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Abstract
From crop mapping to flood detection, machine
learning in remote sensing has a wide range of
societally beneficial applications. The common-
alities between remote sensing data in these ap-
plications present an opportunity for pretrained
machine learning models tailored to remote sens-
ing to reduce the labeled data and effort required
to solve individual tasks. However, such mod-
els must be: (i) flexible enough to ingest input
data of varying sensor modalities and shapes (i.e.,
of varying spatial and temporal dimensions), and
(ii) able to model Earth surface phenomena of
varying scales and types. To solve this gap, we
present Galileo, a family of pretrained remote
sensing models designed to flexibly process mul-
timodal remote sensing data. We also introduce a
novel and highly effective self-supervised learn-
ing approach to learn both large- and small-scale
features, a challenge not addressed by previous
models. Our Galileo models obtain state-of-the-
art results across diverse remote sensing tasks.

1. Introduction
Machine learning is increasingly being used to analyze re-
mote sensing (RS) data across a wide variety of societally
important problems, such as agricultural analyses for food
security (Kerner et al., 2020) and flood detection for rapid
disaster response (Frame et al., 2024). Labels for these appli-
cations can be expensive or difficult to acquire (Kebede et al.,
2024), motivating recent research into pretrained RS models
that can produce accurate insights even with few labels. The
commonalities across RS data and tasks here present an ad-
vantage, but individual tasks nonetheless present a diversity
of specific requirements. Specifically, practitioners need
ML models for remote sensing to 1 flexibly process many
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different modalities and input shapes (where we define input
shape as [height×width× timesteps×modalities]), and 2

model phenomena which occur at very different scales.

Different RS applications may require very different inputs,
but which inputs are best may not be obvious a priori. In
addition, data may not always be available, for reasons rang-
ing from the temporary unavailability of a satellite (ESA,
2023) to cloud cover (Coluzzi et al., 2018) to revisit peri-
ods for different satellites. This requires our models to 1

flexibly process different modalities and input shapes.
For example, to support timely predictions when detecting
fishing vessels, Beukema et al. (2023) leverage a range of
modalities ranging from optical to synthetic aperture radar
(SAR) to nightlights. Achieving strong performance with
these modalities requires different input shapes; for exam-
ple, models benefited from seeing historical imagery when
processing SAR data but not optical data. Similarly, Kruse
et al. (2023) found that processing RS data first as single-
timestep imagery, and then as pixel-timeseries was optimal
when detecting plastic waste.

In addition, 2 RS phenomena occur at very different
scales. For example, practitioners use machine learning and
RS to map kilometer-scale glaciers which persist for decades
(Baraka et al., 2020) and detect meter-scale maritime vessels
which are extremely transient in time (Beukema et al., 2023).
Single applications can span a huge range of scales; for
example, plastic waste sites can range in size from 1,000
m2 to 40,000 m2 (Kruse et al., 2023), requiring models to
identify phenomena across these scales to accurately detect
these sites. Similarly, marine phenomena can range from a
few isolated pixels (for marine debris) to large contiguous
areas (for sediment-laden water) (Kikaki et al., 2024).

We address these challenges by proposing a new family of
pretrained RS models called “Galileo” (Global and Local
Flexible Earth Observation models). We develop a highly
multimodal dataset that varies in space and time to train
these models, and we modify the ViT architecture (Doso-
vitskiy et al., 2021) to process this dataset. We present a
novel self-supervised learning (SSL) algorithm to learn use-
ful representations of small- and large-scale features. Our
algorithm combines two training objectives: one makes pre-
dictions in (essentially) the pixel space, and the other makes
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Figure 1. SSL for RS. Top left: Attracts representations originating from the same sample and repels representations from other samples.
Top center: Predicts pixels of hidden patches. Top right: Predicts representations of hidden patches. Bottom left: Attracts representations
originating from the same patch and repels representations from other patches. Galileo (ours): Our method simultaneously attracts
varied-level representations originating from the same patch and repels elsewhere — and attracts pixel predictions originating from the
same patch and repels elsewhere. This strategy encourages learning global and local features.

predictions in the latent space (Figure 1). We show that
these dual objectives are complementary and necessary to
improve training stability and achieve good performance
across all task scales.

We demonstrate the efficacy of our Galileo models via an
extensive benchmarking suite, covering many applications,
domains, and RS data types. Fair comparison of RS models
is challenging (Corley et al., 2024). To achieve this, we run
hundreds of experiments across 16 pretrained RS baselines
to robustly compare with existing methods.

2. Multi-modal & Multi-scale Self-Supervision
We aim to pretrain a model that can be applied to a range of
RS tasks, even when few labels are available. This requires
that we can (i) process many different modalities, (ii) ingest
varying input shapes, and (iii) model phenomena that occur
at very different scales.

To train a model with capabilities for multimodal process-
ing and input shape flexibility, we first build a pretraining
dataset where each training instance includes data for multi-
ple RS modalities, and captures data across a suitably large
spatial and temporal range. During model pretraining, we
subsample modalities and input shapes (subsetting space
and time) from this dataset, such that the resulting model
can process multi-scale and multimodal RS data.

However, a traditional ViT architecture expects samples to
share the same modalities and input shapes. We therefore

adapt the ViT architecture to ingest arbitrary subsets of
modalities, with varying input shapes.

Most existing SSL algorithms have been developed to be ef-
fective on natural imagery rather than RS data. We therefore
develop a novel SSL algorithm that learns strong represen-
tations of both: (i) large objects and lower-frequency fea-
tures, and (ii) tiny objects and high-frequency features. We
achieve this by integrating two complementary algorithms,
each specialized for a different scale of feature extraction.

2.1. Achieving Flexibility via the Data and Architecture

2.1.1. COLLECTING DIVERSE PRETRAINING DATA

We collect a large, globally sampled pretraining dataset
of 127,155 training instances. Section B.1 describes our
dataset sampling process. We include a wide range of RS
inputs to serve diverse applications. A training instance
consists of 4 types of data covering 9 RS data modalities. We
select these modalities based on their uses in past machine
learning for remote sensing efforts (Van Tricht et al., 2023;
Beukema et al., 2023; Poggio et al., 2021).

We group the modalities by whether they vary in space, time,
both, or neither. A single instance consists of 24 monthly
timesteps and 96× 96 pixels at a 10m/pixel resolution.

Space-time varying data. These data consist of imagery
acquired by Sentinel-1 & -2 satellites. For Sentinel-1, we
take the VV and VH polarizations; and for Sentinel-2, we
take all bands except the B1, B9 and B10 bands. All bands
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Table 1. A comparison of model performance and model flexibility. Performance is measured via rankings (where lower numbers are
better) on image tasks in Tables 13, 14 & 15 and pixel-timeseries tasks in Table 6. For clarity, we select the best architecture per method;
full rankings are available in Table 16. Flexibility is measured by documenting which inputs are supported by the models: MultiSpectral
(MS), Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR), additional Remote Sensing modalities (+modalities), inputs with spatial dimensions and inputs
with more than 1 or 4 timesteps. The Galileo models are both the best performing and the most flexible models. In particular, Galileo-Base
is the best performing model when compared to both image-specialized models and pixel-timeseries specialized models.

Rank ↓ Supported Inputs

Method Arch. Images Pixel-
timeseries MS SAR +modalities Spatial dims > 1 timestep > 4 timesteps

SatMAE ViT-Large 10.4 N/A D D
SatMAE++ ViT-Large 10.9 N/A D D
CROMA ViT-Base 4.3 N/A D D D
SoftCon ViT-Base 5.9 N/A D D D
DOFA ViT-Large 9.4 N/A D D D
Satlas Swin-Tiny 12.9 N/A D D D
MMEarth CNN-atto 12.3 N/A D D
DeCUR ViT-Small 8.3 N/A D D D
Prithvi 2.0 ViT-Large 11.7 N/A D D D
AnySat ViT-Base 11.1 4.5 D D D D D D
Presto ViT-Presto N/A 3.0 D D D D D
Galileo ViT-Nano 10.9 3.5 D D D D D D
Galileo ViT-Tiny 6.4 2.3 D D D D D D
Galileo ViT-Base 3.0 1.8 D D D D D D

are resampled to a 10m/pixel resolution. We also include
NDVI (Tucker, 1979) from Sentinel-2 as an input.

Space varying data. These data consist of elevation and
slope captured by the Shuttle Radar Topography Mission
(NASA JPL, 2000), which are constant in time; Dynamic
World land cover map probabilities (Brown et al., 2022),
averaged over time for temporal consistency; and World
Cereal agricultural land cover maps (Van Tricht et al., 2023).

