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Abstract—The increasing frequency of environmental hazards
due to climate change underscores the urgent need for effective
monitoring systems. Current approaches either rely on expensive
labelled datasets, struggle with seasonal variations, or require
multiple observations for confirmation (which delays detection).
To address these challenges, this work presents SHAZAM -
Self-Supervised Change Monitoring for Hazard Detection and
Mapping. SHAZAM uses a lightweight conditional UNet to
generate expected images of a region of interest (ROI) for any
day of the year, allowing for the direct modelling of normal
seasonal changes and the ability to distinguish potential hazards.
A modified structural similarity measure compares the generated
images with actual satellite observations to compute region-level
anomaly scores and pixel-level hazard maps. Additionally, a
theoretically grounded seasonal threshold eliminates the need for
dataset-specific optimisation. Evaluated on four diverse datasets
that contain bushfires (wildfires), burned regions, extreme and
out-of-season snowfall, floods, droughts, algal blooms, and defor-
estation, SHAZAM achieved F1 score improvements of between
0.066 and 0.234 over existing methods. This was achieved
primarily through more effective hazard detection (higher recall)
while using only 473K parameters. SHAZAM demonstrated
superior mapping capabilities through higher spatial resolution
and improved ability to suppress background features while
accentuating both immediate and gradual hazards. SHAZAM
has been established as an effective and generalisable solution
for hazard detection and mapping across different geographical
regions and a diverse range of hazards. The Python code is
available at: https://github.com/WiseGamgee/SHAZAM.

Index Terms—Hazard Detection, Self-Supervised Learning,
Change Detection, Satellite Image Time Series (SITS), Deep
Learning, Anomaly Detection.
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I. INTRODUCTION

ENVIRONMENTAL hazards are any natural or human-
induced phenomenon that has the potential to cause harm

or damage to communities, ecosystems, or the environment as
a whole. Common examples include floods, storms, landslides,
oil spills, earthquakes, and bushfires (wildfires). Methods that
automatically detect hazards allow organisations to actively
monitor a region of interest (ROI), and mapping them pro-
vides crucial geographic information needed to respond to
and manage their impact [1]. ROIs can include areas prone
to hazards, regions that require environmental protection, or
remote areas that lack ground-based monitoring infrastruc-
ture. Monitoring and managing environmental hazards is of
increasing importance as hazardous events are becoming more
frequent in a changing climate [2]. This urgency is highlighted
by the United Nations’ “Early Warnings for All” initiative,
which aims to achieve global coverage by 2027, addressing
the critical gap where one-third of the world’s population lacks
access to adequate warning systems for natural hazards [3].

Satellite Image Time Series (SITS)

1 Aug, 2020
Normal

3 Sep, 2020
Bushfire

20 Oct, 2020
Burned Region

SHAZAM Hazard Heatmaps

1 Aug, 2020
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3 Sep, 2020
Hazard

20 Oct, 2020
Hazard

Fig. 1: This Sentinel-2 SITS example shows a bushfire (wildfire) event in
Sequoia National Park, California, progressing from normal conditions (left),
to active bushfires (middle), and to burned regions (right). The corresponding
hazard detection heatmaps were created by the proposed method, SHAZAM.
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Satellites with onboard cameras are an effective tool for
remotely monitoring an ROI, given their regular coverage
of much of the Earth’s surface. Regularly collecting images
of the same ROI over time creates a satellite image time
series (SITS), providing a temporal record of the landscape
that can be used to identify unexpected changes and hazards
(Figure 1). The large and growing amount of available global
historical SITS data provides unprecedented land monitoring
capabilities, with missions such as Landsat and Sentinel-2
capturing high-resolution multispectral images [4], [5]. Syn-
thetic aperture radar (SAR) satellites like Sentinel-1 are also
a powerful choice for hazard monitoring because they can
penetrate cloud cover and capture images at night [6]. Various
methods for hazard detection and mapping with these satellite
systems cover floods, landslides, deforestation, bushfires, and
algal blooms [6]–[10]. However, the sheer volume and com-
plexity of SITS data have driven the development of automated
computer vision and machine learning approaches for this task.

Change detection has emerged as a fundamental approach
for automated hazard monitoring using satellite imagery.
Change detection is the process of identifying differences
in the state of an object or phenomenon by observing it at
different times [11]. In the context of remote sensing, change
detection methods typically map the different pixels between
two separate images of the same location. This approach
is particularly relevant for hazard mapping, as models can
learn to identify changes between satellite images that directly
indicate a hazard.

However, current change detection approaches face several
key limitations. Supervised methods require extensive labelled
datasets, which are expensive and time consuming to create
[12], [13], particularly for the diverse range of potential
hazards across different geographical locations. Unsupervised
approaches eliminate the need for labels, but struggle to dis-
tinguish hazards from normal seasonal changes and are better
suited to post-event mapping rather than active monitoring.
Methods that attempt continuous monitoring, such as COLD
[14] and NRT-MONITOR [15], address seasonal variations but
are computationally intensive and require multiple post-hazard
observations, hindering timely detection.

Recent advances in self-supervised learning and anomaly
detection offer promising directions for addressing these chal-
lenges [16]. These approaches can learn normal patterns from
unlabelled data and identify deviations that may indicate
hazards, as demonstrated in video anomaly detection [17],
[18]. However, adapting these methods to satellite imagery
presents unique challenges, particularly in handling the irreg-
ular temporal sampling of SITS data and modelling seasonal
dynamics throughout the year. To address these challenges,
this work presents SHAZAM - a self-supervised change mon-
itoring method for hazard detection and mapping. SHAZAM
uses seasonal image translation to understand the normal
dynamics of a region, allowing the detection and mapping
of potential hazards without requiring labelled examples or
multiple confirmatory observations. The contributions of this
work are as follows:

1) A seasonally integrated UNet architecture that learns to
translate a baseline image of an ROI to an expected

image for any day of the year. This enables direct dif-
ferentiation between hazards and normal environmental
changes.

2) A modified structural similarity index measure (SSIM)
that provides a region-wise anomaly score for detect-
ing potential hazards, and a high resolution pixel-wise
heatmap for mapping.

3) A method for estimating a seasonal threshold to deter-
mine if an anomaly score is sufficiently high to indicate
a potential hazard. The seasonal threshold varies across
the year, as some seasons are more difficult to model
due to larger variations in the landscape. This threshold
is calculated using model performance on the training
dataset.

