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Abstract—Mapping land surface disturbances supports disas-
ter response, resource and ecosystem management, and climate
adaptation efforts. Synthetic aperture radar (SAR) is an invalu-
able tool for disturbance mapping, providing consistent time-
series images of the ground regardless of weather or illumination
conditions. Despite SAR’s potential for disturbance mapping,
processing SAR data to an analysis-ready format requires ex-
pertise and significant compute resources, particularly for large-
scale global analysis. In October 2023, NASA’s Observational
Products for End-Users from Remote Sensing Analysis (OPERA)
project released the near-global Radiometric Terrain Corrected
SAR backscatter from Sentinel-1 (RTC-S1) dataset, providing
publicly available, analysis-ready SAR imagery. In this work, we
utilize this new dataset to systematically analyze land surface
disturbances. As labeling SAR data is often prohibitively time-
consuming, we train a self-supervised vision transformer - which
requires no labels to train - on OPERA RTC-S1 data to estimate
a per-pixel distribution from the set of baseline imagery and
assess disturbances when there is significant deviation from
the modeled distribution. To test our model’s capability and
generality, we evaluate three different natural disasters - which
represent high-intensity, abrupt disturbances - from three dif-
ferent regions of the world. Across events, our approach yields
high quality delineations: F1 scores exceeding 0.6 and Areas
Under the Precision-Recall Curve exceeding 0.65, consistently
outperforming existing SAR disturbance methods. Our findings
suggest that a self-supervised vision transformer is well-suited
for global disturbance mapping and can be a valuable tool
for operational, near-global disturbance monitoring, particularly
when labeled data does not exist.

Index Terms—self-supervision, transformer, deep learning, dis-
turbance mapping, damage mapping, synthetic aperture radar,
remote sensing

I. INTRODUCTION

THE Earth’s surface is continually changing due to a com-
bination of natural [1]–[3] and human-induced factors
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[4], [5]. While some changes occur gradually over time (e.g.,
mountain formation, glacial isostatic adjustment), others are
abrupt and can have immediate impacts on the environment
(e.g., landslides, wildfires, flooding, deforestation, mining).
ect and monitor these surface changes and disturbances over
large areas and on various time scales to address critical
environmental and societal challenges [6], [7]. Through dis-
turbance delineation, we enhance our capability to monitor
vulnerable or protected habitats [6], map the impacts of human
urbanization and development [8], track population migration
patterns [9], identify tropical forest loss [5], [10], and respond
to natural hazards such as earthquakes [11], floods [12], [13],
landslides [14], [15], and fires [16], [17].

Among remote sensing techniques, synthetic aperture radar
(SAR) is an invaluable modality for disturbance mapping,
with the capability to rapidly image the ground regardless of
cloud cover or illumination conditions. While optical imagery
provides information about spectral changes, SAR provides
information about structural changes that are captured via
backscatter and phase. Applications include centimeter-scale
motion of the Earth’s surface [18], [19], structural damages
after earthquakes [11], and landslide [20], [21], and wildfire
delineation [16], [17].

Despite the proven capability of SAR for disturbance map-
ping, analysis-ready SAR data has - until recently - not been
immediately available, requiring expert processing to produce
such datasets over large areas and timescales. However, the
release of the near-global Radiometric Terrain Corrected SAR
backscatter from the C-band Sentinel-1 (RTC-S1) dataset by
NASA’s Observational Products for End-Users from Remote
Sensing Analysis (OPERA) project in October 2023 has ef-
fectively removed this barrier for Sentinel-1. OPERA RTC-S1
provides publicly available dual-polarization1 SAR backscatter
imagery in an analysis-ready format [22]. Moreover, RTC-S1
mitigates the effects of terrain and SAR acquisition geome-
try, such as layover and shadow, that can obfuscate surface
changes observed by SAR [23], [24]. These three qualities
- analysis-ready, near-global, and terrain correction - makes
OPERA RTC-S1 an ideal dataset for systematic and thematic
disturbance delineation.

The aim of this work is to train a self-supervised,
transformer-based model capable of probabilistically delineat-
ing generic disturbances in OPERA RTC-S1 time-series. Here,

1The two polarizations are co-polarized and cross-polarized, also known as
vertical transmit and vertical receive (VV) and vertical transmit and horizontal
receive (VH).
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generic disturbances refers to any changes that deviate from
the set of baseline imagery used to establish a range of nominal
observations of the land surface.

Supervised machine learning techniques rely on the exis-
tence of a large, labeled training set. However, labeling such
datasets for disturbance mapping - particularly global-scale
SAR time series spanning months or years - is impractical:
it requires expertise of SAR physical mechanisms [25], [26]
as well as knowledge of the land cover being monitored
to determine what signals are phenological and which are
true disturbances. Despite this, many previous works on SAR
disturbance mapping are supervised [16], [27]–[29], requiring
carefully curated, labeled training sets. Not only is this difficult
to scale to larger datasets, but the models trained on these
specialized datasets lack the generality to be a broadly appli-
cable, generic disturbance model. While there are numerous
optical disturbance datasets [30]–[33], training a SAR model
on optically-derived labels presents significant challenges as
some disturbances visible to an optical sensor will be invisible
to SAR and vice versa. Additionally, with forthcoming NASA
ISRO SAR (NISAR) data, where the creation of a large
labeled corpus from the new L-band imagery is not possible,
the demonstration of a label-free approach for SAR-based
applications is essential.

This motivates self-supervised learning for SAR-based dis-
turbance mapping. Self-supervision remedies the need for
labels by generating a supervised signal from the data itself
[34]–[36]. One previous performant self-supervised work on
SAR damage mapping was by Stephenson et al. [11], which
utilized a recurrent neural network (RNN) [37] on interfer-
ometric SAR coherence to map earthquake damage extents
(conversely, this work considers SAR backscatter). RNNs are
neural networks designed to handle temporal data, such as
language processing tasks [38]. However, more recently, RNNs
have largely been supplanted by transformers [39], which are
now state-of-the-art in a variety of tasks, including language
[40] and vision [41], as well as remote sensing tasks [42],
[43]. Moreover, transformers avoid exploding and vanishing
gradients, which tend to plague RNNs. Hence, this work
will train a transformer in a self-supervised fashion. We also
improve on [11] by training and deploying a single model on
multiple types of damage events in three different parts of the
world, whereas [11] trained separate models for each location,
and only focused on earthquake damage extents.

A. Our Contributions

In this work, we train a self-supervised vision transformer
[41] to estimate the per-pixel distribution from baseline of
OPERA RTC-S1 imagery. This estimated distribution can be
compared to a new acquisition by computing the Mahalanobis
distance, yielding a disturbance metric that can be used to
delineate disturbance. The metric has a statistical interpretation
as the number of standard deviations (SD) from the modeled
per-pixel mean. More simply put, the metric quantifies how
likely a pixel is disturbed, with larger values indicating greater
likelihood of disturbance. The vision transformer is trained
in a self-supervised manner, meaning no labels or human

annotation are required; the only input is the OPERA RTC-
S1 imagery. We evaluate our disturbance metric on external
validation data from three recent natural disasters: 1) a land-
slide in Papua New Guinea, 2) a series of fires in Chile,
and 3) flooding in Bangladesh. We use the same model and
metric for every event. The validation data is derived from
publicly-available damage maps [44], [45]; much of which
is made from Very High Resolution (VHR) optically-derived
inputs. These natural disasters represent high-intensity distur-
bances where we expect significant alignment between optical-
and SAR-based disturbance delineations. The validation data
used for this work, including the disturbance delineations
and data provenance, are found in the GitHub repository
[46]. We demonstrate that the proposed vision transformer-
based disturbance model has systematically better performance
compared to an RNN-based model [11] and the classical log
ratio method for SAR change mapping [17]. Code for our
data2 and experiments3 are available via GitHub.