Time varying data. These data consist of precipitation and
temperature from the ERA5 dataset (Hersbach et al., 2020);
climate water deficit, soil moisture, and actual evapotran-
spiration from TerraClimate (Abatzoglou et al., 2018); and
VIIRS nighttime lights (Elvidge et al., 2017). Although
these modalities vary in space as well, their spatial resolu-
tion (ERA5 has a spatial resolution of tens of kilometres
per pixel) means we treat them as static in space from the
perspective of a single instance.

Static data. These data consist of population estimates
from the LandScan dataset (Dobson et al., 2000), the spatial
location of the instance, defined by its central latitude and
longitude, Dynamic World classes spatially averaged over
the instance, and World Cereal agricultural land cover maps
spatially averaged over the instance. We include the aver-
aged Dynamic World and World Cereal inputs in addition
to the space-varying inputs.

2.1.2. ARCHITECTING A VIT FOR ALL INPUTS

We require a model for the wide range of modalities and
input shapes in our dataset to handle the variety of RS data
inputs (Section 2.1.1). Transformers are general architec-
tures, but still require tokenization strategies to handle the
varied input dimensions of space, time, and modality.

We adapt the ViT (Dosovitskiy et al., 2021) architecture
to ingest channel groups and variable input shapes and
timesteps, as follows:

Patchification and Channel-group projections. We group
all inputs described in Section 2.1.1 into “channel-groups”
when projecting the input to the encoder dimension, where
a channel-group combines semantically cohesive channels
(e.g. the RGB bands from Sentinel-2). We patchify — i.e.,
split the input tensor into spatial squares, timesteps, and
channel groups — and project our inputs to the encoder
dimension D using the following transformations: (i) Space-
time data, RH×W×T×C → RH

P ·WP ·T ·G×D, H is the height,
W is the width, P is the patch size (in pixels per side), T is
the timesteps, C are the channels, G are the channel groups.
(ii) Space data, RH×W×C → RH

P ·WP ·G×D, (iii) Time data,
RT×C → RT ·G×D, and (iv) Static data, RC → RG×D.

Token Embeddings. After these linear projections, our
encoder creates spatial and temporal sinusoidal position
embeddings, learnable channel embeddings, and month em-
beddings to enable seasonal reasoning; we denote these
token position embeddings as e ∈ RL×D, where L is the
token sequence length. Our encoder adds these embeddings
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to the linear projections, previously computed. It concate-
nates all channel groups along the sequence dimension —
forming our input sequence, x ∈ RL×D. Importantly, our
approach is robust to the presence and varying lengths of
channel group sequences.

Flexible input shapes.

We adopt resizeable patch embeddings (Beyer et al., 2023).
This method resizes the weights of the ViT’s linear projec-
tion layer, so that varying patch sizes P can be projected
into the encoder dimension. Since each token can now rep-
resent different spatial scales, we dynamically adjust the
spatial positional embedding frequencies to match the spa-
tial scale, following Reed et al. (2023)’s “Ground Sample
Distance Positional Encodings.”: 2D position embeddings
are interpolated by a factor of P

H = P
W .

2.2. Learning global and local features via SSL

Objects in RS data can range in size from a single pixel to
hundreds or thousands of pixels. A single pretraining task is
unlikely to capture this huge range in feature size, which we
evidence through illustrative experiments. We introduce a
novel algorithm that combines two objectives: one to learn
local features and the other to learn global features.

Our general latent prediction framework is inspired by As-
sran et al. (2023), Garrido et al. (2024), and Wei et al.
(2024), and operates as follows: (i) Given a batch of
samples, we construct two different views of each sam-
ple, x1 ∈ RL1×D and x2 ∈ RL2×D. (ii) Our “online”
encoder computes patch encodings z1 = E(x1), while
our “target” encoder — an exponential moving average
of the online encoder — computes target patch encodings
z2 = EEMA(x2). (iii) A predictor transformer P receives
the target view’s position, time, month, and channel group
embeddings e2 ∈ RL2×D as placeholder queries and pre-
dicts patch encodings p ∈ RL2×D by cross-attending to
the online patch encodings, i.e., p = P(e2, z1). (iv) The
predictions p and targets z2 are compared to compute a loss
L(p, z2) that updates the online encoder.

2.2.1. LEARNING GLOBAL FEATURES

Our global algorithm learns coarse-grained, lower-frequency
features suited for classification applications. We modify
our general latent prediction framework as follows:

Target Depth. Target patch encodings are typically ex-
tracted from the target view through the entire target en-
coder. Some RS modalities (e.g., Dynamic World landcover
classes) map closely to downstream tasks (e.g., landcover
classification). These inputs may not need to be heavily
processed (deeply encoded) to be useful targets. To account
for the variable processing level of RS inputs, we compute
targets by saving token representations after the ℓth layer,

where ℓ varies by modality. We select ℓ based on each
modality’s abstraction level: pseudo-labels use only linear
projections (no encoder layers), Sentinel-1 and Sentinel-2
use all encoder layers, and other channels use half the en-
coder layers. We denote our level-specific target encoder as
Eℓ

EMA.

Loss function. I-JEPA (Assran et al., 2023) and Image
World Model (Garrido et al., 2024) compute the mean-
squared error (MSE) between predictions and targets. La-
tentMIM demonstrated superior performance via the “Patch
Discrimination” (PatchDisc) loss (Wei et al., 2024), which
discriminates between tokens in a sample. To encour-
age globally discriminative representations, we extend the
PatchDisc loss to better discriminate samples in a batch.
We define our new loss, called AllDisc, below (note this is
equivalent to PatchDisc if the

∑B
i′ summation is removed):

L(u,v) = −τ
B

∑B
i

1
Li

∑Li

j log
exp(sim(ui,j ,vi,j)/τ)∑B

i′
∑L

i′
j′ exp(sim(ui,j ,vi′,j′ )/τ)

with the softmax temperature τ , the sample index i, the
batch size B, the token index j, the number of tokens
in the ith sample Li, and the l2 normalized dot product
sim(u,v) = u⊤v/∥u∥∥v∥. Our global loss is:

Lglobal = AllDisc(P(e2,E(x1)), sg(Eℓ
EMA(x2)))

where sg is the stop-gradient operation.

Masking Strategy. Structured or contiguous masking in-
creases the distance between online and target tokens. This
reduces the ability for the online encoder and predictor to lo-
cally interpolate between online (“visible”) tokens to predict
the target token’s representation. “Space masking” samples
masks across space while maintaining consistency across
channel groups and time; “time masking” does the same
across time while maintaining consistency across channel
groups and space. We alternate between the two during pre-
training (see complete masking details in Appendix A.1.1).

2.2.2. LEARNING LOCAL FEATURES

Our local algorithm learns fine-grained, higher-frequency
features suited for segmentation applications. We modify
our general latent prediction framework as follows:

Target Depth. All prior latent prediction methods target
patch representations, rather than pixels, to encourage the en-
coder to ignore “low-level” image details. While pixel-level
details are usually irrelevant in natural imagery, individual
pixels can contain essential details in RS. Therefore, we
target the lowest representation level: the pixel space. To
achieve this with a contrastive objective, we compute targets
using the target encoder’s linear projection, Eproj

EMA, skipping
all transformer blocks.

Loss Function. MAE (He et al., 2022) computes the MSE
between predicted and hidden pixels. Although this encour-
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Figure 2. We train our model to learn both global and local features by alternating between the global (left) and local (right) pretraining
tasks. These tasks differ in 1 masking strategies and 4 target encoding strategies. In this figure, the pretraining data is split into the
channel-groups described in Section 2.1.2.

ages local features, we can do better by amplifying local
details via the PatchDisc loss. This combination amounts
to performing contrastive learning in the pixel space; to
our knowledge, ours is the first SSL algorithm to perform
contrastive learning in the pixel space.

Llocal = PatchDisc(P(e2,E(x1)), sg(Eproj
EMA(x2)))

Masking Strategy. Unstructured masking distributes the set
of online and target tokens across all axes. As a result, target
tokens are located close to online tokens more frequently
than if contiguous masking were used. This makes local
token relationships more useful to solve the pretext task.
See complete masking details in Appendix A.1.2.