4) Extensive experimental validation on four new datasets
across diverse geographical regions. These include bush-
fires, burned regions, extreme and out-of-season snow-
fall, algal blooms, drought, deforestation, and floods.
These experiments demonstrate SHAZAM’s effective-
ness for hazard detection and mapping compared to
similar approaches designed for monitoring.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Section
II reviews related work on change detection and hazard
mapping. Section III describes the proposed methodology,
SHAZAM. Section V presents the experimental results and
analysis. Finally, Section VII concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORK

Traditionally, change detection approaches encompassed
algebra-based methods, transformation, classification, ad-
vanced models, GIS, and visual analysis [19]. More recently,
deep learning has become the dominant approach for super-
vised change detection due to its ability to learn complex spa-
tial and spectral representations from satellite imagery [20]–
[22]. Supervised approaches span various architectures, such
as encoder-decoder networks [23]–[25], Siamese networks
[26]–[38], generative adversarial networks [39]–[41], recurrent
neural networks [42]–[47], and lightweight architectures [48]–
[50].

However, supervised methods face three key limitations
for hazard monitoring. First, they typically rely on carefully
selected bi-temporal image pairs, making them better suited for
post-event mapping than active monitoring. Second, they lack
mechanisms to handle seasonal variations, requiring images
from similar seasons to avoid mistaking seasonal changes
for hazards. Third, and most critically, they require extensive
labelled datasets, which are expensive and time-consuming
to create for the diverse range of potential hazards across
different geographical locations [12], [13]. These limitations
have motivated the development of unsupervised approaches,
which is the focus of this work.

A. Unsupervised Change Detection: Towards Continuous
Monitoring

Unsupervised methods identify changes between images
without needing labelled change maps for training, elim-
inating the resource-intensive process of manual labelling.
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Traditional bi-temporal approaches use alternative learning
objectives, such as the stacked sparse autoencoder proposed
by [51]. This autoencoder reconstructs pixels from two sensor
images, classifying changes based on reconstruction errors,
the difference between model predictions and actual values,
with changed pixels typically showing larger errors. Although
avoiding labelled samples, it still depends on carefully chosen
images from similar seasons, restricting continuous monitoring
applications. Moving towards multi-temporal SITS methods,
[52] applied an LSTM framework using multiple SAR images
to map flood events by reconstructing shuffled pixel time series
sequences. Though representing progress in leveraging SITS,
this approach lacked seasonal modelling and required selecting
unaffected training regions retrospectively, making it more
suitable for post-event mapping than monitoring.

Some methods now explicitly address seasonal variations in
SITS. UTRNet [53] embeds multi-year temporal information
within a convolutional LSTM network, using both seasonal cy-
cle position and temporal distance data with self-generated la-
bels to differentiate genuine changes from seasonal variations.
However, it requires costly retraining with all historical data
for new observations, and its detection capacity is limited by
its underlying pre-change model. Similarly, UCDFormer [54]
employs a lightweight transformer with domain adaptation,
attempting to suppress seasonal effects through an affinity-
weighted translation loss that measures both spectral distri-
bution distances and structural content differences between
images. This suppresses changes caused by seasonality, but
still requires image selection near identified events rather than
identifying the events themselves.

More recent work has focused on lightweight solutions
suited to monitoring. RaVAEn [55] implements a variational
autoencoder for onboard change event detection, compressing
Sentinel-2 image patches to detect and map multiple hazards
including floods, fires, landslides, and hurricanes. CLVAE [56]
advances this using contrastive learning for SAR flood map-
ping, and similarly handling irregular capture times without
labelled data. While these operational methods demonstrate
progress for practical monitoring, they still lack robust sea-
sonal integration to distinguish real changes from seasonal
variations.

B. Seasonal Modelling Through Disturbance Detection
An area that provides insight into modelling seasonal dy-

namics when detecting potential hazards is disturbance de-
tection, which can be considered a sub-field of unsupervised
change detection. Disturbance detection has traditionally fo-
cused on detecting abrupt events that result in the sustained
disruption of an ecosystem, community, or population [57],
[58]. Methods such as the Breaks for Additive Seasonal
and Trend algorithm (BFAST) [59] and the Landsat-based
detection of Trends in Disturbance and Recovery algorithm
(LandTrendR) [60] model seasonal variations and long-term
trends of a region using sequential multispectral satellite
images, and can identify abrupt changes caused by natural
or human-induced hazards.

BFAST is a more statistical approach that identifies distur-
bances using breakpoints, which are times when the SITS-

derived Normalised Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) sig-
nificantly alters from the modelled trend after the removal
of seasonality. BFAST uses piecewise linear regression to
model the NDVI trend and employs dummy variables to
represent annual seasonality cycles. LandTrendR employs a
geometric method to identify breakpoints in the NDVI and in
the Normalised Burn Ratio (NBR) time series, using piecewise
linear segments and angles between them to model trends.
However, it does not directly model seasonality.

Disturbance-based methods have since been demonstrated
for various applications, such as the detection and mapping of
droughts, urbanisation, forest degradation and deforestation,
land temperature anomalies, grassland mowing, impacts on
coastal wetlands, and burned regions [61]–[68]. However,
these approaches tend to use specific spectral indices and rule-
based methods to detect disturbances in a particular biome.
This limits their ability to detect and map multiple hazards
across diverse geographic regions.

More generalised methods that use multiple spectral bands
were developed for pixel-wise disturbance detection and mon-
itoring such as COLD [14] and NRT-MONITOR [15]. COLD
uses a limited Fourier series to model intra-annual seasonality
and inter-annual trends in Landsat images, predicting each
band’s reflectance values. The Fourier series models seasonal
cycles over yearly, half-yearly, and four-month intervals. Devi-
ations deemed statistically significant are identified as distur-
bances. NRT-MONITOR employs a similar Fourier series for
seasonality on harmonised Landsat-Sentinel images but uses
a forgetting factor for near real-time updates. This eliminates
the requirement for storing complete historical time series of
each pixel to identify potential hazards. It operates faster than
COLD and flags disturbances with a shorter lag-time.

Despite efforts to develop faster near real-time methods
[14], [15], [63], [69], disturbance detection methods are ex-
tremely computationally demanding and are typically imple-
mented on high-performance computers (HPCs). They also
require multiple post-hazard observations to confirm a dis-
turbance. This reduces false disturbance alarms, but comes
at the cost of delayed hazard detection. This hinders the
reaction of disaster and hazard management agencies, where
a fast response time is critical. Pixel-wise approaches also
lack the spatial context required for effective high-resolution
image analysis [70]. Few disturbance detection studies have
investigated generalised spatially aware methods [69], and
none involve a framework that simultaneously flags multiple
hazards at a regional level while mapping them at the pixel
level.