B. Organization of Paper

The remainder of this work is organized as follows. In
Section II, we review previous works on disturbance mapping
with SAR, transformers, and self-supervision. In Section III,
we detail the mathematical formulation of our model, our
disturbance metric for computing delineations, and the model
architectures and training. Sections IV and V describe the
OPERA RTC-S1 data (and external validation data) we use to
train and evaluate our model, respectively. Section VI presents
our disturbance mapping results on three natural disasters,
where our transformer-based model consistently outperforms
previous works (RNN and Log Ratio). We also present ab-
lation experiments that justify some of our model choices.
Although our evaluation is limited to three disasters, the ability
to accurately delineate different categories of disturbances in
varied environments using a single vision transformer provides
some encouraging evidence that such an approach may be
applicable to monitor disturbance at larger scales. To this end,
we will discuss future work to further evaluate this model in
Section VII and VIII.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Disturbance Mapping

Disturbance mapping is the process of identifying pixels
in space and time that undergo changes (i.e. disturbances)
within a coregistered time-series of remotely-sensed imagery.
Disturbance mapping is sometimes referred to as “change
detection” in the remote-sensing literature [47], [48]. While
disturbance mapping encompasses many types of changes, our
work will focus specifically on abrupt, sudden disturbances
(i.e., damage) caused by natural disasters. Natural disasters
are a key application area for disturbance models and simplify
validation by providing a clearly defined point in a time
series to map disturbances. Hence, we will use “change”,
“damage”, and “disturbance” interchangeably. In this work,

2https://github.com/OPERA-Cal-Val/dist-s1-events
3https://github.com/opera-adt/distmetrics

https://github.com/OPERA-Cal-Val/dist-s1-events
https://github.com/opera-adt/distmetrics
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Fig. 1: Visualization of the disturbance metric and how it is computed for single channel (VV) time-series. This example
shows data from a landslide that occurred in Enga Province, Papua New Guinea on May 24, 2024. We use a sequence of
baseline imagery x1, x2, ...xT (left) from before the event to predict a distribution for each pixel in the image with mean
µT+1 and standard deviation σT+1 (center right). These parameters are used to quantify disturbance in the observed image
xT+1 (center right, bottom) to compute one-dimensional transformer metric via the Mahalanobis distance (right), where higher
values (measured in standard deviations or SD) indicate a higher likelihood of disturbance. Our methodology is able to precisely
delineate the landslide disturbance extents (bottom right corner of the Disturbance Map).

we are focused on generic Sentinel-1 disturbance delineation -
that is, modeled statistical deviation of the current acquisition
from a set of baseline images. Generally, what disturbances
can be mapped depends on the temporal sampling of inputs,
the spatial resolution, the type of change being monitored,
the modality of the sensor, and the data used to construct the
baseline. Sentinel-1 data, and hence OPERA RTC-S1 data,
currently has 12-day sampling frequency4, though not all
Sentinel-1 passes result in new data [49]. While this means
some disturbances may not be resolved by Sentinel-1 (a flash
flood can occur and resolve between samples), our approach
leverages the available data’s strengths and is applicable to
any time series generated by Sentinel-1.

A similar view of generic disturbance is found in OPERA’s
near-global optical Land Surface Disturbance from Harmo-
nized Landsat Sentinel-2 (DIST-HLS) generic disturbance
algorithm [22], [50]. The DIST-HLS algorithm estimates the
per-pixel mean and standard deviation using sample statistics
from multiple monthly composites and measures deviation
from the baseline via the Mahalanobis distance [50]. In this
work, we develop an algorithm that provides a complementary
measure of generic disturbances using SAR, with the future
goal of deploying it at the near-global scale.

Currently, there are two operational5 SAR disturbance prod-
ucts, which track tropical forest loss: ALOS forest alerts

4Sentinel-1 A/B constellation had a 6 day repeat pass frequency. Since
Sentinel-1 B’s decommission in December 2021, Sentinel-1 A is the only
satellite collecting data and has 12 day repeat pass frequency. When Sentinel-
1 C is launched in December 2024, the constellation will again have 6 day
temporal sampling.

5Here, operational here means that each new SAR acquisition triggers the
generation of a new disturbance map.

[51], [52] and RAdar for Detecting Deforestation (RADD)
[10], [53]. Both rely on estimating backscatter conditioned
on “forest” and “non-forest” distributions and delineating
disturbance when there is evidence forest has been removed
based on these modeled distributions. Our approach aims to
delineate a broader class of disturbances, across terrains and
disturbance events. To this end, we utilize a vision transformer
trained on near-global RTC-S1 data to determine the range of
nominal backscatter values in varied environments and land
cover types, not just dense tropical forest.

In order to contextualize our approach, it is helpful to define
the notion of a “disturbance metric.” A disturbance metric
compares a baseline set of images to a recent image acquisition
to determine the per-pixel likelihood of disturbance [54].
Larger values of the metric typically indicate greater likelihood
of disturbance. Using a disturbance metric, delineation of
disturbances (that is, classifying each pixel as “disturbed”
or “undisturbed”) is simplified to thresholding the metric.
For example, the classical log-ratio method [17] defines a
disturbance metric that identifies changes based on the decibel
(dB) deviation from the baseline image set:

ℓ :=

∣∣∣∣log10 (I1
I0

)∣∣∣∣ = |log10(I1)− log10(I0)| .

Above, I1 is the post-event cross- or co-polarization image
and I0 is a pre-event cross- or co-polarization image. I0
is also sometimes an aggregated reference image; in our
experiments, we will set I0 to be the median of the available
pre-event imagery. It is well known that large negative values
in log(I1)− log(I0) indicate vegetation loss when we consider
cross-polarization data [17], [25]. Above, we consider the ab-
solute value because we aim to delineate generic disturbances
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Fig. 2: A flow chart illustrating the transformer metric proposed in this paper. The metric is computed for dual polarization
images (see Figure 1 for 1-dimensional visualization). The first arrow is where the deep-learning model is utilized to estimate
the per-pixel distribution of the xT+1.

from a baseline set of imagery, which could be indicated by
anomalously low or high measurements in either polarization.
In Section III-B, we will define a disturbance metric for our
transformer-based approach, which compares favorably to ℓ in
our experiments (Section VI).