2.2.3. COMBINING LOCAL AND GLOBAL OBJECTIVES

While we can learn strong local and global representations
independently, we aim to learn representations that excel
at both. In Section 4.1, we show that these goals conflict
when using a single pretraining task. Better classification
hurts segmentation; better segmentation hurts classification.
Combining both pretraining objectives resolves this conflict.

This combination has a secondary benefit. Latent prediction
frameworks are known to be unstable; they can find trivial
solutions that learn useless representations. In Section 4.1,
we show that our dual objective algorithm is far more robust
than single objectives.

Our dual algorithm, Galileo, alternates between global and
local objectives during pretraining (Figure 2):

Table 2. Within- and between-sample token representation similar-
ity. Measured using the cosine similarity over all EuroSat training
samples.

Pretraining
Objective

Within-sample
Similarity

Between-sample
Similarity

Global only (§2.2.1) 0.90 0.75
Local only (§2.2.2) 0.66 0.86
Combined (§2.2.3) 0.65 0.81

LGalileo = 1
2 (Lglobal + Llocal)

Ablation experiments in Section 4.1 show that PatchDisc
outperforms AllDisc when combining global and local ob-
jectives, so we use PatchDisc for both objectives.

Representation measurements. We performed an exper-
iment to verify our intuition about global and local algo-
rithms. For all EuroSat training samples, we compute the
cosine similarity between the token representations in a
sample and then average across all samples, measuring the
within-sample representational differences. Similarly, we
average all tokens over each sample and then compute the
cosine similarities between samples, measuring the between-
sample differences. We find our local objective amplifies
within-sample features, whereas our global objective am-
plifies between-sample features (Table 2). We also confirm
these intuitions via downstream tasks in Section 4.1.

3. Experimental Framework
Pretraining. We pretrain three model sizes for 500 epochs
using the algorithm described in Section 2.2.3. Please see
the Appendix for complete details.
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Downstream Tasks. We evaluate our model on all Sentinel-
2 tasks in GeoBench (Lacoste et al., 2024). These cover
single-timestep image classification and segmentation in
various applications and geographies. We also test on fine-
grained segmentation via the MADOS marine debris dataset
(Kikaki et al., 2024), Sentinel-1 image segmentation via
Sen1Floods11 (Bonafilia et al., 2020), image-timeseries seg-
mentation via PASTIS (Garnot & Landrieu, 2021), optical
pixel-timeseries classification via Breizhcrops (Rußwurm
et al., 2019), and multimodal pixel-timeseries classification
via CropHarvest (Tseng et al., 2021).

Comparisons. We benchmark our models against all SOTA
pretrained RS models (described in Section 5). We report re-
sults on the full test set for each task. Feature scaling, image
sizes, and hyperparameter selections have significant effects
on model performance (Corley et al., 2024). We therefore
rerun evaluations for all baseline models and sweep feature
scaling methods and learning rates (where appropriate). In
addition, we resize all images to the pretraining image size.
For the image classification and segmentation tasks, we
measure model results across four training set sizes (“par-
titions”): 100%, 20%, 5%, and 1%. We use a patch size
of 4 for all models with variable patch sizes. When apply-
ing single-timestep models to the multi-timestep PASTIS
dataset, we additionally sweep pooling methods to pool per-
timestep encodings. See Appendix C for complete details.

4. Results
We present model rankings averaged across all tasks and par-
titions in Table 1. We evaluate Galileo against common RS
benchmarks; however, while many pretrained models can
only process the benchmark modalities, Galileo is trained
to process numerous additional modalities which are read-
ily available to practitioners (Table 1, “Supported Inputs”).
This functionality is highly valuable to practitioners despite
not being captured by these common benchmarks.

Image results. We compare Galileo to image-specialized
models in Tables 3, 4 and 5; besides Satlas, these mod-
els were pretrained on single-timestep imagery, devoting
all their capacity to images. Nonetheless, Galileo-Base
outranks all such models on image classification and seg-
mentation. Our lightweight models also excel at these tasks,
often outperforming much larger models; we anticipate that
these Galileo-Nano and Galileo-Tiny models will be highly
valuable to many cost-sensitive RS practitioners in research
and production. Furthermore, Galileo’s variable patch sizes
allow for trade-offs between computational cost and model
performance; by increasing the patch size, an instance is
split up into fewer tokens, reducing the MACs required to
obtain an embedding — we plot this trade-off in Figure 3.

Besides Galileo, AnySat is the only model that supports

single-timestep images and pixel-timeseries. Among these
two generalist models, Galileo far exceeds AnySat on stan-
dard benchmarks, for example, by 10.8% on EuroSat.

Timeseries classification results. We compare Galileo to
generalist AnySat and the pixel-timeseries specialist Presto
in Table 6. We conclude similarly: Galileo outranks the
specialist model and far exceeds AnySat.
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Figure 3. Practitioners can balance model performance with
inference-time compute costs by varying the input patch size. This
plot shows EuroSat kNN results using patch sizes {4, 8, 16} com-
pared with inference costs. Compute costs are measured using
Multiply-Accumulate operations (MACs) required to encode a sin-
gle EuroSat instance; note the log scale on the x-axis. Full results
are available in Table 12.

4.1. Ablations

For all our ablation experiments, we pretrain ViT-Tiny mod-
els for 200 epochs. We select four diverse validation tasks
covering segmentation (Sen1Floods11 and MADOS), im-
age classification (EuroSat), and timeseries classification
(CropHarvest), using only the validation sets for ablations.

We begin by ablating our global and local feature learning
algorithms in isolation; while the global learning algorithm
excels at the classification tasks and the local learning algo-
rithm excels at the segmentation tasks, neither excel at both.
We then ablate our combined algorithm, which excels on
both the classification and segmentation tasks.

Ablations within our global feature learning algorithm.
We find that replacing our approach by random masking or
PatchDisc significantly harms classification. Similarly our
AllDisc loss outperforms MSE (used in I-JEPA) by 2.3%
on EuroSat and 2.7% on CropHarvest (Tab. 7). Using only
linear projections for target processing reduces performance
by 2.6% on EuroSat and 2.93% on CropHarvest, confirm-
ing the importance of targeting higher-level features for
classification.
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m-EuroSat m-BigEarthNet m-So2Sat m-Brick-Kiln
Training % Training % Training % Training %

Method Arch. 100% 1% 100% 1% 100% 1% 100% 1%

SatMAE ViT-Base 84.1 34.8 50.6 29.0 36.0 23.1 86.1 73.5
SatMAE++ ViT-Large 82.7 48.5 50.8 31.6 34.7 23.4 89.6 76.7
CROMA ViT-Base 85.6 51.3 58.8 44.7 48.8 33.8 92.6 85.1
SoftCon ViT-Small 89.8 27.2 64.7 43.3 51.1 31.4 89.2 77.8
DOFA ViT-Base 82.8 49.6 49.4 29.9 41.4 29.4 88.3 78.3
Satlas Swin-Tiny 81.7 35.8 51.9 29.6 36.6 27.1 88.2 73.0
MMEarth CNN-atto 81.7 30.0 58.3 39.6 39.8 25.1 89.4 79.7
DeCUR ViT-Small 89.0 46.6 63.8 49.6 45.8 30.9 83.7 74.2
Prithvi 2.0 ViT-Large 80.2 48.0 49.4 28.8 29.5 26.1 87.9 80.6
AnySat ViT-Base 82.2 47.1 54.9 33.7 39.8 29.0 85.3 72.0

Galileo ViT-Nano 89.7 41.7 53.8 33.9 50.1 37.4 86.7 79.7
Galileo ViT-Tiny 90.1 41.3 55.5 34.4 49.7 36.2 86.9 77.3
Galileo ViT-Base 93.0 56.6 59.0 36.5 54.8 43.2 90.7 78.0

Table 3. Image classification test perfor-
mance (%) via kNN. We report Top-1 ac-
curacies for all tasks except the multilabel
BigEarthNet task (for which we report F1-
score). For clarity, we select the best per-
forming model variant per baseline method,
measured across all classification tasks and
partitions. These model variants in some
cases differ from the model variants in Table
4. Full results are available in Table 13. The
the best and second best results in Table 13
are bolded and underlined respectively.

m-EuroSat m-BigEarthNet m-So2Sat m-Brick-Kiln
Training % Training % Training % Training %

