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Abstract—Uncertainty quantification (UQ) is essential for
assessing the reliability of Earth observation (EO) products.
However, the extensive use of machine learning models in EO
introduces an additional layer of complexity, as those models
themselves are inherently uncertain. While various UQ methods
do exist for machine learning models, their performance on
EO datasets remains largely unevaluated. A key challenge in
the community is the absence of the ground truth for un-
certainty, i.e. how certain the uncertainty estimates are, apart
from the labels for the image/signal.This article fills this gap
by introducing three benchmark datasets specifically designed
for UQ in EO machine learning models. These datasets ad-
dress three common problem types in EO: regression, image
segmentation, and scene classification. They enable a transparent
comparison of different UQ methods for EO machine learning
models. We describe the creation and characteristics of each
dataset, including data sources, preprocessing steps, and label
generation, with a particular focus on calculating the reference
uncertainty. We also showcase baseline performance of several
machine learning models on each dataset, highlighting the utility
of these benchmarks for model development and comparison.
Overall, this article offers a valuable resource for researchers and
practitioners working in artificial intelligence for EO, promoting
a more accurate and reliable quality measure of the outputs of
machine learning models. The dataset and code are accessible
via https://gitlab.lrz.de/ai4eo/WG Uncertainty.

Index Terms—uncertainty quantification, datasets, earth ob-
servation, benchmark

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation

Researchers face a wide range of challenges in Earth obser-
vation (EO) downstream tasks, including tasks like regression
(e.g., predicting crop yield), image segmentation (e.g., de-
lineating building boundaries), and image classification (e.g.,
identifying land use land cover types). Due to the inherent
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complexity of many problems, traditional physical models
often do not exist. This has led the scientific community
to increasingly rely on machine learning models to extract
meaningful insights from the vast amount of EO data. Deep
learning techniques are at the forefront of development in
data-intensive science in EO [1]. Deep learning, especially
convolutional neural networks (CNNs) and recurrent neural
networks (RNNs), has proven to be very successful in various
EO tasks, such as image recognition, object detection, se-
mantic segmntation, action recognition, image captioning, and
many more [1], [2]. Recently, the field has witnessed the rise
of transformers and variants like vision transformers [3], [4],
a deep learning architecture inspired by how language models
understand context. Unlike CNNs and RNNs, transformers
don’t rely on a specific order for processing data. Their poten-
tial extends beyond analyzing static snapshots of our planet,
but also into Earth system science. Here, transformers emerges
as a promising tool. One particularly noteworthy application of
transformers in Earth system science is EarthFormer [5]. This
model tackles a specific challenge: Earth system forecasting,
which traditionally relies on complex physical models. Earth-
Former leverages a transformers ability to capture long-range
dependencies to analyze spatio-temporal EO data, potentially
offering a data-driven alternative for forecasting tasks.

EO data are increasingly being relied upon for a diverse
range of problems in Earth system science including numerical
weather prediction, climate services and in testing and tuning
Earth System Model (ESM) projections [6]. For example, the
World Meteorological Organization has established, through
its Global Climate Observing System, 55 Essential Climate
Variables (ECVs). These are defined as physical, chemical
or biological variables that are critical for defining Earth’s
climate and state. Around 60% of these ECVs can be observed
using EO data. In addition, EO data are providing unique
insights into Earth surface processes and climate dynamics
that are being used to test, tune and parameterize ESMs [7],
[8]. At the same time, we are experiencing an unprecedented
growth in EO capabilities and the number of satellites in
orbit, largely driven by the availability of more affordable
commercial launcher platforms and satellites [6]. This increase
in volume and complexity of EO data necessitates new and
efficient methods for information extraction, compression and
dimensional reduction. Machine learning methods have been
used for some time to achieve this [9] but with little attention
placed on the robustness and uncertainties in the models used
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and the resulting outputs.
As EO products are employed in various important ac-

tivities, uncertainty quantification (UQ) has always been a
crucial topic in EO. This is especially true when machine
learning models are employed in information retrieval. EO
involves collecting data from diverse sources, including satel-
lites, airborne platforms, and ground-based sensors, that are
subject to various sources of uncertainty. These uncertainties
can arise from multiple factors such as varying sensor types,
sensor calibration, spatial and temporal changes (e.g., chang-
ing illumination, weather conditions and different seasons),
atmospheric interference, geometric distortions, and limita-
tions in the measurement process. Those data are the inputs
to the training and inference of machine learning models.
The uncertainty originating from the input data is known
as the data uncertainty, or aleatoric uncertainty in machine
learning [10]. Apart from that, machine learning models are
inherently uncertain. The model architectures themselves are
not guaranteed to capture the real physics or processes. This
is also known as model uncertainty, or epistemic uncertainty.
Summarized in Fig. 1, the predictive uncertainty in ŷ depends
on three elements: 1. the uncertainty in the observations x, 2.
the structural uncertainty in the model F, and 3. the uncertainty
in the training data D.

Inverse model
𝐹𝐹𝛉𝛉,𝐬𝐬 𝐱𝐱

Observations
𝐱𝐱

Training data 𝑫𝑫 = 𝐱𝐱𝑛𝑛, 𝐲𝐲𝑛𝑛

Predicted 
information

�𝐲𝐲

Fig. 1: Error sources of predictive uncertainty in EO with a
machine learning model: 1. the noise in the observations x,
2. the structural uncertainty in the model F, e.g. its network
architecture, and 3. the noise in the training data D.

B. Related work
1) Uncertainty analysis in AI & EO: As mentioned earlier,

UQ in AI is categorized into two main types: aleatoric (or
data) uncertainty and epistemic (or model) uncertainty [10].
The former captures the inherent randomness or variability in
the data. It is often modeled by considering the noise or errors
in the observed data. Epistemic uncertainty, on the other hand,
captures the uncertainty resulting from limited/incomplete data
or the assumptions made by the AI model. Typically, these two
uncertainties are modeled separately using well-known UQ
methods including Bayesian inference [11], [12], [13], [14]
which assigns probability distributions to the network weights,
ensemble methods [15] [16] which average predictions from
multiple models, test time augmentations [17] which enable
exploration of different views via augmented test samples, and
single deterministic networks [18], [19] that capture only a
single point estimate rather than a full probability distribution.