Similarly, one can fashion likelihood tests to generate dis-
turbance metrics [54], [55]. Although a disturbance metric
is a per-pixel measure, it is often helpful to incorporate
nearby pixel information to better contextualize disturbance
e.g. through superpixels [56], convolutional layers of a neural
network [57], or Markov random fields [58]. In this work,
our vision transformer is designed to estimate the per-pixel
distribution from the baseline set using rich spatio-temporal
information extracted from the data via the neural network
architecture. We utilize the learned distributional parameters
to construct a disturbance metric via the Mahalanobis distance
between this estimated distribution and the most recent image.
This metric has a convenient statistical interpretation as the
number of (estimated) standard deviations away from the
(estimated) mean at each pixel.

The goal of our disturbance algorithm is to develop a
methodology that can identify disturbance with each new
Sentinel-1 acquisition, utilizing the preceding acquisitions to
establish a baseline [14], [52], [59], [60]. While this process is
well-suited over large areas and multiple environments, there
are also change detection methods focused on bi-temporal
comparisons, i.e. using a single image pair, in which an abrupt
disturbance and often damages from a natural disaster can be
observed [20], [30], [31], [61]–[64]. Some algorithms, such
as the proposed NISAR CuSum algorithm [65]–[67], analyze
a full year of imagery and then identify the changed areas in
space and time from the available data. Our transformer-based
approach can use anywhere from 2-10 acquisitions; all of our
tests used at least 4 acquisitions (representing approximately
a six week period, see VI-D).

Our work utilizes OPERA RTC-S1, a near-global dual-
polarization backscatter product. Backscatter amplitude is one
component of SAR remote sensing. The interferometric phase
and coherence are invaluable for damage assessment and
disturbance [11], [20], [68]. While incorporating such data
into our models would provide richer structure, there is not
a near-global interferometric phase product. The OPERA
Coregistered Single Look Complex dataset (OPERA CSLC-

S1), which contains phase information from Sentinel-1, is only
available over North America. Even this higher-level product
would require significant pre-processing to incorporate into
our model and such processing is beyond the current scope of
this work.

B. Transformers and Self-Supervised Training

Transformers [39] are becoming the de-facto architecture
across numerous machine tasks, producing state-of-the-art
results in language modeling [69], [70], image classification
[34], [41], and semantic segmentation in imagery and video
[34], [71]–[73], among other areas. Empirically, transformers
are highly generalizable and can be fine-tuned on downstream
tasks with relatively small labeled datasets [34], [40], [72].
Transformer’s ability to learn new tasks quickly has given rise
to “foundation models” [74], [75]. These models are becoming
standard in geospatial data analysis [42], [43], [76]–[79].
These geospatial transformers too can be fine-tuned across
many standard remote sensing analyses including delineation
of flood extents, wildfire perimeters, and landslides [77],
estimation of biomass, agricultural yield, and tree height [43],
[78], [80], and generation of land-use maps at the continental
scale [81]. Typically, these models are trained in a self-
supervised fashion, meaning that no labeled data (or very
limited labeled data for fine-tuning) is required to produce
results.

Self-supervised learning is a training methodology in which
a supervised learning signal is created by the input data itself.
There are numerous approaches to self-supervised training
including autoencoding [82], residual learning/backward diffu-
sion [83], [84], masked autoencoding [34], [40], [73], [85] and
contrastive learning [36]. In remote sensing, self-supervised
training is invaluable as it removes the requirement to create
enough labels to train deep neural network models. Moreover,
it allows these deep models to be quickly adapted to various
sensors, each of which may have unique sensitivities, varying
acquisition patterns, and often large unlabeled data archives.
Indeed, self-supervised learning is becoming the standard
way to train these transformer-based models for geospatial
analysis [35], [43], [75], [76], [76]–[78], [81], [86]. Our self-
supervised approach will follow the method proposed in [11],
where our models will predict a pixel-based distribution for
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(a) May 15, 2024 (b) May 26, 2024

Fig. 3: PlanetScope (optical) imagery [89] of before and after
the landslide in Papua New Guinea. The red polygon shows
the extent of the landslide (mapped manually by the authors).

(a) December 20, 2023 (b) February 5, 2024

Fig. 4: Landsat 8 and 9 false color imagery (bands 6, 5, 3)
of before and after the fires in the Valparaı́so region of Chile.
The above imagery is taken from NASA Earth Observatory
[90].

an image and use a statistical measure (z-score) to map
disturbances. The model used in [11] is an RNN, focuses
only on disturbances caused by earthquakes, and trains a
new model for each earthquake-affected area studied. We
will show that the transformer-based architecture improves
disturbance delineation over an RNN for the OPERA RTC-
S1 data, and that a single transformer-based architecture can
be used across multiple environments and across multiple
categories of disasters.

We will briefly review some key components of transform-
ers. At the heart of transformers is the attention mechanism,
which computes an attention “score” based on three learned
matrices: the query Q, the key K, and the value V .

Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax
(QKT

√
dk

)
V, (1)

where dk is the dimension of Q and V . Attention allows
the model to learn how different elements of a sequence “at-
tend” to one another, learning complex temporal relationships
without the exploding or vanishing gradient issue of RNNs.
Another novelty of transformers is their positional encoding
(these can be either learned or fixed - we will use learned),
which is added to the input embeddings to indicate position
to the model. Combined with residual connections [87] and
layer normalization [88], transformers have been shown to be
a powerful tool in machine learning.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Mathematical Formulation of the Model

Let X := {x1, x2, ..., xT , xT+1} be a sequence of coregis-
tered SAR images, with each xi ∈ RC×H×W , where C is the
number of channels and H and W are the height and width
in pixels, respectively. We call the images x1, ..., xT the set of
baseline imagery, or pre-images. The image xT+1 represents
the latest acquisition image, or post-image. The input to the
model is the set of baseline images, and the output is an
estimate of the per-pixel distribution of xT+1. For our work,
the channel dimension C will be 2 as our input imagery is
dual-polarization, i.e. VV and VH (co-polarized data VV is
vertical transmit and vertical receive and cross-polarized data
VH is vertical transmit and horizontal receive). The spatial
dimensions are H = W = 16.

Let f be the model parameterized by weights θ. Our model
seeks to learn the parameters of a normal distribution at each
pixel at timestep T +1 from the set of baseline imagery. More
precisely:

µT+1, σT+1 = fθ(x1, x2, ..., xT ), (2)

where µT+1, σT+1 ∈ RC×H×W . Since our forecast is proba-
bilistic in nature, we minimize the negative log-likelihood loss
to find the optimal parameters θ∗ on samples from our training
set D, consisting of sequences of variable-length baseline
imagery:

θ∗ =

argmin
θ

∑
X∈D

(1
2

log(2πσ2
T+1) +

(xT+1 − µT+1)
2

2σ2
T+1

)
.

(3)

This loss assumes (a) that each polarization is independent
and (b) that each pixel in the image xT+1 is independent.
Assumption (a) is made because the anti-diagonal components
of the covariance matrix of the dual-polarization data typically
are small and thus numerically unstable, in part because the
two polarizations are correlated over some land cover types
and anti-correlated in others. Assumption (b) is made so we
can write down the negative log-likelihood for each training
sequence coming from D at once [11]. We note that, while
we assume each pixel in T + 1 is independent, all the pixels
in the set of baseline images x1, x2, . . . , xT are used in any
given estimate of a pixel’s distribution in xT+1. Equation 3 can
be optimized using any standard optimization routine; we use
the Adam optimizer [91]. Note that the loss is computed with
respect to the T +1 image, and requires no label information;
the training process is entirely self-supervised.