Method Arch. 100% 1% 100% 1% 100% 1% 100% 1%

SatMAE ViT-Large 96.6 56.9 68.3 41.8 57.2 36.4 98.4 96.1
SatMAE++ ViT-Large 96.5 56.4 67.9 45.6 56.0 36.9 98.6 92.5
CROMA ViT-Large 96.6 52.7 71.9 47.9 60.6 40.9 98.7 96.7
SoftCon ViT-Base 97.5 56.3 70.3 38.5 61.7 49.2 98.7 97.3
DOFA ViT-Large 96.9 53.4 68.0 43.5 58.7 37.0 98.6 94.5
Satlas Swin-Base 97.5 51.9 72.8 25.8 61.9 30.6 98.4 94.7
MMEarth CNN-atto 95.7 47.5 70.0 43.4 57.2 30.0 98.9 89.2
DeCUR ViT-Small 97.9 54.2 70.9 44.7 61.7 47.0 98.7 96.9
Prithvi 2.0 ViT-Large 96.5 51.5 69.0 37.1 54.6 31.0 98.6 96.2
AnySat ViT-Base 95.9 51.3 70.3 13.3 51.8 29.7 98.6 85.6

Galileo ViT-Nano 94.5 52.6 67.1 23.3 57.4 34.9 96.1 94.2
Galileo ViT-Tiny 96.9 60.6 69.7 39.5 61.9 43.1 98.7 96.6
Galileo ViT-Base 97.7 63.5 70.7 40.9 63.3 50.6 98.7 96.8

Table 4. Image classification test perfor-
mance (%) via finetuning. We report Top-1
accuracies for all tasks except the multil-
abel BigEarthNet task (for which we report
F1-score). For clarity, we select the best per-
forming model variant per baseline method,
measured across all classification tasks and
partitions. These model variants in some
cases differ from the model variants in Table
3. Full results are available in Table 14. The
the best and second best results in Table 14
are bolded and underlined respectively.

m-Cashew-Plant m-SA-Crop-Type MADOS Sen1Floods11 PASTIS
Training % Training % Training % Training % Training %

Method Arch. 100% 1% 100% 1% 100% 1% 100% 1% 100% 1%

SatMAE ViT-Large 30.8 22.7 24.8 16.9 55.6 13.2 N/A 29.6 11.5
SatMAE++ ViT-Large 29.6 23.3 25.7 16.8 49.9 12.7 N/A 30.5 12.0
CROMA ViT-Base 31.8 26.8 32.0 18.3 64.2 24.4 78.9 77.6 44.4 18.5
SoftCon ViT-Base 29.6 22.8 30.8 18.5 60.3 16.5 78.0 74.8 31.3 10.5
DOFA ViT-Large 27.7 23.3 25.4 16.8 51.6 19.1 78.1 77.4 29.8 13.4
Satlas Swin-Tiny 25.1 18.6 23.4 16.2 45.9 12.4 N/A 28.0 10.9
MMEarth CNN-atto 24.2 20.3 22.2 14.1 34.2 16.1 N/A 24.0 10.5
DeCUR ViT-Small 26.2 22.8 21.5 15.3 54.8 16.6 74.5 72.2 22.4 11.0
Prithvi 2.0 ViT-Large 26.7 23.2 22.9 15.7 50.0 18.9 N/A 29.3 13.2
AnySat a ViT-Base 26.1 21.7 27.1 15.8 50.2 17.0 77.9 76.9 46.2 23.5

Galileo ViT-Nano 24.4 24.5 19.7 14.5 54.8 13.9 78.6 77.1 17.5 13.1
Galileo ViT-Tiny 27.4 27.9 22.5 17.1 60.8 17.5 78.0 77.9 28.1 16.9
Galileo ViT-Base 33.0 30.2 30.1 19.4 67.6 14.7 79.4 78.2 39.2 18.7

aFor semantic segmentation, AnySat outputs dense per-pixel features instead of per-
patch. To keep the training-costs of the linear probes similar to other models, we sampled
6.25% of pixel features per image when training the linear probe for AnySat. Evaluation
used all pixel features in an image.

Table 5. Image segmentation test perfor-
mance (% mIoU) via linear probing. For
clarity, we select the best performing model
variant per baseline method, measured
across all segmentation tasks and partitions.
Full results are available in Table 15. The
best and second best results in Table 15 are
bolded and underlined respectively. The
Sen1Floods11 dataset consists of labelling
floods from SAR data; models which do
not support this modality have the result re-
placed with N/A.

Ablations within our local feature learning algorithm.
Space and time masking significantly degrade MADOS per-
formance. Cross-batch negative sampling (AllDisc) slightly
harms segmentation (Tab. 8). Using more encoder layers for
target processing (as in LatentMIM’s full 12-layer approach)
fails to learn useful representations, validating our targeting
of low-level features through linear projections alone.

Ablations to our combined algorithm. Leveraging
PatchDisc for both objectives and providing the target en-
coder with all available tokens outperforms naively com-
bining our prior global and local objectives (Tab. 9). Not
sharing predictor parameters across objectives is optimal.
Interestingly, our dual-objective strategy achieves success-
ful training runs more consistently. We believe this is a
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Table 6. Pixel timeseries classification performance via linear prob-
ing. The best result is bolded and the second best is underlined.
The CropHarvest dataset contains a number of modalities in addi-
tion to Sentinel-2 optical imagery, including topography, weather
and SAR data. We use all modalities each model can support.

CropHarvest

Method Arch. Togo Brazil Kenya Breizhcrops

Presto ViT-Presto 75.5 98.8 84.0 63.0
AnySat ViT-Base 73.4 76.7 75.5 66.1
Galileo ViT-Nano 73.5 76.4 84.5 67.3
Galileo ViT-Tiny 74.7 97.2 85.4 69.0
Galileo ViT-Base 74.8 99.3 84.2 73.0

Table 7. Ablating our global feature learning algorithm. MADOS
and Sen1Floods11 (% mIoU) via linear probing. CropHarvest and
EuroSat (% OA) via kNN. Our approach in pink . Global feature
learning requires contiguous masking and abstract (deep) targets.

masking
strategy

target enc.
exit depth

loss
function MADOS Floods CropH. EuroSat

space+time varied AllDisc 58.91 76.92 88.72 89.50
random varied AllDisc 11.71 69.62 82.12 17.40

random+space+time varied AllDisc 22.87 71.62 76.53 66.30
space+time 0 AllDisc 61.73 76.66 85.79 86.90
space+time 6 AllDisc 63.83 76.93 88.17 89.20
space+time 12 AllDisc 60.35 77.19 87.30 87.90
space+time varied MSE 62.35 76.78 86.02 87.20
space+time varied PatchDisc 25.74 71.68 75.30 62.50

Table 8. Ablating our local feature learning algorithm. MADOS
and Sen1Floods11 (% mIoU) via linear probing. CropHarvest and
EuroSat (% OA) via kNN. Our approach in pink . Local feature
learning requires random masking and pixel (shallow) targets.

masking
strategy

target enc.
exit depth

loss
function MADOS Floods CropH. EuroSat

random 0 PatchDisc 71.48 77.39 86.77 86.90
random+space+time 0 PatchDisc 68.63 77.82 85.31 88.80

space+time 0 PatchDisc 62.25 77.22 86.82 87.00
random 6 PatchDisc 58.53 75.66 76.58 65.40
random 12 PatchDisc 11.65 72.60 71.92 27.50
random varied PatchDisc 8.25 68.89 77.83 18.40
random 0 MSE 65.34 77.09 86.71 87.40
random 0 AllDisc 70.12 77.26 85.27 88.20

Table 9. Ablating our combined feature learning algorithm. MA-
DOS and Sen1Floods11 (% mIoU) via linear probing. CropHarvest
and EuroSat (% OA) via kNN. Winner in pink ; naive combina-
tion in gray .

global
loss

local
loss

share
predictors

target
context MADOS Floods CropH. EuroSat

AllDisc PatchDisc no dec. 63.54 76.95 86.98 89.30
PatchDisc PatchDisc no all 67.79 77.66 87.87 91.00
PatchDisc PatchDisc no dec. 36.98 74.21 85.49 83.30
PatchDisc PatchDisc no dec.+enc. 63.41 77.36 85.87 89.30
PatchDisc PatchDisc yes all 67.04 78.23 85.23 88.50
AllDisc AllDisc no all 67.88 77.08 86.61 89.50

MSE MSE no all 62.36 77.17 86.28 88.70

valuable finding beyond our RS focus, as improving latent
prediction SSL is an active research area (Wei et al., 2024;
Littwin et al., 2024; Mo & Tong, 2024).

