,
providing seating options for those visiting the park or resting near the buildings

The image showcases a large, well-maintained park with a circular pathway that winds
through it. The pathway is surrounded by a variety of greenery, including trees and
grass, creating a serene and inviting atmosphere. The park is situated in a residential
area, with a parking lot nearby There are several cars parked in the area, indicating that
the park is accessible to visitors. In addition to the cars, there are a few trucks parked
in the vicinity, suggesting that the park might be used for recreational activities or
event.

Figure 18. Image Captioning: Example response of different models.

19



B Single Run s Multiple Runs

B Single Run s Multiple Runs

0.9 0.9
0.8 0.8
0.7 0.7

=06 0.6

8 8

505 505

8 Q

8

<04 <04

03 03

o II | I b o II | I II II I I
o (11 | N o | 1
c?}\o \\o \\o ~\\o @é\ « \'\\ \\@ \\'\‘ \\ \\‘\ \\(\q \\@ é‘ <® c‘?' &;\\o‘\ \\@ & \o ~\\o° \\o“ \\o \\o &\o \\o @e;\\ « \\0
S C)o\’ gﬁ\“ -(\“ ,geé)% 000\‘ ES ec,o\\' 5 »&\ 6& Oo\\' N égf.? eOOQ C})“ £ Oc\\' %\ﬂ\ E e"&? 000\\' e’§° c)o\‘ e,-“&\" %& ,}& C)o" 000° é’ee% e‘Oo\\' e’Oo\\'

O o o\”_av 5 0c,\q' 5 0c>q’ o O"’ «F ,\@ & O o® O O (3T O Qo\"’ &*o o K
F P T S N F P FE S L S S N
& K & <® & é\b q,‘\o KR qg} ?‘3‘0 & & @0\0 & K & < & 0(‘6 'b(\’\\ DR Q.é ?\‘o Qé\ & {\fi@
& [ & PN DFOFERS & [ & V¥ 2PN FONFOMES
¥ N & & & ¥ & & &L L
R o o R o

Figure 19. GPT4-o0: Single run vs Multi runs

Figure 20. Qwen2-VL: Single run vs Multi runs
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Global/Diverse Datasets

Regional or Localized Datasets

Name Description Name Description
FAIRTM Airports,harbors,cities across continents [resisc45  |Data from > 100 countries worldwide * QuakeSet @ PASTIS © MISCCD_LUSC @ cowe
DIOR Object detection from global regions FGSCR Images of 40 ports around the world ® xBD %* FPCD ¥ ForestDamage © Patternnet
DOTA Urban areas globally high-res images  |fMoW Diverse images from > 200 countries @  FireRisk I so2sat eval ¥ TreeSatAl © MarineDebris
RarePlanes |Real+synthetic locations more than 120 |DeepGlobe|Land cover classification data globally -
AiRound  [Samples cover diverse regions globally FieldsofTheWorld =  GeoNRW @ GVLM

Figure 21. Figure shows the geographic distribution of benchmarking datasets, highlighting global coverage and regional specialization.
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(a) Word cloud from captions used in geospatial image description tasks.

(b) Word cloud from MCQs designed for geospatial task evaluation.

Figure 22. Word clouds showcasing terms used in evaluating VLMSs on geospatial tasks, with the first focusing on image captions and the

second on MCQs.
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