C. Self-Supervised Learning & Anomaly Detection

Although disturbance detection successfully models sea-
sonality, self-supervised learning offers a more data-driven
and efficient approach to change monitoring. Self-supervised
learning is a subset of unsupervised learning in which a
model is trained on a traditionally supervised task, such as
regression or classification, without human-annotated labels
[16], [71], [72]. Self-supervised learning often involves the
use of machine-generated labels, contrastive learning, which
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separates different observations while clustering similar ones,
or autoencoding, where models learn from reconstructing
the input [16]. Self-supervised learning has become popular
for creating foundation models on large unlabelled datasets
in remote sensing [73]–[75], which are later fine-tuned for
downstream tasks with smaller and more niche datasets.

Self-supervised anomaly detection methods for videos of-
fer a unique perspective towards change monitoring for an
ROI, given their ability to identify unexpected events within
time-series images. Anomaly detection methods are typically
trained using only normal video footage, gaining a strong
understanding of the expected dynamics within a given scene
[76]–[81]. This could include normal traffic patterns for a
certain intersection or normal human behaviour in CCTV
footage. During testing, anomalous frames are flagged when
the model struggles to represent them. [82] even demonstrated
that the use of contaminated training data (that is, training data
containing anomalous images) still performed well. This was
based on the assumption that anomalies are rare occurrences
and deep learning networks will bias themselves towards
representing the majority of normal images. This is outlined
as an important finding, as ensuring high-quality annotation is
a difficult task in remote sensing [12], [13].

In the realm of remote sensing, video-based anomaly de-
tection methods have been adapted for aerial videos captured
by drones. [17] proposed ANDT, a self-supervised hybrid
transformer-convolutional network. ANDT uses six consec-
utive images to predict the subsequent image, using the
prediction error to identify unexpected events. Images with
prediction errors one standard deviation above the mean train-
ing error are classified as anomalies. The transformer-based
encoder improved time-series feature mapping and future
frame prediction, outperforming other well-known anomaly
detection methods such as MemAE [83] and GANomaly [84].
[18] enhanced the approach by adding temporal cross-attention
to the encoder outputs, improving spatial and temporal feature
capture and surpassing ANDT’s performance.

Although video-based detection methods offer promising
directions, their direct application to SITS faces one major
challenge. Unlike the uniform temporal sampling of video
data, SITS typically presents in irregular intervals due to
cloud cover and other environmental factors. This irregularity
particularly affects transformer architectures, which rely on
learning from dense, regular sequences to model temporal
dependencies [85], [86].

Recent self-supervised transformer architectures for SITS
have incorporated temporal encoding mechanisms, allowing
models to handle the irregular and inconsistent timing between
satellite image acquisitions [87]–[89]. These models employ
input masking or corruption techniques during pre-training to
learn spatial, spectral, and temporal features before tackling
downstream supervised classification and segmentation tasks.
A critical challenge in these approaches is to effectively
encode seasonality. Most methods encode the day of the year
using positional sine-cosine embeddings, borrowed from the
original transformer architecture [90]. However, since these
embeddings were originally designed to encode sequential
positions rather than circular temporal patterns, they may

not fully capture the cyclical nature of seasonal changes. An
alternative approach, used by the Pretrained Remote Sensing
Transformer (PRESTO), converts the month of image acquisi-
tion into cyclical coordinates [91]. This offers a more natural
and direct embedding of seasonal patterns into the model,
and is similar to the temporal modelling used in disturbance
detection. It is clear that opportunities remain to develop more
sophisticated seasonal embeddings specifically for anomaly
detection.

Overall, the integration of self-supervised learning princi-
ples for SITS and video anomaly detection presents a promis-
ing direction for change monitoring. By modelling the normal
spatio-temporal behaviour of an ROI across different seasons,
self-supervised approaches could learn to distinguish genuine
changes from regular seasonal variations without the need for
labelled data. Directly embedding temporal information not
only helps learn seasonal behaviour, but it offers a combined
solution to address the challenge of irregularly spaced SITS.

D. Summary

This section’s review of hazard detection and mapping
approaches reveals four main directions: supervised change
detection, unsupervised change detection, disturbance detec-
tion, and self-supervised video anomaly detection. Although
supervised change detection methods provide a solid baseline
for hazard mapping, they rely on costly and time-intensive
human-annotated datasets and are better suited for post-event
mapping than continuous monitoring. Unsupervised change
detection approaches eliminate the need for labelled data and
offer flexibility for detecting various types of hazards, but
struggle to handle seasonal changes. Disturbance detection
methods filter out seasonal changes but are computationally in-
tensive and require multiple post-hazard observations, hinder-
ing timely detection. Self-supervised methods combined with
video-based anomaly detection show promise for ROI-specific
hazard monitoring, though challenges remain to handle the
irregular capture times of SITS and model seasonal patterns.
In the next section, we introduce SHAZAM to address these
limitations.

III. PROPOSED METHOD

A. SHAZAM Overview

This section introduces SHAZAM, a self-supervised change
monitoring method for hazard detection and mapping (Figure
2). By using 2+ years of satellite images without any major
hazards present, SHAZAM learns the normal seasonal patterns
of a region of interest (ROI). Using self-supervised learning,
the seasonally integrated UNet model (SIU-Net) learns to
translate a baseline image to each satellite image conditioned
by the day of the year they were captured. It does this by each
patch of 32x32 pixels, rather than ingesting the whole image
at once. After training, SIU-Net can effectively generate an
image of the ROI for any day of the year.

In the inference phase (used for monitoring), SIU-Net gen-
erates an image of the ROI based on the same day of the year
when a new satellite image is captured. A structural difference
measure compares the satellite and SIU-Net images, producing
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Fig. 2: SHAZAM - An overview of the proposed method. The top left visualises the training stage, the bottom the inference stage for monitoring an ROI,
and the top right highlights training data requirements.

an anomaly heatmap of unexpected pixel changes, serving as a
hazard map. The average structural difference across all pixels
in the anomaly heatmap gives the anomaly score, which is
then used to detect a hazard. Due to seasonal variability in
SIU-Net’s translation performance, a seasonal error threshold
is estimated from the training dataset and subtracted from
the anomaly score. Final anomaly scores above zero indicate
potential hazards, while those below zero are normal.