UQ plays an important role in AI by providing insights into
the reliability and robustness of the AI predictions. Without

UQ, a model prediction is, effectively, uninterpretable: the
uncertainty could be larger than the signal. Since these AI
models often deal with complex and noisy data, their predic-
tions are affected by uncertainties caused by various factors
[10], e.g., variability in real world situations, errors inherent
to the measurement systems, incorrect training procedure,
misspecification of the model architecture, or errors caused
by unknown data. UQ aims to estimate and characterize these
uncertainties on the predictions (also referred to as predictive
uncertainty) to make informed decisions and improve the
trustworthiness of AI systems. Moreover, reliable estimates
of uncertainty along with robust geo-variables derived from
EO data may be embedded into process models (e.g., ocean,
hydrological, weather, climate, etc.) to derive information
vital for drawing meaningful conclusions in a wide range of
applications. However, while there are numerous publications
relating to AI for EO, the literature addressing UQ in EO is
limited [20], [21], [22], [23], [24], [25].

2) Benchmark datasets in EO: Benchmark datasets serve as
valuable resources for researchers in AI. Datasets like Deep-
Globe Land Cover Classification [26], SpaceNet [27], DOTA
[28] and many more contains high quality reference labels.
They enable fair comparisons and evaluations of different
models and methodologies, facilitating the advancement of this
field.

One of the major hurdles in UQ for EO is the lack of
dedicated benchmarking datasets. A recent publication [29]
comprehensively reviewed over 500 datasets in AI for EO,
containing nearly all available resources. However, none were
specifically designed for UQ. Only a handful of them mention
the topic at all. To our knowledge there is no EO dataset
tailored for benchmarking uncertainties of AI models. This
gap exists because creating quality EO datasets with accurate
labels is already a labor intensive process. The additional chal-
lenge of incorporating high quality uncertainty labels further
increases the complexity and effort involved. Nevertheless,
we present several existing EO datasets below. Although not
specifically designed for UQ, they are still relevant and worth
mentioning.
• So2Sat LCZ42 [30]: So2Sat LCZ42 is the first EO dataset

that provides a confidence of the labels. The authors of
the dataset let a group of remote sensing experts to cast
10 independent votes on a subset of the patches in the
dataset. A human confusion matrix can be obtained from
these multiple label votes instead of the usual one-hot label.
An overall label confidence of 85% was achieved. These
multiple labels can be fused into a distributional label that
could be employed successfully for improving the model
calibration and generalization performance [22].

• DroneVehicle [31]: This dataset collects 28,439 RGB-
Infrared image pairs with annotated vehicle bounding boxes
for benchmarking vehicle detection algorithms. It covers
various scenarios such as urban roads and residential areas
from day to night. Although not containing specific label or
image uncertainty information, it included an uncertainty-
aware cross-modality vehicle detection framework to ex-
tract complementary information from the RGB and infared
modalities.
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• INTERACTION [32]: This dataset consists of interactive
driving scenarios containing motion data of vehicles and
semantic information of the maps from different traffic
scenarios and different geographical locations cross the
globe. The dataset does not contain uncertainty of the labels.
But the authors designed a Bayesian network to provide the
probabilities of the intentions of the vehicles.
Those datasets are the early ones that take uncertainty into

consideration. However, the current development is far from
sufficient for a fair comparison among different UQ algorithms
and their wide adaptation in the EO field.

C. Contribution of this paper

This paper presents three novel EO datasets specifically
designed for benchmarking uncertainty estimates from ma-
chine learning models. These datasets address three common
problems in EO: regression, segmentation, and classification.
We chose biomass regression, building footprint segmentation,
and local climate zones (LCZs) classification as examples
to create our benchmark datasets, considering their current
popularity and high relevance within the EO community. The
design of these datasets prioritizes aleatoric uncertainty over
epistemic uncertainty. We believe that in big data regimes,
modeling aleatoric uncertainty is more fundamental to real
world problems themselves [33]. Aleatoric uncertainty is in-
herent to the data and cannot be reduced, whereas epistemic
uncertainty can often be mitigated with larger amounts of data.
The three proposed datasets are as follows.
• RegressionUQ: In EO, the task of biomass regression

refers to estimating tree biomass from observation of tree
physical dimensions. A well established method in the
forestry field is use of the so called allometric equations.
The RegressionUQ dataset for biomass regression simulates
single tree biomass from given tree dimensions via defined
allometric equations. We regard the allometric equations as
the true physical model, in order to obtain the true output
errors based on different input noise. Therefore, the dataset
provides not only ground truth biomass, but also precise
aleatoric uncertainty of the predictions at different noise
level of the input data, allowing precise benchmarking of
UQ methods.

• SegmentationUQ: Building segmentation takes remote sens-
ing imagery as input and predict a binary mask of building
and non-building. In a similar manner as RegressionUQ,
we construct the SegmentationUQ for building segmentation
using a simulation approach. We employ very high quality
building models and aerial images to render the reference
image and building segmentation label in 3D modeling
software. Different types of realistic noise were simulated in
the input image. The corresponding aleatoric uncertainties
were calculated from this. In contrast to the RegressionUQ
dataset, we also simulated different label noise in the seg-
mentation labels, which happens often in realistic training
datasets. Although the dataset was created based on real
aerial images and official building models, the data source is
of high quality, and can be viewed as nearly noise free. This
allows the analysis of the effect of different types of input

and label noise (even with the same IoU) to the prediction
of uncertainty by different methods.