5. Related Work and Background
Self-Supervised Learning. Reconstructing a masked or
noised input is a common form of self-supervised pretrain-
ing, both for natural language (Devlin et al., 2018; Radford
et al., 2018; Mikolov et al., 2013) and natural imagery (Xie
et al., 2022; He et al., 2022; Vincent et al., 2008). The most
successful such framework for natural imagery is masked
autoencoding (MAE, He et al. (2022)), which encodes a
subset of patches, then predicts the hidden patches with a
decoder conditioned on the hidden patch locations. Con-
trastive learning (Le-Khac et al., 2020; Oord et al., 2018;
Chen et al., 2020; Chopra et al., 2005) is a different ap-
proach to learning representations, which encodes samples
augmented in two different ways, then attracts the represen-
tations of the same sample (called positives), and repels the
representations of different samples (called negatives). Mod-
els pretrained with MAE typically outperform contrastive
learning under finetuning evaluations, whereas the reverse is
generally true under frozen feature evaluations (Park et al.,
2023; He et al., 2022; Garrido et al., 2024).

A third paradigm has recently emerged that makes predic-
tions in a latent space, like contrastive learning, and con-
ditions the prediction on the sample’s transformation, like
MAE. For instance, I-JEPA (Assran et al., 2023) achieves
strong performance under both finetuning and frozen feature
evaluations; essentially, I-JEPA modifies MAE to predict
patch representations, computed by the encoder’s exponen-
tial moving average. LatentMIM (Wei et al., 2024) showed
that I-JEPA pretraining is unstable and can be improved
by their patch discrimination objective; PatchDisc attracts
patch representations of the same location within an image,
and repels patch representations of the same sample but dif-
ferent locations. Our approach falls into this third category,
offering a novel learning algorithm tailored for RS.

Pretrained RS Models. SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022)
adapted MAE to multispectral satellite imagery. SatMAE++
(Noman et al., 2024) improved over SatMAE by reconstruct-
ing upsampled inputs. Prithvi 2.0 (Szwarcman et al., 2024)
applied MAE to Harmonized Landsat and Sentinel (HLS)
multispectral imagery. CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) adapted
contrastive captioners (Yu et al., 2022) to jointly model mul-
tispectral and SAR data. SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b)
adapted supervised contrastive learning (Khosla et al., 2020;
Zhang et al., 2022) to separately model multispectral and
SAR data. MMEarth (Nedungadi et al., 2024) adapted con-
volutional MAEs (Woo et al., 2023) to reconstruct images
and other RS data. Presto (Tseng et al., 2023) adapted MAE
to pixel-timeseries of multispectral, SAR, and other RS data.
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) adapted Swin transformers (Liu
et al., 2021) to multispectral (and optionally multiple) im-
ages using multi-task supervised pretraining. DOFA (Xiong
et al., 2024) adapted MAE to separately model multispec-
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tral, SAR, and high-resolution RGB images. DeCUR (Wang
et al., 2024a) adapted Barlow Twins (Zbontar et al., 2021)
to separately model multispectral and SAR imagery.

While there are other pretrained models, they ingest only
RGB images (Reed et al., 2023; Tang et al., 2024; Mendieta
et al., 2023), have not published pretrained weights (Guo
et al., 2024; Han et al., 2024), or have been surpassed by
above-cited newer models (Fuller et al., 2022; Wang et al.,
2023; Ayush et al., 2021; Manas et al., 2021; Jean et al.,
2019; Astruc et al., 2024b; Jakubik et al., 2023).

AnySat (Astruc et al., 2024a) is concurrent with our work
and shares the same spirit. It combines I-JEPA (Assran et al.,
2023) and contrastive learning objectives to pretrain an RS
model. AnySat is pretrained on data from more satellites,
but does not include other modalities modeled by Galileo.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we identify two requirements for the applica-
tion of pretrained models in a wide range of RS contexts: (i)
the ability to flexibly process different modalities and input
shapes, and (ii) the ability to model RS phenomena which
occur at very different scales. To meet these requirements,
we present the Galileo family of pretrained RS models.

We achieve these requirements by innovating on (i) the
pretraining dataset used to train the Galileo models, (ii) the
model architecture, allowing the model to flexibly ingest
a highly multimodal dataset that varies in both space and
time, and (iii) the SSL algorithm, to encourage the model to
learn phenomena occurring at vastly different scales.

We run hundreds of evaluations — including extensive
sweeps of baseline pretrained RS models — to robustly
demonstrate Galileo’s performance across a wide range of
domains, modalities, and task types. We run thorough ab-
lations of our method. We hope the resulting insights will
serve the SSL community beyond RS.

The model weights, pretraining code, pretrain-
ing data and evaluation code are open sourced at
github.com/nasaharvest/galileo.

Impact Statement
Applications of machine learning to RS span a range of soci-
etally important applications, from species distribution mod-
elling (Teng et al., 2024) to disaster management (Kansakar
& Hossain, 2016). By providing a set of RS models which
can perform well even when few labels are available, we
hope to enable RS practitioners to continue exploring and
deploying these applications. We take several steps to en-
courage the adoption of these models, including training
the models on publicly available RS data and training a

diversity of model sizes so that they can be used in compute-
constrained environments.

Tuia et al. (2023) highlight that a risk of these models is that
they can be used to collect information about populations
so that decisions are made without their involvement. We
encourage the deployment of Galileo in collaboration with
local communities and stakeholders (Krafft, 2023; Kshir-
sagar et al., 2021; Nakalembe & Kerner, 2023).
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A. Methodology details
A.1. The Galileo SSL algorithm

We adopt a latent prediction framework inspired by Assran et al. (2023), Garrido et al. (2024), and Wei et al. (2024), which
operates as follows: 1 Given a batch of samples, we construct two different views of each sample, x1 ∈ RL1×D and
x2 ∈ RL2×D. 2 Our “online” encoder computes patch encodings z1 = E(x1), while our “target” encoder — an exponential
moving average of the online encoder — computes target patch encodings z2 = EEMA(x2). 3 A predictor transformer
P receives the target view’s position, time, month, and channel group embeddings e2 ∈ RL2×D as placeholder queries
and predicts patch encodings p ∈ RL2×D by cross-attending to the online patch encodings, i.e., p = P(e2, z1). 4 The
predictions p and targets z2 are compared to compute a loss L(p, z2) that updates the online encoder.

We adapt this latent prediction framework for learning local and global features. We outline those adaptations below.

A.1.1. LEARNING GLOBAL FEATURES

We design this algorithm to learn abstract, lower-frequency features suited for classification applications. 1 View construction
involves: a uniformly sampling the number of channel groups N ∈ {2, 3, . . . , 17}, b randomly selecting N channel groups
(e.g., RGB, SAR, ERA5), c repeating steps (a-b) for the target encoder while excluding overlapping channel groups, d

applying either spatial or temporal masking, and e tokenizing both views to obtain x1 and x2. Space masking samples
masks across space while maintaining consistency across channel groups and time; time masking does the same across time
while maintaining consistency across channel groups and space. 2 - 3 Following our general framework, we compute z1
and p, and compute targets using varied exit depths from the target encoder, Eℓ

EMA. 4 We use our AllDisc loss (defined in
Section 2.2.1 as:

Lglobal = AllDisc(P(e2,E(x1)), sg(Eℓ
EMA(x2)))

A.1.2. LEARNING LOCAL FEATURES

We design this algorithm to learn fine-grained, higher-frequency features suited for segmentation applications. 1 View
construction involves: a tokenizing the entire sample, and b randomly selecting 5% of tokens for x1 and 50% for
x2. 2 - 3 Following our general framework, we compute z1 and p, but compute targets using only the target encoder’s
linear projection, i.e., Eproj

EMA — skipping transformer blocks such that the predictor targets low-level features. 4 We use
LatentMIM’s PatchDisc loss, tasking the model to discriminate between patches on the basis of low-level features alone:

Llocal = PatchDisc(P(e2,E(x1)), sg(Eproj
EMA(x2)))

A.1.3. COMBINING LOCAL AND GLOBAL OBJECTIVES

As noted in Section 2.2.3, our combined method alternates between the local and global objectives during pretraining:

LGalileo = 1
2 (Lglobal + Llocal)

B. Pretraining details
B.1. A globally sampled pretraining dataset

To construct the Galileo dataset, we split the global WorldCover map (Zanaga et al., 2022) into 1000 × 1000 pixels
(10km × 10km) tiles. For each tile, we compute two feature sets: 1 the number of pixels within each WorldCereal
classification class, and 2 the latitude and longitude of the tile. We use these features to train a k=150,000 k-means
clustering algorithm, and select the tiles closest to the centroid of each cluster. This yields 150,000 training points, of which
85% (127,155) are successfully exported using Google Earth Engine (Gorelick et al., 2017). By including both the pixel
counts and the latitude and longitudes as features to the k-means algorithm, we ensure both the semantic and geographic
diversity of the model’s training points — Figure 4 shows a chloropleth map of the exported points.