B. Pre-Processing

All 32×32 patches (both inputs and outputs) are normalised
using a min-max scaling approach based on percentile values.
The values of the 1st percentile (x1) and 99th percentile (x99)
values are calculated using all patches in the training dataset
(across all input channels). These same percentile values are
then used to normalise the validation and test patches using
the following equation:

xnorm =
x− x1

x99 − x1
, x ∈ R (1)

where x represents the original reflectance value, x1 and x99

are the 1st and 99th percentiles of the training data, respec-
tively, and xnorm is the normalised value. After normalisation,
values are clamped to the range [0, 1]:

xfinal = max(0,min(1, xnorm)) (2)

This robust normalisation approach effectively handles the
heavy-tailed distributions typically present in satellite imagery,
where extreme outliers (such as clouds, shadows, or strong
reflections) could otherwise skew the scaling [92]. Using
percentile-based normalisation instead of absolute minimum

and maximum values helps preserve the meaningful variation
in the data while reducing the impact of these outliers.

C. Model Architecture

SHAZAM uses a conditional UNet-style model to translate
32x32 pixel baseline patches to their expected appearance for
any day of the year, with an assumed 10 spectral channels
for this work. This model is called Seasonally Integrated
UNet (SIU-Net), and the architecture is shown in Figures 3
and 4. UNet is an effective architecture for change detection
because it preserves the spatial structure with skip connections
while capturing features from multiple scales [93]. These
two qualities are essential for providing high-quality, high-
resolution outputs that accurately represent the ROI.

The primary input of SIU-Net is a median patch calculated
from the training dataset (excluding validation patches), re-
ferred to as a “baseline” patch. This baseline patch provides
the core spatial features of the region to SIU-Net (e.g., forests,
rivers, lakes, mountains), serving as a reference point for
temporal translation. This allows SIU-Net to act as a condi-
tioned generative model, while enabling it to focus on seasonal
transformation rather than memorising spatial features. It also
allows for a much smaller model compared to fully-generative
alternatives (e.g. cVAE, cGAN, stable diffusion), which would
require significantly more parameters and data to accurately
generate an ROI from scratch.

To perform the seasonal translation efficiently, SIU-Net uses
a lightweight architecture that integrates temporal information
through time-position encodings concatenated as input chan-
nels. The network consists of a series of blocks (Figure 4);
one double convolutional block (2×Conv2D with GELU), two
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Fig. 3: SIU-Net model architecture.

down-blocks (MaxPool + double convolutional block) and two
up-blocks (bilinear upsampling + double convolutional block),
with skip connections between feature spaces. All double
convolutional block layers use 3x3 kernels with a stride of
1 and a padding of 1. The MaxPool layers use 2x2 kernels
and a stride of 2. Feature channels progressively expand from
32, to 64, to 128 through the down-blocks before returning to
the 32x32x10 input dimensions via the up-blocks and a final
Conv2D projection layer. The final Conv2D layer uses 1x1
kernels with a stride of 1 to reduce the concatenated feature
maps, residuals, and time-position encodings to 10 channels.
Skip connections play a dual role by concatenating both time-
position encodings and residual features after each up-block,
reinforcing temporal context while preserving the key spatial
features of the patch during translation. SIU-Net uses the L1
loss function during training, also known as the Mean Absolute
Error (MAE), which calculates the absolute difference between
each translated patch and the true values.

Fig. 4: Network blocks.

D. Season & Position Encoding

Capturing seasonal changes is one of the primary research
gaps for change monitoring approaches. For SHAZAM, sea-
sonality is injected into SIU-Net by converting the day of the

year that an image was captured to a cyclical representation:

tsin = sin(
2πt

365
) (3)

tcos = cos(
2πt

365
) (4)

where t is the current day of the year. These encodings
directly capture the cyclical nature of seasonality, inferring that
a day in late December (e.g., day 350) is near early January
(day 5). This is illustrated in Figure 5. Another feature of these
encodings is that they enable SIU-Net to interpolate between
days that do not have corresponding images in the training
set. This is crucial for handling irregular capture times with
only a few years of historical SITS. Overall, these seasonal
encodings allow SHAZAM to model both seasonal changes
while handling irregular satellite observations.

Fig. 5: Visualising the seasonal encodings for the day of the year, t.
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The position encodings denote the location of each patch
within the ROI image using normalised row and column
coordinates:

prow =
row

npatches
(5)

pcol =
col

npatches
(6)

where npatches is the number of patches per dimension,
assuming a square image. Position encoding allows SIU-Net
to better model seasonal dynamics on a local level, enhancing
image translation for each individual patch. This relative
coordinate system provides a foundation for potential model
extensions to handle multiple regions through geographic
conditioning. Both the season and position encodings are
concatenated as extra channels to the input and to the residuals
after each SIU-Net convolutional block. As there are four
encoding values (two seasonal and two position) there are
four extra channels, and each value is duplicated across its
respective channel (for example, a row encoding of 0.5 has all
channel values set to 0.5).

E. Anomaly Map & Scoring

Unlike change detection where the main evaluation metric
is pixel-wise accuracy of the change map, SHAZAM’s shift
towards change monitoring focuses on image-wise event de-
tection. Hazard mapping is a secondary objective. As such,
SHAZAM treats hazard detection as a time-series anomaly
detection problem, assigning each satellite image an anomaly
score which can be used to detect significant changes in the
ROI. To do this, SHAZAM uses the structural difference
between the real satellite image and SIU-Net’s generate image
for the same day of the year. The structural difference measure
is based on the Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM
[94]).

The SSIM compares the similarity of two images - in this
case, the image generated by SIU-Net ŷ and the real satellite
image y - using three key components: luminance, contrast,
and structure. For each pixel, these components are calculated
in a local window (typically 11×11 pixels) that moves across
the image in a sliding window fashion. Mathematically, the
SSIM score of each pixel is defined as:

SSIM(ŷ, y) =
(2µŷµy + k1)(2σŷy + k2)

(µ2
ŷ + µ2

y + k1)(σ2
ŷ + σ2

y + k2)
(7)

where µ represents the window mean intensity computed using
a Gaussian filter, σ represents the window standard deviation,
σŷy is the window covariance between the predicted and real
images, and k1 = 0.01, k2 = 0.03 are small constants to
prevent division by zero. The SSIM is computed independently
for each spectral channel, and the final image-wise SSIM
score is obtained by averaging across all pixels and channels.
The final SSIMscore ranges from -1 to 1, where 1 indicates
perfect structural similarity, 0 is not similar, and -1 is perfect
dissimilarity.

As SSIM measures similarity, it is inverted and normalised
to create the Structural Difference Index Measure (SDIM).
SHAZAM computes two SDIM-based metrics: an image-wise

anomaly score to flag if an image contains a potential hazard
or not, and a pixel-wise anomaly map to map the hazard.
The image-wise anomaly score is calculated by inverting and
normalising the global SSIM score into a 0 to 1 range:

SDIMscore =
1− SSIMscore

2
(8)

where SSIMscore is the average SSIM across all pixels and
channels.