• ClassificationUQ: Label error is the most common noise in
a classification problem. The ClassificationUQ dataset for
LCZs classification contains not only one but ten labels per
image patch among 10 European cities. The ten labels were
created by having a group of remote sensing experts cast
ten independent votes on each image patch. We developed a
methods to turn the multiple votes to a distributional label.
This distributional label captures the inherent uncertainty
in the label, which can trigger the development of novel
machine learning models that employs distribution of the
label or input data, and novel UQ methods.

II. REGRESSIONUQ: SIMULATED BIOMASS DATASET FOR
UQ IN REGRESSION

A. Introduction
Above-ground biomass (hereafter termed biomass), defined

as the dry weight of the trees in a unit forest, is an important
indicator for monitoring and evaluating the forests. Recent
missions, such as Biomass [34] and the Global Ecosystem Dy-
namics Investigation (GEDI) [35], are tailored for producing
the biomass maps on a global scale to gain more knowledge
of carbon cycle on our planet Earth. But due to the high cost
of acquiring ground biomass measurements and the possible
imperfect biomass retrieval model resulting from the scarcity
of the data, UQ is crucial. For GEDI mission, it is required
that the error of 80% of the biomass estimates shall be below
20 Mg/ha or 20% of the estimates.

In single-tree biomass estimation, allometric equations are
accepted as the state of the art [36]. The model was obtained
by fitting observed tree measurements - tree height H , trunk
diameter at breast height D (hereafter simply diameter), wood
density ρ, and tree biomass B - to a linear model in log
scale lnB = α + β ln(ρD2H) , where α and β are two
parameters to fitted by the data. Apparently, such empirical
formulas are inherently uncertain due to its over simplification
and limited training data. However, biomass datasets generated
from allometric equations are still scars and are regarded as
the best available datasets due to the high expense of data
collection for the model training and testing. Acknowledging
this fact, we simplify the problem in our dataset by setting
the allometric equation to be the ground truth physical model,
for two reasons: 1. allometric equations are accepted in the
community as the best possible solution, and 2. a ground truth
biomass value could be known and the ground truth predictive
uncertainty could be calculated.

B. Dataset generation
1) General setup: The most widely used allometric equa-

tion for a single tree in tropical forests proposed by Chave
et al. [36] was employed as the ground-truth physical model
in the simulation. The equation is shown in Eqn. 1, where B
is the biomass, D the diameter, H the tree height, and ρ the
wood density. We generate a simulated biomass uncertainty
dataset with pseudo data uncertainty ground truth.

B = f(ρ,D,H) = 0.0673× (ρD2H)0.976 (1)
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TABLE I: Parameters of fitted Gamma distributions using
Chave dataset [36].

Variable Shape Location Scale
Diameter [cm] 0.68 5.00 30.18

Height [m] 1.92 1.18 7.75

For simplicity, we fixed the wood density as 0.65, which is
a typical wood density value in the Chave dataset [36]. To
create a distribution of diameter D and height H to resemble
a realistic scenario in a forest, we fitted a library of common
distributions to the diameter and height data in [36]. The best
fitted distribution, which is found to be Gamma distribution,
was selected. The parameters of the Gamma distributions for
the diameter and height are listed in Tab. I. The noise free D
and H are sampled from the Gamma distributions. The true
biomass value then can be calculated from give D and H via
Eqn. 1.

To simulate measurement noise in D and H , we set two
normal distributions with zero mean ϵD ∼ N (0, σD) and
ϵH ∼ N (0, σH) respectively. In reality, the standard deviation
of the measurement noise is often correlated with the absolute
value of tree diameter and height. Thus, in this work, the
standard deviation of diameter and height is set as linearly
proportional to the mean, i.e. σDi

= αDi, and σHi
= αHi,

where α is a noise level parameter. This is equivalent to set
a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of 1/α2 for both D and H
respectively. Those noise were added to the noise free D and
H to create the noisy input data.

2) Training/testing data generation: To generate a dataset
D for training a deep learning neural network model g(·), four
steps are taken: 1) N pairs of tree variables (D1, D2, . . . , DN ),
(H1, H2, . . . ,HN ) are generated, which is elaborated later;
2) N × N pairs of input data are generated given the two
vectors ; 3) random noise is added to the two variables as
D′

i = Di+ ϵDi
, H ′

i = Hi+ ϵHi
; 4) ground-truth biomass B is

calculated given D and H according to Eqn. 1. This generates
N ×N pairs of data {(D′

i, H
′
i, Bi)|i = 1, 2, . . . , N ×N}; 5)

unrealistic data points are discarded using a threshold on the
biomass value, since combination of large D and H values
are very rare. The test set is generated in a similar way except
without adding measurement error.

Based on the above mentioned principle, we simulated
40,000 samples in total. 80% were set as training data,
and the rest for testing. The variable ranges of diameter
and height are set as [5cm, 150cm] and [1.2m, 120m] based
on the histograms in the Chave dataset. The diameter and
height samples were sampled from the Gamma distributions
mentioned above. Besides, the samples whose biomass value
is larger than 2236.8 kg (90th percentile of biomass values in
the Chave dataset), which is rare in real cases, are excluded
from this dataset.

A data split strategy named Checkerboard test is em-
ployed in this paper for testing the models’ predictive ability.
The checkerboard test splits the input space into multiple grids.
The grids are alternatively assigned as training and test set.
Fig. 2 shows this training/test split in the SegmentationUQ
dataset, where dark green is the training set, and light green

is the test sets. The number of grids was set to 5 by 5. It shall
neither be too small, which would make the training ans test
too distinct, nor too large, which would render the distributions
of training and test sets very similar.

Fig. 2: Illustration of the checkerboard training and test set
split strategy on the SegmentationUQ dataset. The dots in the
2D plot are the tree diameter and height samples. They are
sampled from gamma distributions fitted to the Chave dataset.
Dark green and light green represent training and test set,
respectively.