We use this sampling procedure to construct a rich dataset to pretrain our model. This dataset consists of 9 RS inputs, ranging
from directly sensed inputs (such as Sentinel-2 optical imagery) to semantically dense maps (such as the Dynamic World
landcover maps) — these are discussed in detail in Section 2.1.1. Table 10 studies the impact of each of these modalities on
the model’s downstream performance, by pretraining the global-local model (Section 2.2.3) while omitting a single data
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product.

Table 10. Ablating the Galileo dataset. MADOS and Sen1Floods11 (% mIoU) via linear probing. CropHarvest and EuroSat (% OA) via
kNN.

Removed
input MADOS Sen1Floods11 CropHarvest EuroSat

None 67.79 77.66 87.87 91.00
S1 67.67 N/A 85.27 90.20
NDVI 67.89 78.10 88.32 90.00
ERA5 68.10 77.10 87.14 91.20
TerraClim 61.30 74.90 82.78 81.20
VIIRS 63.48 74.52 84.10 81.10
SRTM 66.14 77.62 86.74 91.00
DynamicWorld 67.24 77.86 87.80 89.30
WorldCereal 65.94 77.56 87.71 89.60
LandScan 60.74 77.45 87.89 91.10

B.2. Implementation

Figure 4. The number of exported training points per
H3 cell (Uber, 2018) at resolution = 2 . We sam-
ple from the entire globe, aiming for semantic diver-
sity (defined by the WorldCover landcover map classes
(Zanaga et al., 2022)) and geographic coverage.

All models are trained on single H100 GPUs (model sizes and train-
ing times are described in Table 11). We use an effective batch
size of 512, which consists of a minibatches of 128 instances aug-
mented and repeated 4 times (Hoffer et al., 2019). For data aug-
mentations, we randomly apply vertical and horizontal flipping and
90-degree rotations to each instance. When repeating the data,
we first randomly select a patch size P ∈ [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8].
We then randomly select a (size, timestep) combination (S, T ) ∈
[(4, 12), (5, 6), (6, 4), (7, 3), (9, 3), (12, 3)]. We then randomly sub-
set spatially height H = P × S, width W = P × S and timesteps T
from each instance in the batch.

We use bfloat16 precision, and the AdamW optimizer with β1 = 0.9
and β2 = 0.999 with gradient clipping. We warmup our learning rate
for 30 epochs to a maximum learning rate before applying a cooldown
via a cosine decay schedule. We use exponential moving averaging
(EMA) to update our target encoder with a momentum value of 0.996
which linearly increases to 1 throughout pretraining following Assran
et al. (2022).

For all ablations (Section 4.1), we pretrain a ViT-Tiny model for 200 epochs to a maximum learning rate of 2 × 10−3

and use a weight decay of 0.02. For the final Galileo models, we pretrain the models for 500 epochs and conduct
a sweep of [learning rate × weight decay]. For the ViT-Nano and ViT-Tiny architectures, we sweep learning rates ∈
[1×10−3, 2×10−3, 3×10−3] and weight decays ∈ [1×10−2, 2×10−2, 3×10−2]. For the ViT-Base architecture, we sweep
learning rates ∈ [1× 10−4, 3× 10−4, 1× 10−3, 2× 10−3, 3× 10−3] and weight decays ∈ [1× 10−2, 2× 10−2, 3× 10−2].

C. Evaluation details
C.1. Implementation

To ensure consistent experimental settings when comparing pretrained models, we rerun all evaluations under identical
conditions. For the kNN probing, we follow the implementation of Gwilliam & Shrivastava (2022) — we use the pretrained
models to compute representations of the test data (as values) and training data (as keys) — we then use the keys to classify
the test data. Following Fuller et al. (2024) and Reed et al. (2023), we use k = 20. When linear probing, we use the
pretrained models to compute representations of the training data and use this to train linear probes. We sweep learning
rates when training the linear probes ({1, 3, 4, 5} × 10{−4,−3,−2,−1}) and apply the trained linear probes to the computed
representations of the test data. When finetuning, we sweep learning rates when finetuning ({1, 3, 6} × 10{−5,−4,−3}) and
apply the finetuned models to the test data.
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Table 11. Configurations of our ViT models and associated pretraining costs. GPU-hours describes the number of GPU-hours required to
pretrain each model for 500 epochs on an H100 GPU.

architecture blocks dim heads params GPU-hours

ViT-Nano 4 128 8 0.8M 200
ViT-Tiny 12 192 3 5.3M 259
ViT-Base 12 768 12 85.0M 573

C.2. Evaluation Datasets

We evaluate our models on the datasets described below. For all GeoBench-modified datasets (Lacoste et al., 2024) -
m-Eurosat, m-BigEarthnet, m-So2Sat, m-Brick-Kiln, m-Cashew-Plant and m-SA-Crop-Type, we use the training, validation
and test splits shared by GeoBench. In addition, we use the 1%, 5% and 20% partitions shared by GeoBench.

• m-EuroSat (Helber et al., 2019): The full training set consists of 2,000 images, with 1,000 images in the validation
and test sets. Images are 64× 64 pixels.

• m-BigEarthNet (Sumbul et al., 2019): The full training set consists of 20,000 images, with 1,000 images in the test
set. Images are 120× 120 pixels.

• m-So2Sat (Zhu et al., 2020): The full training set consists of 19,992 images (with 986 images in the test set), and
images are 32× 32 pixels.

• m-Brick-Kiln (Lee et al., 2021): The full training set consists of 15,063 images, with 999 images in the test set. Images
are 64× 64 pixels.

• m-Cashew-Plant (Yin et al., 2023): The full training set consists of 1,350 images, with 50 images in the test set.
Images are 256× 256; we subtile them into 64× 64 images.

• m-SA-crop-type (link): The full training set consists of 3,000 images, with 93 images in the test set. Images are
256× 256; we subtile them into 64× 64 images.

• MADOS (Kikaki et al., 2024): The full MADOS dataset consists of 2,804 140 × 140 images, extracted from 174
Sentinel-2 scenes. We use the train/val/test splits from MADOS (50%/25%/25%) — each split was created as a
representative subset of the entire MADOS dataset. In addition, we subtile each image into 80× 80 images.

• PASTIS (Garnot & Landrieu, 2021): The full PASTIS dataset consists of 2,433 128 × 128 timeseries, with 38-61
timesteps per timeseries. We subtile each timeseries spatially into 64× 64 images. In addition, we compute monthly
aggregations of the timeseries. Garnot & Landrieu (2021) share 5 folds of the data; we use folds {1, 2, 3} for training,
4 for validation and 5 for testing. When applying single-timestep models to this dataset, we additionally sweep pooling
methods to pool per-timestep encodings (as described in Section C).

• Breizhcrops (Rußwurm et al., 2019): The Breizhcrops dataset consists of pixel-timeseries in 4 NUTS-3 regions in
Brittany, France. We use 2 for training (FRH01, with 178,613 parcels and FRH02 with 140,645 parcels). We use
FRH03 (166,391 parcels) for validation and FRH04 (122,614 parcels) for testing. The dataset consists of variable
sequence lengths; we compute monthly aggregations of the timeseries.

• CropHarvest (Tseng et al., 2021): The CropHarvest dataset consists of 3 pixel-timeseries tasks: (i) crop vs. non crop
in Togo, with 1,319 samples in the training set and 306 samples in the test set, (ii) maize vs. rest in Kenya with 1,345
samples in the training set and 1,942 m2 of densely labelled pixels in the test set, and (iii) coffee vs. rest in Brazil with
794 samples in the training set and 4.2 km2 of densely lablled pixels in the test set.

C.3. Comparing to baseline models

Corley et al. (2024) found that input-image sizes and feature scaling methods can have significant impacts on the performance
of pretrained RS models. We therefore resize all input images to the sizes that the models were pretrained on. In addition,
we treat feature scaling methods as an additional hyperparameter, and sweep it in addition to the learning rates (where those
are applicable, i.e. for linear probing and finetuning). Finally, the PASTIS dataset consists of multiple timesteps of optical
imagery. Since all benchmark models (except AnySat) cannot ingest the full timeseries natively, we use multiple forward
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passes. We select two methods for combining the outputs of these forward passes - 1 a mean of the encodings, and 2 a max,
following Bastani et al. (2023).