B. The Disturbance Metric and Disturbance Mapping

In the previous subsection, we detailed how to take a
sequence of baseline images x1, ..., xT to estimate the per-
pixel distribution. We can now define a disturbance metric,
dp, that provides a per-pixel measurement of disturbance
by comparing the estimated distribution to the most recent
acquisition xT+1. Consider a single polarization p, p = VV
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Fig. 5: Left: Pre-landslide SAR imagery (VV), May 22 2024. Middle: Post-landslide SAR imagery (VV), June 3 2024. The
landslide is seen in the bottom right corner. Right: Target (ground truth) damage map overlaid on ESRI Composite World
Imagery [92]. The damaged area is shown in yellow. Note that the ESRI imagery is a composite and thus does not capture
the recent landslide, and is used as a reference only.

or VH. We define our disturbance metric as the 1-dimensional
Mahalanobis distance:

dp =
|xp

T+1 − µp|
σp

.

This metric can be interpreted as the number of standard
deviations from the estimated mean xT . The larger dp is, the
more likely disturbance has occurred, where disturbance is
with respect to the baseline imagery. A similar metric was
used in [11], where the absolute value is omitted and referred
to as the z-score; however, that work studied interferometric
coherence, where a decrease is most important for damage
assessment, and so sign must be preserved. In our case, we
consider absolute deviation, since increases or decreases in
backscatter could indicate disturbance.

We then combine each polarizations taking the maximum of
dp, i.e. d = maxp dp. Taking the maximum over dp effectively
means that our delineations consider disturbances in either
polarization, VV or VH. One could also consider combining
the metrics via a minimum (analogous to a logical “and” over
the channels) or via addition (a 2-dimensional Mahalanobis
distance assuming channel independence). We elected the
maximum (analogous to a logical “or”) as disturbances are
often more detectable in one channel than the other. Indeed,
many disturbance related works focus on a single polarization
[17], [93].

A summary of our approach is shown in Fig. 2. To map
disturbance, we threshold d > τ for some positive real number
τ . For the rest of this paper, we call d the transformer
metric. Our metric has a clear probabilistic interpretation that
a metric exceeding some τ has an associated probability. For
example, if we assume normality of a pixel, we know that
dp > 3 occurs less than 1% of the time. In our disaster data,
we found thresholds τ in the range of 3-5 visually suitable
for disturbances delineations. We will systematically analyze
thresholds τ using optically-derived validation data in Section
VI.

Throughout our experiments, we will compare to an RNN-
based model with the same disturbance metric, and a log ratio-

based metric using ℓ in Section II-A, which takes the absolute
deviation in dB with respect to a particular polarization.
We again combine polarizations via the maximum and set
a baseline I0 by taking a per-pixel median of the pre-event
imagery.

C. Model Architecture, Hyperparameters, and Training

We use an encoder-based vision transformer architecture.
We take patches of the input images and add learned spatial
and temporal positional embeddings, as done previously for
spatiotemporal data in [42], [73], [85]. We elected not to use
more sophisticated spatial-temporal encodings (see e.g. [43],
[76]–[78]) as we wanted our model to be simple to illustrate
the efficacy of this type of approach to disturbance mapping.
We will explore more sophisticated spatiotemporal positional
encoding in the future.

Our transformer encoder uses a model dimension of 256,
4 attention heads, 4 layers, and a feedforward dimension of
768. The input to the model is a sequence of T = 2 to 10
SAR images. In each batch, T is chosen randomly in this
range so the model can learn to forecast the distributions
with varying amounts of pre-event information. Operationally,
this is important as data may often be missing or an area of
interest lacks a long acquisition history. For example, Sentinel-
1 data does not consistently image in 12-day increments, so
in some cases many months can go by before additional data
is collected. Our validation datasets discussed in Section VI
have 10, 7, and 4 pre-event images available, underscoring the
need for a temporally flexible model.

Each 2× 16× 16 SAR image is “patchified” into 2× 8× 8
patches with a learned spatial and temporal embedding. For
example, for a sequence of ten 16×16 SAR images, the input
sequence to the transformer will have 40 (4 patches × 10
temporal steps) elements.

We use a dropout of 0.2 and ReLU activations. After the
transformer learns representations of the input sequence, we
use a 2 layer, fully connected (with hidden dimension 768 and
a ReLU activation) projection head to output the predicted
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Fig. 6: Left: Pre-fire SAR imagery (VH), January 23 2024. Middle: Post-fire SAR imagery (VH), February 28 2024. Right:
Target (ground truth) damage map from Copernicus overlaid on ESRI World Imagery [92]. The damaged areas are shown in
yellow. Note that the ESRI world imagery is a composite and thus does not capture the recent fires, and is used as a reference
only.

mean and standard deviation of each pixel in each channel
in the subsequent image (both the mean and the standard
deviation predictions have their own projection head). This
results in a model with approximately 3.3 million parameters.

Previous work on deep learning-based disturbance mapping
on SAR used an RNN Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) [11], [94].
For a fair comparison, we construct a GRU with a nearly
identical parameter count as the transformer (we note that the
original work [11] applied a GRU to coherence values from
SAR, whereas our work uses backscatter). To construct the
GRU architecture with 3.3 million parameters, we use a model
dimension of 326, 4 layers, a hidden dimension of 978 for the
projection head, and the same dropout value, 0.2. This model
also uses projection heads for the mean and standard deviation
predictions. Since transformers utilize patches with positional
embeddings, it is not obvious whether a fair comparison to
an RNN should have an input size of 8 × 8 or 16 × 16. We
found that the input size of 8× 8 performed better (although
still surpassed by the transformer), which is the model we
report results for throughout Section VI. For completeness,
we include results for the 16× 16 input size in Section VI-F.

The training of both models use a batch size of 256, and
train for 50 epochs using Adam [91] with an initial learning
rate of 0.0001, which then decays to 0.00001 after 25 epochs.
All experiments were run on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU
with an 80GB memory.

D. Model Inference

For model inference, we often have much larger images
than 16× 16; a single burst RTC-S1 product is approximately
1000× 3000 pixels. To apply our model, we sweep it across
the image (for computational reasons, we use a stride of 4 for
the fire and flood delineations, see Section VI) and average

the estimates generated at each pixel. Without this sweeping
approach, the predictions leave “edge artifacts” because the
borders of each 16×16 window have less neighboring pixels to
inform the estimates. Indeed, inference of our small windows
exhibit the so-called receptive field phenomena [95].