3) Calculation of reference aleatoric uncertainty: With a
defined ground truth physical model, it is straightforward
to propagate uncertainties from the input tree height and
diameter to the output biomass. Ideally, the variance on the
output can be analytically calculated via random variable
transformation. However, a data-driven model like a neural
network is trained with the pooled training data, which is a
mixture of noise distributions. Therefore, a realistic reference
aleatoric uncertainty from a neural network shall also be
calculated from the pooled distribution of the training data.
This is explained in Fig. 3 using a one-dimensional model
B = f(H). With a clearly defined physical model, the
noise at H0 shown as the black Gaussian curve below the
x-axis transforms to the black Gaussian curve along the y-
axis through the equation. In contrast, for a data-driven model
trained from a wide range of data shown as a combined
distribution of black and green Gaussians below the x-axis,
the output uncertainty is also a mixture of all the distributions.
The realistic aleatoric uncertainty shall be estimated from the
pooled output distribution.

We employed the approach of Monte Carlo simulation by
dense sampling on the input data noise and estimating the
variance of the noisy output of the equation. The noise was
set to be Gaussian with zero mean at each input point of tree
diameter and height, and variance depending on the SNR.
20, 0002 noisy input points were simulated for each SNR
setting. The aleatoric uncertainty was estimated by calculating
the variance of the equation output around its true value
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using 800 neighboring points. Although the estimate using 800
points is already highly accurate, a smoothing postprocessing
step by fitting a parametric curve between the estimated
uncertainty and inputs was followed to further increase the
precision of the reference aleatoric uncertainty.

𝐻𝐻

𝐵𝐵

𝑝𝑝(
𝐵𝐵

|𝐵𝐵
0)

𝐵𝐵 = 𝑓𝑓(𝐻𝐻)

𝐻𝐻0

𝑝𝑝(𝐻𝐻|𝐻𝐻0)

𝐵𝐵0

Fig. 3: The calculation of the reference variance of the biomass
prediction. It demonstrates with a one-dimensional model B =
f(H). With a defined physical model, the noise at H0 shown
as the black Gaussian curve below the x-axis transforms to the
black Gaussian curve along the y-axis through the equation.
Differently, for a data-driven model trained from a wide range
of data shown as a combined distribution of black and green
Gaussians below the x-axis, the output uncertainty is also a
mixture of all the distributions.

C. Demonstration of the dataset

The dataset is demonstrated by evaluating two UQ methods
[33], [37]. We employed a 4-layer fully-connection neural
network g(·) as the baseline model. The network has two
outputs predicting the biomass and its corresponding uncer-
tainty denoted as B̂ and σ̂B , respectively. The numbers of
the neurons of the hidden layers are set as 16, 32, and 32
respectively. Two UQ methods [33], [37] were evaluated in the
experiment. The former one predicts the aleatoric uncertainty
with an additional network output and the log-likelihood loss
(Eqn. 2). The latter one [37] uses a similar approach, but adds
the variance of observations as an additional input and replaces
all the layers with Assumed Density Filtering (ADF) [38]
based layers. Because of the additional input of the observation
variance, the latter UQ method is able to address the case
when the noise in training and test sets belongs to different
distributions. The epistemic uncertainty of both methods were
estimated using Monte Carlo dropout. In essence, the two
methods follow the same principle.

L =
1

N

∑
i

1

2
σ̂−2
Bi

(Bi − B̂i)
2 +

1

2
log σ̂2

Bi
(2)

During the training stage, 10% of the neurons at all except
the output layer are randomly dropped out. This is to prevent
overfitting. At the test stage, Monte Carlo dropout was per-
formed by sampling 90% of the neurons of these layers T
times to derive multiple outputs. The variance of the outputs

indicates the epistemic part of the uncertainty. The aleatoric
σ̂2
A and epistemic σ̂2

E uncertainty were calculated as follows.

σ̂2
A =

1

T

T∑
i

σ2
Bi
, σ̂2

E =
1

T

T∑
i

B̂2
i − (

1

T

T∑
j

B̂j)
2. (3)

In the evaluation, the prediction of the biomass and the
aleatoric uncertainty were compared with our reference.
R-squared score R2 and relative root mean square error
(%RMSE) were employed as the metrics [39]. Table II lists
the comparison. The R2 scores of biomass estimation are
relatively high at all noise levels for both methods. This is
mainly due to the simplicity of the task. The performance of
biomass estimation from both methods naturally drops as the
noise level increases, as higher noise levels in the training
data leads to a noisier model. However, the predictions of
aleatoric uncertainty present a different behavior than the
biomass estimation. The relative RMSE values exceed 100%
at low noise level. The performance improves when the noise
level increases to 0.10 for both methods. The performance
degrades as the noise further increases beyond this value. The
relatively poor performance at low and high noise levels was
also mentioned in [33], where the authors argue that the design
of the loss function does not favor low and high noise levels.

It is evident from the results in Tab. II that the latter UQ
method outperforms the former. However, the %RMSE and R2

only measure the discrepancy with respect to the reference.
The relative performance among the uncertainty predictions
at different noise levels is also another important indicator. In
order to evaluate this, we calculated the correlation coefficient
between the uncertainty estimates at all noise levels and
the reference uncertainty. The histogram of the correlation
coefficients for the test set is shown in Fig. 4. It is clearly
shown that the predicted uncertainty is positively correlated
to the reference data uncertainty (90% of the correlation
coefficients are larger than 0.954 and 0.947 for the two UQ
methods respectively). But the correlation coefficients of the
latter method have a longer tail distribution at low values,
indicating its worse performance compared to the former
method. This contradictory conclusion from the performance
in R2 and %RMSE is because of the relatively high bias, but
more linear correlation with respect to the noise level in the
results from the first method.

Thus, we demonstrate with those benchmark uncertainty
values, that we can evaluate the pros and cons of different
methods, and design improvements accordingly. For example,
[33] has a larger bias, relative to [37], which could be mitigated
by designing a bias correction step in the network, or via
post-processing. Another deficiency of both methods is the
relatively poor performance at low and high noise levels.
Besides the reason mentioned in [33], we believe it is also
due to the conflation of aleatoric and epistemic uncertainty.
Increasing the training size can mitigate the epistemic uncer-
tainty, hence providing better aleatoric estimation. To explore
this, we increased the numbers of both tree diameter and height
samples by Ns times, thus Ns × Ns times for the training
data. Several models were retrained at different Ns values, in
order to compare the performance. The noise level was fixed
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TABLE II: Comparison of biomass estimation and UQ results using training sets with different SNRs and different UQ methods.