A score of 0 means that the predicted image is identical to
the true image. Scores increasing from 0 to 0.5 indicate in-
creased differences between the images and, therefore, a higher
indication of an anomaly. Scores between 0.5 and 1 indicate
that the images are negatively correlated and dissimilar.

For the anomaly map, SHAZAM uses a few more steps. The
anomaly map first computes the SSIM of each pixel across
each spectral channel using the aforementioned local-window
approach. It then calculates the average of these channel-wise
maps to give a single score per pixel, and inverts them. The
resulting values are clamped between 0 and 1, before being
squared to suppress the background and emphasise the major
structural differences:

SSIMavg =
1

C

C∑
c=1

SSIMc(ŷ, y) (9)

SDIMmap = max(0,min(1, 1− SSIMavg))
2 (10)

where C represents the number of channels. Overall, this
two-pronged approach provides both a quantitative measure
of unexpected change in the ROI, and a distinct map that
highlights where these change have occurred.

F. Seasonal Threshold

Instead of a flat threshold for anomaly detection, a sea-
sonal threshold is used to account for variations in SIU-
Net’s performance throughout the year. This is justified by the
difficulty of reconstructing seasons with significant structural
differences from the baseline image. For example, predicting
the first snowfall in winter is challenging, as snow accumula-
tion patterns vary annually and obscure landmarks differently
each year. This makes it harder for SIU-Net to model the
ROI, increasing the average anomaly score during this pe-
riod. Therefore, a cyclical seasonal threshold is proposed that
changes across the year.

To calculate the seasonal threshold, a linear regression is
first fitted to the anomaly scores from the training period using
circular day-of-year coordinates to ensure continuity across the
year boundary:

m̂s(t) = a1 · tsin + b1 · tcos + c1 (11)

where m̂s(t) represents the expected anomaly score for day t.
A second linear regression is fitted to the monthly standard

deviations of the anomaly scores, capturing the seasonal
variation in SIU-Net’s performance:

ŝs(t) = a2 · tsin + b2 · tcos + c2 (12)

where ŝs(t) represents the expected standard deviation for day
t.
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The seasonal threshold curve is then defined as:

τ(t) = m̂s(t) + 1.64× ŝs(t) (13)

where τ(t) is the threshold value for day t. The multiplier of
1.64 corresponds to the 95th percentile of a normal distribution
(one-tailed), allowing the threshold to capture approximately
95% of the training dataset’s normal variations. Scores that
exceed this threshold are classified as anomalies. Figure 6
illustrates this adaptive threshold applied to the SNP dataset.

Fig. 6: Example of the seasonal threshold as calculated on training images
from the SNP dataset covered in the following section.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

A. Datasets
Four datasets were collected through the Sentinel-2 satellite

constellation and extracted using Sentinel-Hub1 and its associ-

1https://www.sentinel-hub.com/

ated Python API. These datasets cover different geographical
regions of interest with various types of hazards. The images
all use Level-2a processing, which means that the pixel values
have been radiometrically corrected to provide bottom-of-
atmosphere surface reflectance. From the available 13 spectral
bands, only the 10 bands with 10m or 20m resolution are used,
excluding the three 60m resolution bands which are primarily
used for atmospheric correction. The SNP, Gran Chaco, and
Lake Copeton datasets are further downsampled to 30m pixel
resolution, as this is sufficient for detecting their respective
hazards while allowing coverage of larger regions of interest.
The geographical locations of all datasets and hazard examples
are shown in Figure 7. Further details are provided in the
following sections, with their key attributes shown in Table I.

1) Sequoia National Park (SNP): This dataset was collected
over a forested mountain region in the Sequoia National Park
in California, the United States of America. This is a unique
area that contains both wildfires and extreme out-of-season
snowfall throughout the year. Detecting out-of-season snowfall
is useful for nearby communities, which are at risk of flooding
when the snow melts. Images captured when snow depth was
above or below the maximum and minimum of the training
period were labelled anomalies, based on data obtained via the
National Water and Climate Center (NWCC) for the Leavitt
Meadows ground station near to the ROI [95]. The wildfires
were identified by visual inspection of RGB and infrared
images. Images with an average Normalised Burn Ratio (NBR)
below the training minimum were also labelled as anomalies,
as they indicate large amounts of destroyed vegetation in the
ROI (i.e. burned regions).

Fig. 7: Geographical locations of the four datasets/ROIs. Examples of their respective hazards are shown.

https://www.sentinel-hub.com/
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TABLE I: Dataset Attributes for Each Region of Interest (ROI).

Dataset Attributes Sequoia National Park (SNP) Gran Chaco Lake Copeton Lismore

Spatial Res. (Pixels) 1024x1024 1024x1024 512x512 1024x1024
Pixel Size 30m 30m 30m 10m
Hazards Bushfires, Extreme Snowfall Deforestation Algal Blooms, Drought Floods

Training Period Jan 2017 to July 2020 Jan 2018 to June 2020 Jan 2022 to Apr 2024 June 2017 to June 2020
No. of Training Images 186 56 78 83

Test Period Aug 2020 to Aug 2023 July 2020 to Apr 2024 Jan 2020 to Dec 2021 July 2020 to Aug 2024
No. of Test Images 250 110 61 105

Test Images with Hazards 187 108 56 24
Hazard Image Percentage 74.8% 98.2% 91.8% 22.9%

2) Gran Chaco: Gran Chaco is the second largest forest in
South America, stretching into Argentina, Bolivia, Paraguay,
and Brazil. It is a hot and dry forest that is sparsely popu-
lated and is under constant threat of deforestation to create
agricultural land [96], [97]. Remote detection of deforestation
allows local authorities to intervene and reduce further forest
degradation. Deforestation is the primary anomaly present,
with some minor fires used for crop burning. The test images
were labelled as anomalies by visual inspection in combination
with outliers identified using the Normalised Difference Veg-
etation Index (NDVI). This dataset has a consistent increase
in deforestation over time and is therefore highly unbalanced,
as almost all test images are considered anomalous.

3) Lake Copeton: Lake Copeton is a lake bounded by
Copeton dam in regional New South Wales, Australia. Lake
Copeton provides freshwater to nearby communities for agri-
cultural, household, and recreational purposes and is also home
to aquatic life [98]. The use of upstream fertilisers has led
to algal blooms and reduced water quality, especially during
heavy rainfall. These water quality drops pose health risks
to the ecosystem and community if not properly managed.
In addition, the region is prone to drought and significant
variations in the amount of water stored in the lake.