The reported test results are therefore computed by sweeping the cross product of the following hyperparameters:

[Learning Rate]× [Temporal aggregations]

We select all hyperparameters using the validation sets in the downstream datasets.

In addition to conducting this sweep, we run the linear probes 5 times and average the results. When running the linear
probe, we sweep the learning rate and feature scaling method concurrently for the first run. We select the feature scaling
method from this first run, and fix it for all subsequent runs. We then select the best other hyperparameters per run, and
aggregate these to obtain our final results.

We run this sweep for all evaluation datasets with the exception of the CropHarvest tasks; these consist of small training sets
and no validation sets against which the hyperparameters can be selected. We therefore follow Tseng et al. (2023) in using
the same feature scaling methods as was used during pretraining, and using scikit-learn’s regression algorithm with default
parameters (Pedregosa et al., 2011) for all models.

C.3.1. FEATURE SCALING

The pretrained models we benchmark against apply either standardization (MMEarth, DOFA, AnySat and Presto) or normal-
ization (all other models) during pretraining. We sweep the following normalization statistics, either via standardization on
normalization depending on the pre-training procedure: 1 statistics from the downstream datasets, 2 SatMAE pretraining
statistics, 3 SSL4EO (Wang et al., 2023) statistics, 4 Galileo pretraining dataset statistics, 5 Presto pretraining dataset
statistics. For all of these statistics, we additionally sweep standard deviation multipliers. Prithvi 2.0 statistics only cover a
subset of Sentinel-2 bands; we therefore only include those statistics in the sweeps for the Prithvi 2.0 model.

D. Results

Table 12. Galileo m-Eurosat classification test performance (%) as
a function of patch size measured via kNN for different training set
%s. MACs required to process a single EuroSat instance are also
recorded; by selecting the model size and patch size, practitioners
can make trade offs between model performance and inference costs.

Arch. patch size GMACs 100 % 20 % 5% 1%

ViT-Nano 8 0.25 88.7 81.9 55.0 38.5
16 0.06 85.7 79.3 56.0 41.1

ViT-Tiny 8 1.71 88.3 83.0 59.7 41.3
16 0.43 83.6 78.4 50.1 33.8

ViT-Base 8 27.20 92.6 88.3 72.4 56.9
16 6.80 88.0 82.4 58.6 48.9

We include full results for the image classification tasks
(Table 13) and segmentation tasks (Table 15). In addition,
full results for the m-Eurosat dataset with varying patch
sizes are recorded in Table 12 - these values are used in
Figure 3.

We rank the models in Table 16. When ranking the mod-
els, we compute the average rank of each model across
each dataset and partition.
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Table 13. Image classification test performance (%) via kNN. Ranks are calculated by averaging all results and ranking the averages.
m-EuroSat m-BigEarthNet m-So2Sat m-Brick-Kiln

Training %, Top-1 Acc. ↑ Training %, F1 Score ↑ Training %, Top-1 Acc. ↑ Training %, Top-1 Acc. ↑
Method Arch. 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1%

SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Base 84.1 73.3 50.1 34.8 50.6 42.5 35.7 29.0 36.0 32.9 29.7 23.1 86.1 81.9 80.3 73.5
SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Large 84.3 74.7 53.1 46.4 50.8 42.9 35.6 27.7 36.6 34.3 31.0 24.4 87.9 84.0 80.4 74.7
SatMAE++ (Noman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 82.7 75.9 51.1 48.5 50.8 42.8 36.7 31.6 34.7 32.7 29.9 23.4 89.6 87.1 82.8 76.7
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Base 85.6 79.4 66.2 51.3 58.8 55.3 49.3 44.7 48.8 48.0 43.9 33.8 92.6 90.6 87.7 85.1
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Large 86.3 78.1 59.9 49.0 56.6 50.6 44.1 38.0 47.6 45.0 43.2 33.7 91.0 86.7 82.9 80.2
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Small 89.8 83.4 55.9 27.2 64.7 58.7 52.6 43.3 51.1 49.9 43.3 31.4 89.2 86.9 80.5 77.8
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Base 90.3 82.1 54.2 19.8 63.7 57.5 52.0 42.5 51.0 49.7 45.3 35.4 90.0 86.1 80.6 74.5
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Base 82.8 72.1 60.9 49.6 49.4 43.6 37.2 29.9 41.4 40.7 37.5 29.4 88.3 86.2 82.0 78.3
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Large 83.6 72.1 53.5 41.7 49.9 41.6 35.3 27.6 45.4 40.6 35.6 31.8 86.8 85.2 84.8 80.6
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Tiny 81.7 70.3 48.3 35.8 51.9 44.8 37.8 29.6 36.6 30.7 29.6 27.1 88.2 85.2 82.4 73.0
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Base 81.5 69.1 42.1 10.0 47.0 41.1 35.0 25.8 35.8 33.4 29.6 30.4 80.0 78.3 76.9 73.3
MMEarth (Nedungadi et al., 2024) CNN-atto 81.7 73.5 60.3 30.0 58.3 52.2 46.5 39.6 39.8 38.8 36.8 25.1 89.4 85.4 84.1 79.7
DeCUR (Wang et al., 2024a) ViT-Small 89.0 85.3 72.3 46.6 63.8 59.2 55.4 49.6 45.8 43.1 38.5 30.9 83.7 81.7 77.9 74.2
Prithvi 2.0 (Szwarcman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 80.2 69.4 54.1 48.0 49.4 42.9 35.5 28.8 29.5 31.2 29.6 26.1 87.9 86.8 83.3 80.6
AnySat (Astruc et al., 2024a) ViT-Base 82.2 73.7 62.5 47.1 54.9 47.2 40.7 33.7 39.8 34.9 32.0 29.0 85.3 81.7 78.0 72.0
Galileo ViT-Nano 89.7 82.4 56.6 41.7 53.8 46.3 41.5 33.9 50.1 50.3 47.5 37.4 86.7 82.2 83.2 79.7
Galileo ViT-Tiny 90.1 83.9 59.5 41.3 55.5 48.2 41.6 34.4 49.7 50.5 44.2 36.2 86.9 83.7 83.8 77.3
Galileo ViT-Base 93.0 88.5 71.3 56.6 59.0 51.5 45.4 36.5 54.8 53.8 51.1 43.2 90.7 86.9 85.8 78.0
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Table 14. Image classification test performance (%) via finetuning.
m-EuroSat m-BigEarthNet m-So2Sat m-Brick-Kiln

Training %, Top-1 Acc. ↑ Training %, F1 Score ↑ Training %, Top-1 Acc. ↑ Training %, Top-1 Acc. ↑
Method Arch. 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1%

SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Base 96.5 90.8 79.7 55.5 67.8 59.3 51.1 39.0 54.5 52.0 45.2 34.8 98.5 97.4 97.0 94.0
SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Large 96.6 91.5 82.5 56.9 68.3 61.1 52.4 41.8 57.2 56.2 49.7 36.4 98.4 97.3 97.3 96.1
SatMAE++ (Noman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 96.5 90.6 80.1 56.4 67.9 60.4 51.9 45.6 56.0 52.4 46.0 36.9 98.6 97.3 96.0 92.5
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Base 96.0 91.2 79.2 53.6 70.0 63.4 54.0 43.4 59.7 59.1 54.1 43.3 98.7 97.8 97.0 96.1
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Large 96.6 92.9 80.7 52.7 71.9 66.0 58.3 47.9 60.6 57.9 52.9 40.9 98.7 98.0 97.1 96.7
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Small 97.4 95.4 84.9 57.5 69.5 62.5 53.3 36.0 61.7 60.3 54.2 49.2 98.8 98.1 97.7 97.2
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Base 97.5 95.0 88.2 56.3 70.3 63.6 53.8 38.5 61.7 60.3 54.2 49.2 98.7 98.1 98.0 97.3
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Base 94.6 86.1 74.2 50.9 68.1 60.3 51.9 41.9 56.7 49.9 45.8 33.8 98.7 97.3 96.2 95.0
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Large 96.9 91.5 82.2 53.4 68.0 60.3 52.2 43.5 58.7 55.4 47.4 37.0 98.6 96.9 96.1 94.5
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Tiny 96.3 89.1 78.1 52.9 71.3 63.8 53.6 32.0 57.3 52.7 45.9 30.8 98.5 97.7 96.8 94.7
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Base 97.5 92.2 81.2 51.9 72.8 65.1 54.9 25.8 61.9 55.0 47.0 30.6 98.4 97.9 97.2 94.7
MMEarth (Nedungadi et al., 2024) CNN-atto 95.7 86.1 73.0 47.5 70.0 62.7 52.6 43.4 57.2 51.0 44.1 30.0 98.9 98.0 96.5 89.2
DeCUR (Wang et al., 2024a) ViT-Small 97.9 95.3 87.9 54.2 70.9 64.9 54.7 44.7 61.7 61.0 54.2 47.0 98.7 98.0 97.1 96.9
Prithvi 2.0 (Szwarcman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 96.5 89.2 77.6 51.5 69.0 61.8 51.4 37.1 54.6 50.5 40.2 31.0 98.6 97.6 96.7 96.2
AnySat (Astruc et al., 2024a) ViT-Base 95.9 88.2 74.4 51.3 70.3 61.6 46.1 13.3 51.8 49.8 42.0 29.7 98.6 97.2 96.8 85.6
Galileo (ours) ViT-Nano 94.5 88.3 80.2 52.6 67.1 59.3 44.1 23.3 57.4 54.7 47.8 34.9 98.5 97.7 96.1 94.2
Galileo (ours) ViT-Tiny 96.9 94.4 85.2 60.6 69.7 62.2 53.4 39.5 61.9 57.2 54.9 43.1 98.7 97.9 97.2 96.6
Galileo (ours) ViT-Base 97.7 96.0 87.0 63.5 70.7 63.1 53.9 40.9 63.3 57.8 56.7 50.6 98.7 98.0 97.5 96.8
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Table 15. Image (and image timeseries) segmentation test performance (%) via linear probing. * For semantic segmentation, AnySat
outputs dense per-pixel features instead of per-patch. To keep the training-costs of the linear probes similar to other models, we sampled
6.25% of pixel features per image when training the linear probe for AnySat. Evaluation used all pixel features in an image.

m-Cashew-Plant m-SA-Crop-Type MADOS Sen1Floods11 PASTIS
Training %, mIoU ↑ Training %, mIoU ↑ Training %, mIoU ↑ Training %, mIoU ↑ Training %, mIoU ↑

Method Arch. 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1% 100% 20% 5% 1%

SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Base 28.9 28.1 27.6 23.0 23.8 23.4 21.5 16.8 53.2 39.1 26.4 12.4 not supported 27.6 24.2 18.5 11.2
SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Large 30.8 29.7 28.7 22.7 24.8 24.0 21.9 16.9 55.6 41.0 29.9 13.2 not supported 29.6 25.3 19.1 11.5
SatMAE++ (Noman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 29.6 28.0 27.5 23.3 25.7 24.3 21.5 16.8 49.9 38.2 27.5 12.7 not supported 30.5 26.0 19.3 12.0
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Base 31.8 31.4 30.2 26.8 32.0 29.9 26.1 18.3 64.2 49.1 39.6 24.4 78.9 78.1 77.4 77.6 44.4 38.4 29.2 18.5
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Large 34.3 33.3 32.5 27.9 32.0 29.9 25.6 18.0 66.3 52.5 36.2 13.9 78.6 78.0 77.1 77.2 42.9 35.9 25.8 16.1
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Small 27.0 26.8 25.6 23.0 28.5 27.8 24.3 17.7 57.1 44.0 29.4 19.1 78.5 78.3 76.9 75.6 28.6 26.1 19.3 11.8
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Base 29.6 28.9 27.2 22.8 30.8 29.3 24.7 18.5 60.3 42.4 31.9 16.5 78.0 77.4 74.9 74.8 31.3 26.5 19.3 10.5
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Base 26.9 26.7 26.8 22.2 24.8 23.9 21.0 16.6 48.3 37.4 30.0 19.1 78.1 77.8 77.0 77.1 29.8 25.6 19.5 13.2
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Large 27.7 27.4 27.3 23.3 25.4 23.9 21.3 16.8 51.6 38.5 31.0 19.1 78.1 77.9 77.3 77.4 29.8 25.5 19.5 13.4
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Tiny 25.1 24.8 24.2 18.6 23.4 22.7 19.8 16.2 45.9 35.7 26.5 12.4 not supported 28.0 24.0 17.4 10.9
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Base 24.5 24.4 23.3 19.4 22.4 21.6 19.3 14.7 48.0 36.5 25.9 15.9 not supported 25.4 21.6 16.1 9.2
MMEarth (Nedungadi et al., 2024) CNN-atto 24.2 24.6 24.6 20.3 22.2 21.0 18.7 14.1 34.2 26.4 19.5 16.1 not supported 24.0 21.6 16.0 10.5
DeCUR (Wang et al., 2024a) ViT-Small 26.2 26.2 26.0 22.8 21.5 20.8 19.2 15.3 54.8 40.9 30.3 16.6 74.5 74.6 73.5 72.2 22.4 19.7 15.4 11.0
Prithvi 2.0 (Szwarcman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 26.7 26.6 26.8 23.2 22.9 22.3 20.3 15.7 50.0 41.8 33.7 18.9 not supported 29.3 26.8 20.2 13.2
AnySat * (Astruc et al., 2024a) ViT-Base 26.1 26.1 24.9 21.7 27.1 25.2 21.4 15.8 50.2 39.8 30.5 17.0 77.9 77.6 77.1 76.9 46.2 41.9 33.7 23.5
Galileo ViT-Nano 24.4 24.6 24.6 24.5 19.7 19.7 17.1 14.5 54.8 41.4 28.9 13.9 78.6 78.5 77.7 77.1 17.5 17.0 15.7 13.1
Galileo ViT-Tiny 27.4 27.0 27.3 27.9 22.5 22.4 20.5 17.1 60.8 50.6 34.0 17.5 78.0 77.8 77.7 77.9 28.1 27.0 23.1 16.9
Galileo ViT-Base 33.0 32.8 33.1 30.2 30.1 29.3 25.4 19.4 67.6 49.0 34.1 14.7 79.4 79.0 78.5 78.2 39.2 36.7 27.9 18.7
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Table 16. Model rankings, computed against the full Image Clasification (Im. Class.) results in Table 13, Image Segmentation (Im. Seg.)
results in Table 15 and TimeSeries (TS) results in Table 6. We aggregate the Image Classification and Image Segmentation rankings into
a single “Image” (Im.) rankings. When we do this, we average the rankings across all the tasks (as opposed to naively averaging the
aggregated image classification and image segmentation rankings).

Im. Class. Im. Seg

Method Arch. KNN FT LP Im. TS

SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Base 13.8 12.5 11.7 12.6 N/A
SatMAE (Cong et al., 2022) ViT-Large 11.9 9.1 10.1 10.4 N/A
SatMAE++ (Noman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 10.9 11.4 10.4 10.9 N/A
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Base 3.6 7.4 2.5 4.3 N/A
CROMA (Fuller et al., 2024) ViT-Large 5.9 5.3 3.5 4.8 N/A
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Small 5.6 4.7 7.7 6.1 N/A
SoftCon (Wang et al., 2024b) ViT-Base 5.9 4.0 7.3 5.9 N/A
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Base 9.4 13.1 9.6 10.6 N/A
DOFA (Xiong et al., 2024) ViT-Large 10.6 10.2 7.7 9.4 N/A
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Tiny 12.7 10.6 14.9 12.9 N/A
Satlas (Bastani et al., 2023) Swin-Base 15.9 7.9 15.7 13.4 N/A
MMEarth (Nedungadi et al., 2024) CNN-atto 8.3 11.7 16.1 12.3 N/A
DeCUR (Wang et al., 2024a) ViT-Small 7.0 3.6 13.0 8.3 N/A
Prithvi 2.0 (Szwarcman et al., 2024) ViT-Large 12.0 12.5 10.8 11.7 N/A
AnySat (Astruc et al., 2024a) ViT-Base 11.1 14.5 8.3 11.1 4.5
Presto (Tseng et al., 2023) ViT-Presto N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.0
Galileo ViT-Nano 7.0 13.1 12.2 10.9 3.5
Galileo ViT-Tiny 6.6 5.8 6.8 6.4 2.3
Galileo ViT-Base 2.9 3.5 2.7 3.0 1.8
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