Kendall and Gal 2017 [33] Loquercio et al. 2020 [37]

Noise Level B̂ σ̂B B̂ σ̂B

R2 %RMSE R2 %RMSE R2 %RMSE R2 %RMSE

0.01 0.9982 05.76% -55.2789 999.29% 0.9963 08.27% -47.8880 931.36%

0.05 0.9967 07.76% 0.0212 133.87% 0.9933 11.11% -0.0968 141.71%

0.10 0.9893 14.01% 0.9705 23.30% 0.9870 15.43% 0.9776 20.32%

0.15 0.9673 24.49% 0.7801 63.48% 0.9795 19.42% 0.8742 48.02%

0.20 0.9556 28.56% 0.3919 96.41% 0.9489 30.64% 0.4940 87.94%

(a) Kendall and Gal 2017 [33] (b) Loquercio et al. 2020 [37]

Fig. 4: Histograms of correlation coefficients between esti-
mated aleatoric uncertainty and GT data uncertainty at pixel
level using different UQ methods.

at 0.10. The same test set was used to evaluate the retrained
models. The results at different training data sizes are shown
in Tab. III. With increasing size of the training data, both UQ
methods boost the R2 scores of aleatoric UQ from 0.9705
and 0.9776 to 0.9764 and 0.9796, and decreased the relative
RMSE from 23.30% and 20.32% to 20.85% and 19.36%, re-
spectively. The biomass estimation results also improved. This
experiment suggests that epistemic and aleatoric uncertainties
can barely be disentangled in those two methods, and reducing
epistemic uncertainty can potentially improve the prediction
of aleatoric uncertainty. The experiments also suggest that far
more training data is required to improve the prediction of the
uncertainty than the prediction of the signal.

III. SEGMENTATIONUQ: RENDERED DATASET FOR UQ IN
IMAGE SEGMENTATION

A. Introduction

We selected building segmentation as the example applica-
tion in the segmentation dataset, as it is a common task in
EO. Building segmentation is the pixel-wise classification of
imagery to delineate building footprints from the surrounding
environment, which holds significant importance in various
applications. Several benchmark datasets have been introduced
for this task [29]. These datasets are often corrupted by
noise, i.e., the real-world nature of most of these datasets
increases their propensity to introduce inherent image noise,
such as sensor noise or quantization error. Moreover, as the

annotations are often derived from manual processes or crowd-
sourced techniques, the risk of label noise being included in
the dataset increases.

Despite several advancements in deep architectures of image
segmentation, the sensor or label noise will always be prop-
agated to the network’s output. This introduces uncertainty
in the prediction, compromising the reliability of the seman-
tic segmentation models. Similar to the regression task, the
community calls for an effective quantitative characterization
of those uncertainties from reliable UQ methods. However,
previous datasets lack the ground truth uncertainty vital to
benchmarking existing UQ methods. Here we introduce a
novel synthetic dataset, following the similar idea in the
RegressionUQ dataset of employing Monte Carlo simulation
of input noise and propagate to the model output.

Since noise in aerial images can be due to various reasons,
such as thermal noise and camera positioning error, we em-
ployed Blender, a comprehensive open-source 3D modeling
and rendering software, high-quality 3D mesh models, and
aerial images to simulate images with different conditions,
such as varying camera viewing angles, illumination, and
noise. These variations provide us with a set of noisy input
images that can be used to calculate a reference uncertainty.
We made use of the 3D mesh models and LoD2 building
models of Berlin, Germany to render the synthetic aerial
images to the corresponding 2D building masks. 10,000 image
patches of different areas were rendered from the baseline
“noise-free” setting. For each of the 10,000 patches, we
simulated in total 3 types of noise, 4 different noise level, with
50 random samples for each noise configuration. This amounts
to total 6 million different image patches in the whole dataset.

Since the segmentation network outputs categorical predic-
tions, it is not straightforward to generate a metric such as
RMSE in the continuous domain. We then developed a novel
strategy that enables quantitative comparison of UQ methods
to the calculated reference uncertainty.

B. Dataset Generation

We first present the generation of the “noise-free” baseline
dataset. Subsequently, we introduce variations of the dataset
created by adding noise of different distributions into the
baseline dataset, in order to investigate the effectiveness of
UQ methods in quantifying noise of different distributions. In
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TABLE III: Comparison of biomass estimation and UQ results using different amounts of training data.

Kendall and Gal 2017 [33] Loquercio et al. 2020 [37]

Training Size B̂ σ̂B B̂ σ̂B

R2 %RMSE R2 %RMSE R2 %RMSE R2 %RMSE

×1 0.9893 14.01% 0.9705 23.30% 0.9870 15.43% 0.9776 20.32%

×4 0.9899 13.61% 0.9733 22.17% 0.9906 13.14% 0.9736 22.03%

×16 0.9941 10.39% 0.9764 20.85% 0.9913 12.65% 0.9796 19.36%

particular, we elucidate the process of calculating the reference
aleatoric uncertainty for benchmarking different UQ methods.

1) Baseline dataset: We generated a synthetic dataset con-
sisting of simulated 2D aerial images and building segmenta-
tion masks. The images were rendered from 3D mesh models
of Berlin, Germany using the software Blender. This allows us
to simulate images with different conditions, such as camera
viewing angle and position, sun illumination, and noise. The
building masks were extracted from precise LoD-2 building
models of the same area. The 3D models were acquired from
Business Location Center Berlin download portal [40].

TABLE IV: Baseline settings for the simulation of the syn-
thetic dataset in Blender.