IV. RTC-S1 DATA

The OPERA RTC-S1 provides measurements of the γ0

radar backscatter corrected for radiometry and topography
[23], [24]. All RTC-S1 products can be accessed through the
Alaska Satellite Facility Distributed Active Archive Center
(ASF DAAC) [96]. These corrections result in an analysis-
ready product that primarily captures signals related to the
physical characteristics of ground-scattering surfaces, such as
surface roughness, soil moisture, and vegetation structure.
The RTC-S1 is generated from Copernicus Sentinel-1 (S1)
interferometric wide (IW) single-look complex (SLC) data,
provided by the European Space Agency (ESA). Sentinel-1
constellation can currently acquire data at 12 day repeat pass
temporal frequency, i.e. with respect to a fixed orbit track. The
ground sampling when independent of orbit track is increased
to between 1 and 6 days; this combines ascending (satellite
flying north and looking east) and descending (satellite flying
south and looking west) geometries. The imaging mode and
temporal coverage of Sentinel-1 data varies with location on
Earth [49]. The RTC-S1 product has a near-global geographic
scope that covers all landmasses, excluding Antarctica, and its
temporal frequency aligns with the availability of Sentinel-1A
SLC data. RTC-S1 currently only includes data from Sentinel-
1A satellite because OPERA started forward mode production
in October 2023 after the loss of Sentinel-1B. Each RTC-S1
product corresponds to a single Sentinel-1 burst and is mapped
onto standardized Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) or
Polar Stereographic projection systems.
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Fig. 7: Left: Pre-flooding SAR imagery (VH), May 18 2024. Middle: Post-flooding SAR imagery (VH), July 5 2024. The
flooding is seen via the reduction of the backscatter all around the Baleshwari River. Right: Target (ground truth) damage map
from UNOSAT, overlaid on ESRI World Imagery [92]. The damaged areas are shown in yellow. Note that the ESRI imagery
is a composite and thus does not capture the recent flooding, and is used as a reference only. We note that flooding continued
throughout the summer, and we use data collected on July 5 as our post-event imagery to align with the damage map from
UNOSAT.

RTC-S1 uses the Copernicus global 30 m (GLO-30) Digital
Elevation Model (DEM) as the reference for topographic
correction and geocoding. The data are in GeoTIFF format,
and have a spatial resolution of 30 meters. The RTC-S1
data also includes layover and shadow masks as well as
bistatic and tropospheric corrections to improve data quality.
Static layer files such as incidence angle, local incidence
angle, masks, and number of looks are used. The OPERA
RTC-S1 and static layers are generated using the InSAR
Scientific Computing Environment version 3 (ISCE3) soft-
ware developed at JPL/Caltech [97]. Additionally, the RTC-S1
serves as the foundational dataset for other OPERA products
including the Dynamic Surface Water eXtent from Sentinel-1
product (in production since Sep. 2024) and the future OPERA
Disturbance from Sentinel-1 product (expected production in
2026). All of the OPERA products are designed to address the
needs of U.S. Federal Agency stakeholders identified by the
Satellite Needs Working Group.

A. Training Data

The training data is comprised of 2, 511, 348 sequences of
11 SAR images from OPERA RTC-S1 (i.e., T = 10 is the
largest possible value for T in training), which are each 2
channel (VV and VH) and 16 × 16 pixels. Future work will
focus on increasing the size of the dataset and the temporal
length of the sequences T . This training data is from OPERA
RTC-S1 data that is currently not in the ASF archive, but rather
stored in a public s3 bucket for the OPERA project validation
[98]. The data is used to overlap the sites and validation period
(October 2020 - October 2022) used by OPERA DIST-HLS
validation [22], [99]. The data collection includes imagery

from Sentinel-1B so some of the temporal sampling occurs
with frequency of 6 days.

B. Data Preprocessing

Before using our model to estimate the distributional pa-
rameters, we perform basic SAR despeckling. We utilize
homomorphic despeckling as described in [100] using a total
variational denoising model [101]. Homomorphic despeckling
is total variation denoising on dB-transformed backscatter
imagery that, after despeckling, is inverted back into γ0.

The probabilistic framework of our approach approximates
the unknown pixel distribution using a Gaussian, which has
domain R. SAR γ0 backscatter is within [0, 1] so we follow the
same pre-processing step as in [11], taking the logit transform
of the backscatter data. The logit is a bijection of [0, 1] to R.
This is done on the despeckled imagery.

logit(x) = log
( x

1− x

)
(4)

For clarity, all figures in this paper are presented in their
original backscatter range [0, 1]. These two preprocessing
steps are performed before application of the model described
above.

V. DISASTER DATA

In this section we discuss the data used to evaluate our
disturbance delineations. All the data was derived either man-
ually by the authors (in the case of the Papua New Guinea
Landslide) or by external disaster response projects such as
UNOSAT or Copernicus Emergency Management Services
(CEMS). We have curated these delineations and more events
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Model Landslide Fire Flood
PR AUC Max F1 Score PR AUC Max F1 Score PR AUC Max F1 Score

Transformer 0.732 0.769 0.680 0.645 0.754 0.701
RNN 0.642 0.699 0.624 0.596 0.705 0.661

Log Ratio 0.067 0.194 0.391 0.474 0.715 0.655

TABLE I: Summary of our results. We report Area Under the Precision-Recall curve (PR AUC), which is an overall measurement
of classifier quality, and the maximum F1 score obtained by each model. Best scores are bolded. Across all validation datasets
and metrics, the transformer performs the best.

at this GitHub repository [46], along with provenance. The
Bangladesh flood was derived from Sentinel-1 data using an
image pair by UNOSAT [102]. The other disaster delineations
(landslide and fire) are derived from VHR optical data (i.e.
with spatial resolution ≤ 3m). Evaluating disturbance mapping
with these ground truth datasets presents some limitations.
First, we expect some inherent differences between distur-
bance maps derived from optical and SAR data. However,
optical and SAR data tend to exhibit high agreement in
these cases when dense vegetation is cleared by a fire or
a landslide [25]. Second, real disturbances unrelated to the
natural disasters are not accounted for in this setting, but the
abrupt nature of disasters means we expect this to have a
negligible impact on our results. Overall, these natural disaster
datasets serve as a high-quality ground truth for evaluating our
methodology.

A. 2024 Papua New Guinea Landslide

On May 24, 2024, a large catastrophic landslide occurred
near Yambali, Enga Province, Papua New Guinea (see Figure
3) [103], [104]. News media reported that that the landslide
buried numerous villages, with the death toll estimated to be
between 650 and 2,000 people [103]; the official death toll at
time of writing is 670 [105]. In addition, approximately 7,000
people have been displaced by the event [103].

Our input to the model is a sequence of ten pre-event
OPERA RTC-S1 SAR images from 1/23/24 to 5/22/24 at
12 day intervals (except 5/10/204 when there was no data
distributed despite a Sentinel-1 pass) and a post-event image
from 6/3/2024. To delineate disturbances, we compute the Ma-
halanobis distance between the models’ estimate distribution
and this post-event image as described in Section III-B. We
analyze an area of approximately 6 km × 6 km. We manually
mapped the landslide extent using PlanetScope optical imagery
(3 m pixel) [89], see Figure 5.

B. 2024 Valparaı́so, Chile Wildfire

In early February of 2024, a series of wildfires began in the
Valparaı́so region of Chile [106]. Exacerbated by the historic
drought in the region and the 2023 El Niño weather event,
by February 3 the fires had burned over 8,500 hectares [106].
The death toll is at least 131 people [107]. Figure 4 shows
Landsat 8 and 9 false color imagery of two burn scars [90].