Images with algal blooms and reduced water quality were
partially labelled with periods corresponding to water quality
alerts from the government organisation that manages Copeton
Dam, WaterNSW [99]. Visual inspection of RGB and Nor-
malised Difference Chlorophyll Index (NDCI) [100] was also
used to label images with visible water disturbances, such as
large sediment clouds. Images were labelled as drought/low
water level when Copeton Dam had less than 50% water
capacity [101].

4) Lismore: Lismore, a town in regional New South Wales,
Australia, is prone to flooding, having experienced more than
ten flood events in the last two decades [102]. Although
satellite images are not necessarily the most effective method
for flood detection in populated areas, they provide valuable
spatial information for mapping flood impacts. The 2022
floods altered the landscape by causing extensive damage to
infrastructure and agricultural land, with an estimated cost of
approximately $1 billion AUD [103]. While active flooding
is captured in only a few images due to its brief duration,
post-flood effects are visible through damaged structures and
altered land surfaces. These floods are visually confirmed and
documented in Lismore Council’s records.

The images are labelled as hazardous from the Febru-

ary/March 2022 floods until January 2023, as visual analysis
of the satellite imagery showed larger flood-induced landscape
alterations diminishing around this time. The dataset serves as
an effective test case for SHAZAM’s ability to detect both
immediate flood impacts and persistent landscape changes.
The area also undergoes gradual changes in land cover due
to urban and agricultural development, adding complexity to
the dataset as these changes may be detected as potential
anomalies.

B. Implementation & Comparative Models

1) SHAZAM: SHAZAM, using the SIU-Net architecture,
was trained for 20 epochs with a batch size of 32. For all
datasets, the training images were cut into 32x32 patches,
with 90% used to train SIU-Net for patch translation, and
10% randomly selected to validate the model’s translation
performance. The L1 loss, also known as the Mean Absolute
Error (MAE), was used as the loss function. An initial learning
rate of 1e − 4 with the Adam optimiser was used (with
default parameters β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999). The learning rate
was progressively reduced by a factor of 0.1, whenever the
validation loss plateaued for 3 epochs. The minimum learning
rate was set to 1e − 7. Once trained patch-wise, SHAZAM
was implemented image-wise to the training period so that the
seasonal threshold could be estimated using the training image
anomaly scores. Finally, SHAZAM was applied to the test
period for final evaluation (as shown in the inference stage of
Figure 2). All models, including SHAZAM, were implemented
in Python (with PyTorch Lightning2 used for deep learning).
The layer weights are initialised with the PyTorch defaults.

2) cVAE: A conditional variational autoencoder (cVAE)
serves as a baseline model, chosen for its ability to learn
complex data distributions based on conditional inputs [104],
[105]. The cVAE employs a symmetric encoder-decoder struc-
ture with residual connections, where the encoder progres-
sively downsamples the input through alternating convolu-
tional and residual blocks while increasing channel depth (32,
64, 128). The output is then mapped to a normalised 256-
dimensional latent space using the standard VAE reparameter-
isation trick.

The latent space is conditioned on four variables: the
cyclical day-of-year encodings (sin, cos) and the scaled patch
positions (row, column). These variables directly enable the
model to capture seasonal patterns and regional variations

2https://github.com/Lightning-AI/pytorch-lightning

https://github.com/Lightning-AI/pytorch-lightning
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across the ROI. The decoder mirrors the encoder’s architecture,
but uses transpose convolutions to upsample the latent features
to the original patch size. During inference, only the decoder
is used to generate patches given temporal-spatial conditions.
Training is guided by an L1 reconstruction loss of the input
and the Kullback-Leibler divergence (β = 0.1) to balance
generation quality with a Gaussian latent space. For training,
a batch size of 32 was used alongside 20 epochs. cVAE
uses the same data pre-processing (including normalisation)
and optimisation strategy as SHAZAM. The training phase
begins with an initial learning rate of 1e − 4, decreasing
by 0.1 when the validation loss plateaus for 3 epochs. For
inference, the average L1 loss per image is used for ROI hazard
detection, and the L1 loss per pixel is used for mapping. The
hazard detection threshold is the mean L1 loss of the training
images plus 1.64 standard deviations, following the theoretical
justification as SHAZAM’s threshold.

3) RaVAEn: RaVAEn provides the closest fit to the ob-
jective, given its direct design for change monitoring to de-
tect natural hazards/disasters in Sentinel-2 time-series patches
[55]. RaVAEn uses a VAE to compress patches into a 128-
dimensional latent space, and then uses the minimum cosine
distance between the current patch’s latent features and his-
torical patch latent features to score events. The three latest
patches are used to detect change events.

Given that RaVAEn was designed for 32x32 pixel patches
and the ROI images are much larger than this, two variants are
implemented. The first, RaVAEn-Local, calculates the mini-
mum cosine distance for each patch as in the paper (comparing
the current patch to the three historical patches). The minimum
cosine distance is then used to represent all pixels in the 32x32
patch, which is repeated for all patches in the ROI to create
the anomaly heatmap. The average score across the anomaly
heatmap is used to flag a hazard in the region. The second vari-
ant, RaVAEn-Global, computes and stores the cosine distances
for the current patch and each of the three preceding patches.
These values are used to create three anomaly heatmaps for
each preceding image of the ROI. The heatmap with the lowest
average score is then used to detect and map anomalies. The
hazard detection threshold is the mean L1 loss of the training
images plus 1.64 standard deviations, following the theoretical
justification as SHAZAM’s threshold. Cubic convolution is
used to upsample the heatmaps to match the image resolution
for visual inspection. For training, a batch size of 32 was used
alongside 10 epochs, with a fixed learning rate of 1e− 3 for
the Adam optimiser.

The s2cloudless cloud filtering algorithm was not used
due to the low cloud coverage in the datasets, and because
the algorithm risks filtering out snow-based pixels. This is
particularly important given that the extreme and out-of-season
snowfall is a key hazard in the SNP dataset. Nonetheless, the
handling of cloud coverage remains a crucial requirement for
optical SITS monitoring systems and is discussed in further
detail in Section VI.

4) COLD: The continuous monitoring of land disturbance
algorithm (COLD) provides a good point of comparison with
disturbance detection methods, as it is designed to detect var-
ious types of disturbance using multiple bands [14]. Designed

for Landsat SITS, COLD models each band’s time series
independently for each pixel in the image. It captures trends
and seasonality using a limited Fourier series. The author’s
implementation in the PYCOLD library is used3.