Parameter Setting
Camera Height 150 m
Camera Angle 90°
Camera Sensor Width 36 mm
Output Resolution 8192 x 8192 pixels
Rendering Engine Cycles
Adaptive Sampling Noise Threshold 0.01
Maximum Samples 2048

The rendering settings for the baseline dataset are set to
emulate real-world environmental conditions closely. These
settings are summarized in Tab. IV. This approach ensures
the applicability of the dataset in real-world scenarios. It also
allows us to directly vary certain environmental characteris-
tics of the data by adjusting the parameters, thus aiding in
evaluating different UQ methods across diverse environments.

The generated dataset covers a total area of 460 km² with a
spatial resolution of 0.3 m. The images reflect various archi-
tectural structures, encapsulating the diverse urban landscapes
within the city’s terrain. Along with each image, the dataset
provides a binary mask of identical size, serving as ground
truth building segmentation labels.

2) Dataset variations: To create a dataset with different
aleatoric uncertainty, we simulated variants by adding two
types of typical image noise, Gaussian and Poisson, as well
as by changing the camera viewing angle. These image noise
types are typical image uncertainties in segmentation problems
in EO. For both categories, 4 different levels of noise were
simulated.
• Image noise: To simulate realistic image noise, we cor-

rupted the original images with Gaussian and Poisson
distributions. Gaussian noise mimics random variations in
pixel values, often caused by electronic sensor noise or
transmission errors [41]. Poisson noise is typically observed
in images captured under low-light conditions, where the

number of photons arriving at each pixel typically follows
a Poisson distribution [42]. Since the pixel value of 1-byte
precision ranges from 0 to 255, we applied the following
clipping function after adding the Gaussian or Poisson noise.

INoisy = max (0,min (IOriginal + ϵ, 255)) (4)

In Eqn. 4, INoisy and IOriginal are the noisy and noise-free
pixel value. ϵ is the noise either in Gaussian distribution
N (0, (255 · n)2) or Poisson distribution P(255 · n). n acts
as a parameter to control the noise level, as it changes the
variance of the Gaussian and Poisson distributions.

• 3D viewpoint variation: In addition to the image noise vari-
ations, we also introduced variations in our synthetic dataset
by changing 3D viewpoints (or perspectives) influenced by
the camera angle. This is also a typical type of uncertainty
in aerial and spaceborne images, due to the errors in attitude
and orbit control of the imaging platform. The camera angle
directly affects the orientation of the ‘Camera’ object in
Blender used to compose shots relative to our virtual scene.
A change in camera angle can therefore significantly impact
the appearance of objects in the scene, such as partially
obstructed buildings, less visible roof areas, and more visible
walls, or objects appearing elongated or compressed.
In the simulation, we set the camera angle as a random
variable sampled from Gaussian distributions. Different
standard deviation of 1, 2, 4, and 8 degrees of the Gaussian
distribution were simulated in order to have different levels
data uncertainty. For each camera view angle variation, we
rendered 50 samples. In summary, 200 variations for each
scene besides the 0 degree baseline setting were rendered.

3) Reference uncertainty calculation: We employ a similar
MC sampling approach to the regression problem to generate
the output noise distribution. One important requirement to
rule out epistemic uncertainty is a ground truth physical model,
which is not fulfilled for a data-driven model like a neural net-
work. Therefore, in our implementation, we trained a baseline
U-Net model Mc using large amounts of clean “noise-free”
data. The learning rate and batch size was set to 0.001 and
16, respectively. We believe the epistemic uncertainty of such
model is minimized, as the model is well trained and fitted to
the specific training data.

For the regression problem, it is obvious to take the second
order moment (variance) of the prediction as the uncertainty
measure, as the prediction was modeled as a Gaussian random
variable. An image segmentation network, however, outputs
binary categorical values. Measuring uncertainty on a binary



SUBMITTED TO IEEE GEOSCIENCE AND REMOTE SENSING MAGAZINE, 2024 8

3D VPV

Gaussian

Poisson

Fig. 5: A collection of sample variations of the dataset under three different noise types i.e. 3D viewpoint variation (3D
VPV), Gaussian, and Poisson noise. Each sample is subjected to specific intensities of noise distribution determined through
parameters such as standard deviation for Gaussian and lambda for Poisson distribution, set at incremental levels of 1, 2, 4,
and 8. This arrangement effectively showcases the distinct impacts of image noise on the dataset, highlighting the variations
in imagery under different noise conditions.

random variable requires modeling it as a Bernoulli distribu-
tion, which could result in loss of important information of
the predicted softmax probability. Therefore, we choose the
comparison to be on the distribution of the softmax probabil-
ities. Ideally, one shall compare the predicted distribution of
the softmax probabilities with a reference distribution using a
metric such as the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence. In our
binary segmentation case, the distribution can be modeled as
Beta distribution, and estimated from multiple MC outputs.
But instead of estimating a reference Beta distribution, we took
a non-parametric approach of uncertainty measure. Inspired by
[43], we use the Shannon entropy (Eqn. 5) of the distribution
of the softmax probabilities as the uncertainty measure. We
refer to this as the aleatoric entropy hereafter. This is a
measure of the randomness in the distribution of the softmax
probability. It is defined on a continuous domain, so that
the predicted aleatoric entropy can be compared with the
reference.

H = −
∑
x∈X

p(x) log p(x). (5)

In order to estimate the reference aleatoric entropy given
an input data distribution, we adapted the technique proposed
in [43], which represents the jth logit zj before the softmax
layer as a Gaussian distribution zj ∼ N (µj , σ

2
j ). The Gaussian

representation encapsulates uncertainties that can arise from
sources like noisy training data or ambiguous input features.
The moments of the Gaussian distribution can be estimated
by feeding a set of simulated noisy input data to a “ground-
truth” model, and estimating the distribution of the logits layer.