For this site, The Copernicus Emergency Management Ser-
vice (CEMS) [108] produced a disturbance map of the region
that we use as our ground truth, see Figure 6. The area of
interest is approximately 45 km × 33 km. The data was

generated by a variety of VHR sources and was continually
updated for several months after the fires started [109]. Our
RTC-S1 data used included all seven available pre-event SAR
images from 11/12/24 to 1/23/24 (all Sentinel-1 passes resulted
in distributed data) and one post-event SAR image from
2/29/24. Although there was data collected and distributed on
February 5 and 17 by Sentinel-1 as the fires were ongoing,
there was noticeable increase in disturbance in the February
29 data. This acquisition was also closer in time to the VHR
map, which was updated well beyond the fire’s start [109].

C. 2024 Bangladesh Floods

On May 26, 2024, Cyclone Remal landed in Bangladesh,
causing major flooding that has continued throughout the
summer [110]. At least 4.6 million people were affected
throughout the summer [110]. Because the flooding occurred
throughout the summer, it was challenging to establish a
baseline of imagery in the RTC-S1 archive in which these
floods were not present. We selected validation data containing
4 pre-event images from entirely before the cyclone, acquired
between 3/31/24 and 5/18/24. We use a ground truth damage
map from the United Nations Satellite Center (UNOSAT) [44]
which was derived from a Sentinel-1 image on July 4th [102].
We use the nearest RTC-S1 post-event image, which was
acquired July 5th, 2024. Our flooding analysis is a subset of
the country along Ganges delta around the Baleshwari River.
The area of interest is approximately 42 km × 30 km, see
Figure 7.

VI. RESULTS

A. Evaluation Procedure and Performance Metrics

We evaluate and compare the performance of our proposed
self-supervised transformer, the RNN from [11] adapted for
use with RTC-S1, and the classical log ratio approach with
per-pixel medians from the baseline set [17]. The definition of
these metrics and how they utilize dual-polarization imagery
is found in Section III-B.

For our evaluation procedure, our baseline imagery is es-
tablished from the dates in Section V. However, we set aside
the last pre-event image (i.e. the last available image before
the event). The post-event image and this final pre-event
image are then used to assess the disturbance delineations.
We assume 1) the final pre-event image has no disturbance
and 2) the post-event image matches the external disturbance
delineation. This way, we evaluate each method on its ability
to accurately delineate disturbances while also not raising false
positives when we expect no disturbances. This is an important
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(a) Transformer

(b) RNN

(c) Log Ratio

Fig. 8: The transformer metric, the RNN metric, and the log-
ratio metric (see Section III-B) on the Papua New Guinea
scene before the landslide (left column) and after the landslide
(right column). A strong model should produce a metric with
low values in the left column where we expect little or no
disturbance since no landslide has occurred yet, while also
accurately and confidently capturing the landslide extents post-
landslide (right column). Note the qualitative strength of the
transformer compared to the classical log ratio, which is
much noisier and less confident in identifying the landslide
disturbance.

consideration in practice. In a disaster response scenario, false
positives can be extremely costly; resources could be allocated
to areas where they are not needed at the expense of areas that
do.

Our analysis combines qualitative and quantitative results
to facilitate visual comparisons and highlight the strength of
our approach. Qualitative results include two map types: (1)
disturbance metric maps visualizing d (transformer or RNN)
or ℓ (log ratio) across the area of interest, and (2) binary
disturbance delineations based on the optimal threshold τ
(according to F1 score, see below). Operationally, ground truth
information is not available, so these maps are the critical
outputs that delineate disturbances. In our experiments, these

(a) Transformer

(b) RNN

(c) Log Ratio

Fig. 9: Best (measured by F1 score) binary damage maps
from each method. The two deep methods identify more of
the landslide while also having fewer false positives than the
log ratio methods.

maps highlight the transformer’s effectiveness in identifying
disturbances while limiting false positives.

For our quantitative results, we report Precision-Recall (PR)
curves, the associated area under the curve (AUC), and F1

score (harmonic mean of precision and recall) [111]. Precision
is the percentage of pixels predicted as damage by the model
that are actually damaged (positive predictive rate), while
recall is the percentage of all damaged pixels that are identified
(true positive rate). F1 score is then computed by

F1 = 2 · precision · recall
precision + recall

(5)

The ranges of all these metrics is [0, 1], where higher is better.
The precision-recall curves are found by varying the threshold
τ (see Section III-B) and computing the above metrics. A
high quality but imperfect classifier will naturally trade off
between precision and recall; high thresholds will result in
high precision but low recall, and low thresholds will result
in low precision and high recall. Hence, the area under the
precision-recall curve (PR AUC) is an overall measurement
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of classifier quality that accounts for the entire range of τ . (A
perfect classifier will achieve an AUC of 1, while a random
classifier will be a horizontal line with a y-intercept equal to
the percentage of positive samples in the dataset.) In all of
our experiments, our transformer-based approach achieves the
highest PR AUC.

Accuracy and Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC)
curves are two common metrics which we do not report here,
as they are not as meaningful in datasets with significant class
imbalances [112]; this is the case in disturbance mapping,
where we typically expect large amounts of non-damaged
(negative) pixels and smaller amounts of damaged (positive)
pixels6.

B. 2024 Papua New Guinea Landslide

Figure 8 shows the transformer metric (see Section III-B),
the RNN metric, and the log ratio metric. The first column is
the final pre-event image and the second column is the post-
event image (see Section V-A). The two deep methods, par-
ticularly the transformer, are significantly more accurate than
the log ratio with respect to our validation data, identifying the
landslide extents more confidently and limiting the number of
false positives particularly in the first pre-event image.

Figure 10 shows the PR curves for the landslide scenes. The
transformer achieves by far the best AUC (0.732) indicating
overall model quality independent of threshold τ . The RNN
is second with an AUC of 0.642, and both deep methods
significantly outperform the classical log ratio method (AUC
of 0.067), which barely outperforms random guessing. The op-
timal τ and corresponding F1 score is starred. The transformer
obtains the best F1 score of 0.769, the RNN 0.699, and the
log ratio 0.194. The disturbance delineations corresponding
to the optimal τ are shown in Figure 9. While, in practice,
the optimal τ would not be known a priori, we include these
figures to highlight an example disturbance delineation from
each model.

C. 2024 Valparaı́so, Chile Wildfire

Figure 12 shows disturbance metrics for the transformer,
RNN, and log-ratio as in the previous section. As before,
the transformer is the best performing, followed by the RNN.
Both deep methods are significantly more accurate than the log
ratio, both in terms of identifying the fire extents confidently
and limiting the number of false positives elsewhere in the
scene, or before the fire occurred.