Several adaptations were made to implement COLD with
Sentinel-2 data for immediate hazard detection and mapping.
First, only bands that closely match Landsat wavelengths were
used (blue, green, red, near-infrared, short-wave infrared 1,
and short-wave infrared 2, with no thermal band being used).
Second, to balance computational efficiency with accuracy,
the analysis was performed on the mean values of 8x8 pixel
patches rather than individual pixels. Disturbance detection
methods usually need HPCs to process an ROI promptly,
which are unlikely to be available for constant monitoring.
Third, instead of using COLD’s approach of multiple ob-
servations to confirm a disturbance, the mean disturbance
probability is used as an anomaly score. This allows COLD
to be tested for detecting and mapping hazards on the first
observation. Finally, like RaVAEn, COLD’s cloud filtering is
omitted because of the low cloud coverage and the need to
detect snow-based hazards.

When evaluating each test image, COLD uses all available
historical images from the datasets to model the time series
of each 8x8 patch. This includes both the complete training
dataset and any previous test images. However, COLD could
not be evaluated on the Lake Copeton dataset, which lacked
sufficient data prior to the test period. Since all SITS training
data are required for modelling, it is not feasible to calculate a
threshold similar to the approaches used by SHAZAM, cVAE,
and the RaVAEn variants. Therefore, COLD is compared using
only threshold-less metrics (discussed in the following sec-
tion). Like RaVAEN, cubic convolutions are used to upsample
the heatmaps.

C. Metrics

The precision, recall and F1 scores are used to evaluate
performance of each model when using a specific threshold τ .
Precision is the ratio of true positives to all identified hazards,
which assesses the accuracy of the model for hazard detection
and the risk of false alarms. Minimising false alarms (and
maximising precision) is crucial to avoid wasting resources
on unnecessary hazard confirmations or responses. Recall
measures correctly identified hazards against the total number
of true hazardous images, considering false negatives (or
missed hazards). Recall is crucial for hazard detection, as
missing hazards can have severe consequences. The F1 score
combines both precision and recall into a single aggregated
metric:

Precision =
True Positives

True Positives + False Positives
(14)

Recall =
True Positives

True Positives + False Negatives
(15)

F1 Score =
2 · Precision · Recall
Precision + Recall

(16)

3https://github.com/GERSL/pycold

https://github.com/GERSL/pycold
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The F1 score can be considered a more accurate measure than
accuracy, as it accounts for the imbalance between anomalous
and normal images in the test dataset. In addition, the Area
Under the Precision-Recall Curve (AUPRC) is used to evaluate
the models across a range of possible thresholds. This is
a robust secondary metric that assesses general detection
performance without a specific threshold value, and is also
unaffected by the imbalance between change events. Precision,
recall, F1 score, and AUPRC range from 0 to 1, with higher
values denoting better performance.

An important note is that SHAZAM’s AUPRC is calculated
using the residuals after removing the seasonal threshold.
Since the seasonal threshold models SHAZAM’s error rates
throughout the year (mean fit plus 1.64 times the monthly
standard deviation fit), removing it leaves the residual scores
that determine if an image is anomalous (greater than 0) or
normal (less than zero). This allows the AUPRC to evaluate
performance across a range of constant thresholds, providing
a fairer assessment in-line with the comparative models while
allowing SHAZAM to benefit from its complete seasonal
modelling.

As many of the datasets are heavily imbalanced, a “coin-
toss” random model is used as a baseline against which
learning-based models perform the task. This random model
simply guesses with a 50% chance if any given image contains
a hazard or not. The metrics for this random model can be
theoretically calculated, yielding its precision, recall, and F1
score as follows:

Precisionrand =
p · P

p · P + p · (1− P )
= P (17)

Recallrand =
p · P

p · P + (1− p) · P
= 0.5 (18)

F1 Scorerand =
2 · P · p
P + p

=
P

P + 0.5
(19)

where P ∈ [0, 1] is the fraction of positive samples in the
dataset (i.e. the fraction of images labelled as hazards), and
p = 0.5 is the probability of the random model classifying
an image as having a hazard. Given that the precision of the
random model is constant at P regardless of the classification
threshold, and thus remains fixed for all values of recall, the
AUPRC is simply the same as the precision:

AUPRCrand = P (20)

D. Experiments & Hardware

Change monitoring differs from change detection by aiming
to flag events at the image level, rather than mapping indi-
vidual changed pixels. Given this focus on event detection
for an ROI, the first experiment evaluates SHAZAM and the
comparative models in hazard detection at the image level
across all datasets. The detection performance of each model is
evaluated using the quantitative metrics covered in the previous
section, and a qualitative analysis of the anomaly heatmaps is
used to evaluate the mapping ability. Particular attention is
given to heatmaps of edge cases (missed hazards and false
alarms) to identify SHAZAM’s limitations and opportunities
for improvement.

An ablation study evaluates SHAZAM’s core components
by systematically removing positional encodings, cyclical sea-
sonal encodings, the structural difference module, and the sea-
sonal threshold. Seasonal encodings are removed by replacing
SIU-Net and the seasonal threshold’s sine and cosine day-
of-year embeddings with the normalised day-of-year (0 for
January 1st to 1 for December 31st). To ablate the structural
difference, it is replaced by the mean absolute error (MAE).
This analysis helps validate design choices and explores po-
tential simplifications of the architecture.

All experiments are conducted onboard a Windows desktop
with an AMD Ryzen 9 3900X 12-Core Processor, 64GB of
RAM, and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3080 graphics card with
10GB of VRAM. This is with the exception of COLD, which
was implemented in a Google Colab environment (Linux),
with access to 51GB of RAM and an 8-core CPU.

V. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

A. Hazard Detection Comparison

The detection results of SHAZAM and the comparative
models are shown in Table II. Since the Lake Copeton dataset’s
test period predates the training period, COLD was not used
because it needs sequential historical data for change detection.

Table II demonstrates SHAZAM’s superior performance on
the SNP dataset, achieving both the highest F1 score and
recall. Although its precision is comparable to the random
baseline, SHAZAM’s substantially higher recall than all the
other models indicates an enhanced ability to detect hazards
events with minimal misses. In contrast, the RaVAEn variants
achieve the highest precision and AUPRC, showing excellent
performance when minimising false alarms, but their very
low recall indicates they miss most hazardous images. The
disconnect between RaVAEn’s strong AUPRC and poor recall
and F1 score suggests the potential for improvement through
threshold optimisation. However, SHAZAM’s overall stronger
and balanced metrics demonstrate that the use of its seasonal
threshold provides an effective empirical trade-off between
false alarms and missed hazards.