For example, for images with 8° camera view variation, we
feed the 50 simulated samples to the network, and estimate
the mean and variance of each logits. This probabilistic
representation was employed to resample the logit many times,
denoted as z1j , z

2
j , ..., z

N
j , for calculating the entropy. In our

methodology, we extract a sufficient number of Monte Carlo
samples, ensuring a wide coverage of the logits’ distribution.
Each of these samples pass through the standard softmax
function, resulting in a set of probability distributions, defined
by:

pij = softmax(zij) i ∈ [1, N ], (6)

where N is the number of Monte Carlo Samples. Since we
have a binary segmentation problem, j is only from 1 to 2.
The second element of the softmax probabilities is always 1
minus the first element. The entropy were calculated on each
logit with the N probabilities. For a image patch, we obtain
a single aleatoric entropy value by averaging the entropies of
all the pixels and the two classes. The algorithm is illustrated
in Tab. V.

C. Comparison of UQ methods

To demonstrate the usage of the reference uncertainty, we
compare the predicted uncertainties from two UQ methods
including Bayesian neural network (BNN) [33] and Test Time
Augmentation (TTA) [44] with our reference aleatoric entropy.
In order for the BNN methods to generate a distribution of the
softmax probability, we let the network outputs the variance
of the logits, and go through step 4 and 5 in Tab. V. Tab.
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TABLE V: Estimating reference aleatoric uncertainty

Input: 50 noisy patches simulated based on defined distribution
1. Feed the patches through the baseline model
2. Obtain logits tensor Z ∈ R512∗512∗2∗50

For each pixel
3. Estimate mean and variance of the two logits from the 50

samples. Obtain [µ1, µ2], [σ1, σ2]
4. MC sample the Gaussian distribution based on the mean

and variance estimates N times.
5. Calculate softmax probabilities using Eqn. 6. Obtain

softmax probabilities p ∈ R2∗50 : [0, 1]
6. Calculate entropies of the two logits from the N softmax

probabilities. Obtain [H1, H2]
End
7. Average the entropies of all the pixels

Output: Single aleatoric entropy value H for a patch

VI shows those aleatoric entropies for three different noise
types and five different noise levels. We use the R-square
score (R2) and RMSE as the quality metrics to evaluate the
general performance at all noise level. R2 is used to assess
the correlation of the prediction and the reference at different
noise levels, whereas the RMSE indicates the magnitude of
the errors between the ground truth and the estimated aleatoric
uncertainty. In statistical terms, a lower RMSE implies a higher
degree of goodness-of-fit, indicating the superior performance
of the UQ method in terms of magnitude alignment with
the ground truth uncertainty. Tab. VII provides these metrics
for both the UQ methods against the reference uncertainty
estimate.

Out of the two UQ methods, BNN outperforms TTA for
all types of noise except Gaussian noise in terms of R2.
This suggests that BNN might be more adept at capturing
the underlying patterns associated with aleatoric uncertainty
across diverse noise conditions. Similarly, for the RMSE,
BNN also demonstrates a better approximation to the reference
compared to TTA for all three types of image noise. Hence,
BNN outperforms TTA in this aspect as well as a lower RMSE
is indicative of a model’s superior precision. Moreover, we
discovered that sample size increment also critically enhances
the UQ method’s accuracy in predicting the inherent stochastic
variations. This finding aligns with the conclusion in the
RegressionUQ dataset.

IV. CLASSIFICATIONUQ: MULTIPLE LABEL VOTES FOR UQ
IN SCENE CLASSIFICATION

A. Introduction

Remote sensing offers a wide range of applications re-
garding image-level classification. In the context of land use
land cover classification, a popular classification scheme, the
Local Climate Zones (LCZs) scheme, was introduced in [45].
Initially created to study urban heat islands, the scheme was
quickly adapted to downstream application fields in urban
planning [46] or city mapping [47]. The scheme consists of 17
classes, which consists of 10 urban and 7 non-urban classes.
Although initial studies have focused predominantly on urban
areas such as cities and small villages, global LCZ maps have
been generated recently [48] [49].

We choose LCZs classification to creat the ClassificationUQ
dataset, as we had experience in creating a large-scale LCZs
training dataset So2Sat LCZ42 [50]. The So2Sat LCZ42
dataset features labeled Sentinel-1 and Sentinel-2 image pairs
from carefully selected 42 urban agglomerations plus 10
smaller areas across all the continents (except Antarctica). The
dataset were created by identifying and labeling homogeneous
areas as polygons in each city, from which Sentinel-1 and -2
image patches of 32 by 32 pixels corresponding to an area of
320 by 320 meters were cropped out.

B. Description of dataset

Unlike other EO datasets, a rigorous, quantitative evaluation
of the labeling quality was performed in the So2Sat LCZ42
dataset. We selected 10 European cities and let a group of
remote sensing experts cast 10 independent votes on each
labeled polygon, to identify possible errors and assess human
labeling accuracy. The “human confusion matrix” shows our
human labels achieve 85% confidence. In this work, we
publish this evaluation dataset, and describes a method to turn
the multiple human votes into a distributional label, instead
of the typical one-hot label. It can not only serve as a quality
measure of the labeling, but also inspire new UQ algorithm
for noisy labels.

The disagreement resulting from the labeling approach is
attributed to the ambiguity of the classification scheme and
the human uncertainty of the accompanying labeling process.
The labeling uncertainty can be seen as part of the aleatoric
uncertainty of the dataset. Although the measurement of the
label uncertainty could be sharpened by including more remote
sensing experts, the label uncertainty stays irreducible as
it displays the ambiguity of the classes and the labeling
process related to the dataset. This irreducibility motivates
the differentiation of the human label uncertainty from the
often discussed label noise. With the aid of crowd sourcing
experiments or label correction algorithms, the amount of
label noise is meant to be lowered, whereas the human
label uncertainty should be explicitly targeted and taken into
account. The following section demonstrates the design of a
new classification algorithm the using this dataset.

C. Learning with Human Label Uncertainty

We now briefly present the approach of [22], which sets up
a simple yet effective framework for deep learning with human
label uncertainty. Typically, when having multiple votes to an
image, one uses majority vote, and uses one-hot encoding as
the training label. This method make use of the multiple vote
to create a distributional encoding, instead of one-hot, as the
training label.