Figure 11 shows the PR curves for the Chilean fire scenes.
As with the Papua New Guinea landslide, the transformer
achieves the best AUC of 0.680. The RNN is a second with an
AUC of 0.624, and both deep methods significantly outperform
the log ratio (0.391). The transformer also obtains the best
F1 score of 0.645 (the best F1 obtained by each method
is starred). The damage maps corresponding to those best
F1 scores are shown in Figure 13. These binary damage

6For example, in a scene with 99% negative and 1% positive pixels, a naive
model which classifies every pixel as negative (and hence not delineate any
disturbance extents) would achieve 99% accuracy, but 0 recall and undefined
precision.

Fig. 10: PR curves for the landslide scene. The transformer
achieves the largest area under the curve (AUC). The trans-
former also obtains the best F1 score (starred for each model).
The disturbance delineations corresponding to the optimal τ
that obtains optimal F1 score are shown in Figure 9.

Fig. 11: PR curves for the Chilean fire scene. The transformer
is the most performant model, achieving the largest area
under the curve. The transformer also obtains the best F1

score (starred for each model). The binary damage maps
corresponding to these starred F1 scores are shown in Figure
13.

maps reflect the deep learning methods’ - especially the
transformer’s - ability to accurately map damage extents while
limiting false positives.

D. 2024 Bangladesh Floods

As in the previous two sites, we study the transformer
metric, the RNN metric, and the log-ratio metric for the pre-
event and post-event image in Figure 14. The disturbance is
more extensive in this scene and it is difficult to draw any
immediate qualitative conclusions from these maps. However,
one interesting observation is that the log ratio method is
somewhat confident that parts of the river are a flooded
area; the deep methods do not suffer as much from this (per
the ground truth damage map in Figure 7, the river is not
considered a flooded area).
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(a) Transformer

(b) RNN

(c) Log Ratio

Fig. 12: The disturbance metrics on the Chilean fire scene
before the fire (left column) and after (right column). Note the
qualitative strength of the two deep methods - particularly the
transformer - compared to the classical log ratio, where there
is more high-confidence disturbance away from or before the
fire.

As with the previous subsections, the quantitative results
show that the transformer is the most performant of the
methods. Figure 16 shows the PR curves for the flood scene.
Again, the transformer achieves the best AUC 0.754. The
RNN is quite similar to the classical log ratio method (AUCs
of 0.705 and 0.715, respectively) underscoring the improved
performance from the transformer compared to the RNN.

(a) Transformer

(b) RNN

(c) Log Ratio

Fig. 13: Best (measured by F1 score) binary damage maps
for the Chilean fires from each method. As with the landslide,
the two deep methods - particularly the transformer - identify
more of the fire extents while also having significantly fewer
false positives than the log ratio methods.

The transformer also obtains the best F1 score (0.701). The
disturbance delineations corresponding to those best F1 scores
are shown in Figure 15.

E. Sensitivity to τ

The preceding subsections presented PR curves (where τ is
varied) and best damage maps (where τ is chosen based on
F1 score relative to a ground truth). However, operationally,
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(a) Transformer

(b) RNN

(c) Log Ratio

Fig. 14: Disturbance metrics on the Bangladesh scene before
the flood (left column) and after (right column). Note the log
ratio methods seem (incorrectly) more confident than the deep
methods that the upper part of the Baleshwari River is a flood
area.

we typically do not have access to ground truth, so choosing
τ must be done a priori. Hence, some discussion of the
sensitivity of the methods to τ is warranted.

First, we evaluate the sensitivity of each method’s F1 score
to the threshold τ for the landslide event in Figure 17. Natively,
the deep methods’ threshold is in units of standard deviations.
For the log ratio, the threshold is in units of decibels. However,
to compare all the methods side-by-side, we plot the thresholds

(a) Transformer

(b) RNN

(c) Log Ratio

Fig. 15: Best (measured by F1 score) binary disturbance maps
for the flooding scene from each method. As with the previous
scenes, the two deep methods, particularly the transformer,
identify more of the flooding while also having fewer false
positives than the log ratio methods.

on the x-axis as a percentage of the maximum threshold (where
no pixels would be labeled positive). As described previously,
the transformer achieves the best F1 score. However, this
plot illuminates that the transformer is also less sensitive to
the threshold τ compared to the RNN and log ratio at their
respective peaks.

Furthermore, in Figure 18, we show that the transformer
achieves strong F1 scores on all tasks at similar thresholds; a
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Fig. 16: PR curves for the Bangladesh flood scene. The trans-
former is the most performant model, achieving the largest
area under the curve. The transformer also obtains the best F1

score (starred for each model). The binary disturbance maps
corresponding to the starred F1 scores are shown in Figure
15.

Fig. 17: F1 score vs. threshold for each method on the Papua
New Guinea landslide. The threshold percentage is computed
with respect to the maximum value (SD or dB) in the scene
in order to compare all methods side-by-side. Not only does
the transformer achieve the highest F1 score, but also does
so with a wider peak compared to the other methods, which
indicates less sensitivity to the choice of threshold τ .

threshold of approximately 5 standard deviations would result
in F1 scores around 0.6 on all three tasks. While further
validation is required, this is initial evidence that one could
a priori select τ ≈ 5 and expect the transformer to produce
high quality disturbance delineations across environments -
even when ground truth is not available. This is a critical
quality for a model to possess for operational deployment.
Future work will focus on further corroborating this claim on
more disturbance events.

F. Ablation Studies

This subsection describes and empirically justifies some of
the transformer and RNN hyperparameter choices made in this
work.

Fig. 18: F1 score vs thresholds for the transformer metric.
Effective thresholds are consistent across all three scenes and
lie in the range of 4-7 standard deviations. This indicates some
generality in the model and is evidence toward operational
effectiveness, where the threshold τ must be chosen without
knowledge of ground truth. Further study is required to cor-
roborate this evidence.

1) Input and Patch Size: Table II compares the performance
of the same transformer-based model with different input and
patch sizes. We report PR AUC. The architecture and training
procedure for each model in the table is the same as reported
in Section III-C.

I,P Landslide PR AUC Fire PR AUC Flood PR AUC
16,8 0.732 0.680 0.754
32,8 0.714 0.630 0.771
32,16 0.630 0.603 0.744

TABLE II: Comparison of the same transformer-based models
with different input (I) and patch sizes (P). The patches are
given a positional embedding in space and time. We report
PR AUC for each disturbance mapping task. Best results are
bolded. The patch size of 8 is clearly superior to 16, while the
input size of 16 is marginally better than 32.

While vision transformers for image classification tasks
typically use 224× 224 as the input size with a 16× 16 patch
size [41], we found that a smaller input size (16) and - in
particular - a smaller patch size (8) was most performant on
disturbance mapping tasks. One explanation of this difference
is the resolution of the data; OPERA RTC-S1 data has a
resolution of 30 meters, representing a completely different
scale than typical (higher resolution) image data for image
classification tasks. A smaller patch size provides more spatial
detail in this remote sensing setting, which has been noted in
previous work [42]. This is especially useful in disturbance
mapping, where the damage extents often have a fine-grained
boundary at a 30 meter resolution.

We also experiment with the input size for the RNN in Table
III. Transformers applied to vision tasks process the input by
patchifying and applying a positional encoding. Conversely,
RNNs do not have a positional encoding. Since the optimal
transformer in our application uses a 16 × 16 input size and
an 8× 8 patch size, we compare RNNs trained and deployed
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Input Size Landslide PR AUC Fire PR AUC Flood PR AUC
8× 8 0.642 0.624 0.705

16× 16 0.334 0.540 0.661

TABLE III: Comparison of the same RNN-based model with
different input sizes. The smaller input size is best on each
task - especially on the landslide, where the damage extent is
fine-grained - echoing the results on the transformer.

with a 16×16 and an 8×8 input size. Similar to our findings
with the transformer, the smaller input size obtains better PR
AUC, particularly on the landslide scene where the damaged
area is smaller.

2) Model Size: Table IV compares the performance of
the transformer-based model with varying architecture choices
(and hence, varying number of total trainable parameters).
The other modeling and training choices are the same as
reported in Section III-C, except the largest model required
an initial learning rate of 1e-5 instead of 1e-4 (otherwise,
the loss exploded). The model with 3.3 million parameters
performs the best on each disturbance mapping task, which is
the model we used to report results in the previous sections.
However, we expect that with significantly more training data,
a larger model can improve performance over what is reported
in this work. For now, we offer the comparison in Table IV
to justify our choices in this work, and leave scaling up the
training set size and model size to future work.

FF, L, P Landslide PRAUC Fire PRAUC Flood PRAUC
512, 2, 1.5M 0.717 0.670 0.748
768, 4, 3.3M 0.732 0.680 0.754

1024, 8, 7.1M 0.728 0.658 0.744

TABLE IV: Comparison of the transformer architecture with
different sizes of feedforward layers (FF), number of layers
(L), and resulting total number of parameters (P) on the
disturbance mapping tasks. We report PR AUC for each
disturbance mapping task. Best results are bolded. The 3.2
million parameter model is best across all tasks.

3) Learning Rate: Finally, we ablate the learning rate. Table
V compares the transformer model trained at different starting
learning rates (with the same learning rate decay factor of 0.1
at epoch 25). The other modeling and training choices are the
same as reported in Section III-C. The starting learning rate of
1e-4 exhibits the strongest results, which corresponds to the
results we report in the main text.

LR Landslide PR AUC Fire PR AUC Flood PR AUC
1e-4 0.732 0.680 0.754
1e-5 0.725 0.632 0.746
1e-6 0.648 0.551 0.678

TABLE V: Comparison of the same transformer architectures
trained with different starting learning rates (LRs) on the
disturbance mapping tasks. We report PR AUC for each
disturbance mapping task. Best results are bolded. LRs larger
than 1e-4 resulted in little to no training and are omitted.

VII. DISCUSSION

The preceding subsections demonstrate the strength of our
transformer-based disturbance algorithm on three natural dis-
asters, outperforming the RNN and log ratio on all three sites
as measured by area under the precision-recall curve. Our
results suggest that the data-driven machine learning methods,
especially the transformer, are better disturbance quantification
tools than the classical log-ratio approach, provided one has
access to sufficient high quality training data collected for
self-supervised training. Indeed, a single, relatively small
transformer was able to outperform the log ratio test signifi-
cantly and consistently across experiments. Our results also
illustrate the improved performance and generality of our
work compared to previous deep learning-based approaches
[11]. Overall, our results demonstrate the effectiveness of our
self-supervised transformer across different environments and
disasters.

Although we are far from verifying this approach is globally
applicable, the transformer was consistently the best perform-
ing method on three different disaster events in three different
parts of the world. We also note that the optimal thresholds
for the transformer all fall within 4 to 7 standard deviations
(see Figure 18); in particular, τ ≈ 5 would produce F1 ≈ 0.6
across all three sites. This indicates some inherent generality
in the model, especially for operational purposes, where the
threshold τ would have to be chosen without knowledge of
ground truth. In practice, the choice of threshold will depend
on the application: a lower threshold will capture more true
positives (that is, disturbances) at the expense of possibly more
false positives, while a higher threshold will ensure fewer false
positives but risk missing some true positives.

Finally, a limitation of this work is that we evaluated
methods’ disturbance delineation on SAR data by comparing
to disturbance maps generated using optical data. There will
inherently be differences and imperfections on both optical
and SAR data and the delineations derived from them. Some
disturbances will be less detectable (or even invisible) in
one modality compared to the other. Moreover, there may
be other disturbances in these scenes that are not accounted
for in our ground truth damage maps, which only consider
the disturbances caused by the disaster. There could be real
changes in backscatter that are not related to the damage
event, which would not be accounted for in our analysis.
However, these limitations are difficult to negate, and due
to the abruptness and scale of natural disasters, we expect
the effect of non-disaster disturbances to be small. Moreover,
the consistently high performance of the transformer indicates
potential as a global disturbance model. A more complete
global analysis is needed to ascertain if this transformer metric
and global thresholds can be used to ascertain disturbances in
a variety of environments, and be deployed for (near-)global
disturbance mapping.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work, we trained deep self-supervised vision trans-
former on near-global OPERA RTC-S1 SAR data. Given
a sequence of RTC-S1 baseline imagery, the transformer
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estimates a per-pixel distribution. By comparing this predicted
distribution to an image outside of the baseline, we quantified
disturbance via a transformer metric (i.e. the Mahalanobis
distance) and showed that this transformer metric can be
thresholded to delineate disturbance. We systematically an-
alyzed this transformer-based metric to show it had strong
agreement with externally validated data. While many previous
works on SAR disturbance require supervision or are trained
on a particular location and disaster event, our model was
self-supervised without needing any fine-tuning for different
environments or different categories of disaster.

There are two avenues of future work for this approach on
disturbance. One avenue is to provide systematic verification
that our vision transformer approach has global applicability
for the RTC-S1 data. This analysis includes assessing addi-
tional categories of disturbances such as logging, urbaniza-
tion, mining which may evolve beyond a single Sentinel-1
acquisition; analyzing the necessary baseline imagery that is
required to delineate various categories of disturbances; and
analyzing how disturbance delineations change over time and
how such disturbances can be consistently tracked over a time-
series. The goal of such systematic analysis is to adapt this
transformer disturbance algorithm for near global disturbance
monitoring through RTC-S1 inputs.

Another avenue of future work is to improve the model
itself including increasing the model’s depth; training the
model on more data; adding more nuanced spatiotemporal
features as in [43], [76], including a masked pretraining step
as in [34]; and increasing the window size so that the vision
transformer can expand its spatial context. A larger input size,
such as 224x224, could be desirable [41], given sufficient data
and compute. The ultimate goal of this type of work is to
generate a SAR foundation model - that is, a transformer-based
model specifically designed for for SAR imagery that can
be fine-tuned across various wavelengths (C-band, L-band for
the coming NISAR mission) and across multiple downstream
tasks including disturbance mapping, land cover use change,
classification. Indeed, promising work has been done in this
direction for multispectral data [77]–[79] and hybrid remote
sensing data [43], [113]. We believe the community would
benefit from a SAR-specific approach, especially using the
new OPERA RTC-S1 product and the forthcoming NISAR
products.

We hope this work is a step toward developing a disturbance
tool that can be used to inform decision makers and emergency
responders in the wake of natural disasters, and be a tool for
researchers who study disturbances.
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