Typical one-hot encoding of LCZ is a vector of 17*1,
with only one element being 1, and rest being 0, e.g. y =
[1, 0, 0, ..., 0] for class 1. With multiple votes of a image exist,
we can form the distributional label ydistr = Y /M , where
Y is the vote counts of each of the 17 classes, and M is
the total count of votes. Following that, the KL divergence
was proposed as a loss function in the training, since the
objective to be minimized is a parametric probability function.
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TABLE VI: Comparison of the aleatoric entropy obtained from the two UQ methods with the reference across different noise
types and levels in the SegmentationUQ dataset.

Noise Level Gaussian Poisson 3D VPV

BNN TTA Ref. BNN TTA Ref. BNN TTA Ref.
0 0.0106 0.0632 0.0031 0.0106 0.0632 0.0031 0.0106 0.0632 0.0031

1 0.285 0.229 0.225 0.317 0.235 0.209 0.013 0.086 0.005

2 0.604 0.758 0.512 0.602 0.449 0.403 0.207 0.190 0.141

4 1.471 1.398 0.906 1.464 1.125 1.064 0.489 0.525 0.474

8 1.812 2.284 1.583 2.276 2.680 1.636 1.341 1.346 1.279

TABLE VII: Evaluation of two UQ methods using R2 and
RMSE under Gaussian, Poisson and viewpoint variation noise.

Noise Type BNN [33] TTA [44]

R2 RMSE R2 RMSE

Gaussian 0.9430 0.2771 0.9940 0.3994

Poisson 0.9996 0.3524 0.9411 0.4691

3D VPV 0.9981 0.0414 0.9994 0.0628

We encode the LCZ dataset as {x,ydistr}where x is the input
Sentinel image. The the image index is ignored here without
losing generality. Given the predictive distribution of the neural
network fθ(x), denoted by pθ(y|x) (softmax probabilities),
the training loss reads as follows:

LKL(fθ,x,ydistr) = −
17∑
k=1

ydistr(k) · log
ydistr(k)

pθ(y = k|x)
(7)

The distributional learning approach can be directly bench-
marked against the classical approach using one-hot encoded
labels. These can be derived by taking the majority vote of the
individual experts. Model test performance results of the two
approaches, using the core network architecture from [51], are
displayed in Tab. VIII (see [22] for the experimental details).
The cross-entropy (CE) between the model prediction and the
labels is derived both for the one-hot labels (majority vote) and
the distributional label explained earlier, and can be regarded
as a generalization measure. Next to accuracy measures, the
expected calibration error (ECE) [52] yields the calibration
performance of the model. In short, the ECE describes the
discrepancy between the model’s confidence (highest softmax
probability) and the corresponding accuracy.

The distributional learning approach has little impact on
the model’s accuracy, which is not surprising as the learning
objective is not changed in that regard. What is striking, on
the other hand, are the performance gains in terms of gener-
alization and calibration. A more in-depth look on the model
calibration is provided by Figure 6. The reliability diagrams
display the binned confidences and accuracies of the two
learning approaches on the test set. Every deviation from the
diagonal increases the ECE, which on average is almost halved
by the distributional learning approach. In conclusion, the
overconfidence which is typical for convolutional neural net-

works can be effectively tackled by incorporating the human
label uncertainty. Furthermore, generalization performance by
means of lower predictive cross-entropy is optimized as well.

(a) One-Hot Encoding (b) Label Distribution Encoding

Fig. 6: Exemplary reliability diagrams as shown in [22].

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

This article presents three datasets for benchmarking un-
certainty estimates from machine learning models in EO. The
three datasets covers three typical problems in EO, which are
regression, segmentation and classification. Our datasets not
only provide the reference labels like other EO datasets do,
but also provides the reference aleatoric uncertainty of the
predictions (for regression and segmentation datasets) or the
label uncertainty (classification dataset). This allows users to
benchmark the performance of different UQ methods.

To produce the reference aleatoric uncertainty we employ
the approach of Monte Carlo simulation of the noisy input
data, and propagate them through a reference model. In our
work, the aleatoric uncertainty of the regression problem is
measured by the variance of the prediction, whereas in the
segmentation problem it is measured by the Shannon entropy
of the distribution of the softmax probability. We developed
a workflow to derive a reference distribution of the softmax
probability given a input data distribution, based on which
entropy can be computed. Although we only demonstrated
on the segmentation dataset, the approach can be easily
extended to a classification problem. Based on those reference
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CE One-hot ↓ CE Distr. ↓ ECE ↓ OA ↑ WAA ↑

One-hot 1.12 ± 0.05 1.38 ± 0.07 9.79 ± 3.18 68.4 ± 5.5 69.6 ± 2.2
Distr. 1.06± 0.07 1.21± 0.07 5.80 ± 1.07 67.0 ± 2.2 71.0± 0.5

TABLE VIII: Condensed performance metrics on held-out test dataset from [22]. CE = cross entropy, ECE = expected calibration
error, OA = overall accuracy, WAA = weighted average accuracy.

uncertainties, we benchmarked popular UQ methods applied
to our regression and segmentation dataset. For the classifi-
cation dataset, we demonstrated a method of employing the
provided label uncertainty in the training, in order to reduce
the calibration error of the model.

However, there are also limitations in our approach. One
needs a ground truth model through which noisy inputs can
be passed, so that the aleatoric uncertainty can be isolated.
This may be feasible for problems with a well understood
(i.e. perfect) physical model, yet impossible to achieve for
problems like classification and segmentation. An inaccu-
rate model causes the conflation of aleatoric and epistemic
uncertainties, which was observed in both the experiments
for the regression and segmentation datasets. Our mitigation
strategy is to employ more training samples. In terms of the
classification dataset, the limitation is the high labor cost
for casting multiple votes to each image, which prevents the
generation of a large dataset.
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