The results of the Gran Chaco dataset follow a similar
pattern, with SHAZAM demonstrating superior performance
through a higher F1 score and recall. Although SHAZAM
has marginally lower precision compared to other models, the
precision is notably high across all approaches. This aligns
with the region’s characteristics of persistent change from
gradual deforestation, making false alarms almost impossible.
The extremely low recall scores for most models indicate that
they miss many hazards due to the default threshold (mean
+ 1.64 standard deviations) being overly conservative. While
the high AUPRC scores suggest strong hazard separation
capabilities across all models, this is less meaningful given
that setting a low threshold in this region naturally yields high
performance due to the high hazard percentage.

SHAZAM demonstrates superior performance across all
metrics for the Lake Copeton dataset, except precision. Its F1
score exceeds the random baseline by 0.234 and exceeds the
next best model, RaVAEn-Local, by 0.395, marking a substan-
tial improvement. There is a notable discrepancy between the
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TABLE II: Detection Results

Sequoia National Park (SNP) Gran Chaco
Model #Params F1 Precision Recall AUPRC #Params F1 Precision Recall AUPRC

Random Guess - 0.599 0.748 0.5 0.748 - 0.662 0.982 0.5 0.982
cVAE 2.6M 0.245 0.470 0.169 0.627 2.6M 0.230 1.000 0.130 0.999
COLD 41.9M - - - 0.719 41.9M - - - 0.995

RaVAEn-Local 617K 0.182 0.864 0.102 0.838 617K 0.108 1.000 0.057 0.967
RaVAEn-Global 617K 0.181 0.826 0.102 0.821 617K 0.108 1.000 0.057 0.967

SHAZAM 473K 0.771 0.767 0.775 0.762 473K 0.728 0.969 0.583 0.987

Lake Copeton Lismore
Model #Params F1 Precision Recall AUPRC #Params F1 Precision Recall AUPRC

Random Guess - 0.647 0.918 0.5 0.918 - 0.314 0.229 0.5 0.229
cVAE 2.6M 0.324 0.917 0.196 0.918 2.6M 0.069 0.200 0.042 0.204
COLD - - - - - 41.9M - - - 0.391

RaVAEn-Local 617K 0.486 1.000 0.321 0.949 617K 0.061 0.111 0.042 0.226
RaVAEn-Global 617K 0.172 1.000 0.094 0.935 617K 0.054 0.077 0.042 0.246

SHAZAM 473K 0.881 0.906 0.857 0.928 473K 0.466 0.304 1.000 0.389

recall and the F1 scores of the two RaVAEn variants. Despite
similar AUPRCs and perfect precision values, investigation
revealed that RaVAEn-Global’s threshold was significantly
higher due to elevated anomaly score means and standard
deviations in the training set. Further analysis showed this
was caused by the Lake Copeton dataset’s more prominent
cloud coverage within images, and also extended gaps between
images due to a more irregular sequence. RaVAEn-Global’s
higher sensitivity to these factors results in more pronounced
seasonal changes, leading to inflated anomaly scores during
threshold calculation. This finding emphasises the importance
of managing cloud coverage, seasonality, and the irregularity
of optical SITS.

SHAZAM demonstrates superior performance across all
metrics for the Lismore dataset, with COLD being the only
model to achieve comparable AUPRC. SHAZAM’s perfect re-
call indicates that it correctly detects all instances of hazardous
images, though its lower precision suggests a tendency toward
false alarms. While both Lismore and Gran Chaco experience
persistent changes, Lismore’s changes are predominantly non-
hazardous, stemming from routine human activities such as
constructing more buildings and agricultural modifications.
This makes false alarms more likely as these regular land cover
changes are flagged despite not being hazardous. For regions
experiencing such persistent non-hazardous changes, updating
the baseline image or using another method to capture trend-
based changes could be a viable solution. The comparative
models perform significantly worse than the random baseline
in terms of F1 score, precision, and recall. While threshold
optimisation could marginally improve their results, SHAZAM
clearly demonstrates more robust performance.

Across all datasets, SHAZAM consistently demonstrates
superior detection performance compared to the cVAE and
RaVAEn variants, with F1 score improvements ranging from
0.066 on the Gran Chaco dataset, to 0.234 on the Lake
Copeton dataset. While SHAZAM achieves comparable or
superior precision scores, its stronger performance is primarily
driven by higher recall scores, indicating greater effectiveness
in detecting hazards while reducing missed detections. COLD
could only be evaluated using AUPRC due to dataset limita-

tions preventing threshold calculation, but within the AUPRC
scores, SHAZAM typically matched or slightly trailed other
models (except Lake Copeton where it leads). This consistent
performance, coupled with the fact that cVAE and RaVAEn
variants perform below the random baseline, highlights both
the efficacy of the seasonal threshold and the broader im-
portance of threshold selection in change monitoring. The
fundamental limitations of these competing approaches are
explored in detail through visual comparison in the following
section. SHAZAM’s lightweight architecture makes it re-
source and cost-efficient, an essential requirement for practical
monitoring systems. Overall, these results demonstrate that
SHAZAM successfully balances the critical trade-off between
false alarms and missed hazards while maintaining robust
detection performance across diverse geographical regions and
hazard types.

B. Visual Mapping Evaluation

The mapping results are grouped by dataset. Figure 8a
compares the heatmaps of each model on the SNP dataset,
using a live bushfire and out-of-season snowfall as examples.
Figure 8b shows a small section of deforestation mapping on
the Gran Chaco dataset, while Figure 8c shows an algal bloom
and drought in Lake Copeton. Finally, Figure 8d compares the
flood mapping capabilities of each model.

SHAZAM has distinctively strong performance when map-
ping both the bushfires and the out-of-season snowfall in
Figure 8a. For bushfire detection, SHAZAM achieves pixel-
precise mapping of both burned areas and active fires/smoke
plumes, effectively differentiating between active fire locations
and their effects. While COLD’s disturbance probability map
identifies affected areas, it lacks the ability to distinguish active
fire fronts. The cVAE output, though highlighting active fires,
fails to maintain the scene’s spatial structure, making it diffi-
cult to differentiate fire-related features from the background.
RaVAEn-Global’s strength in capturing dynamic events is
evident in its rough detection of active fires and smoke, but
its lower-resolution output makes it much less precise, and it’s
dynamic design misses crucial burned regions. RaVAEn-Local,
designed for patch-wise scoring, introduces considerable noise
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(a) SNP dataset heatmap comparison. The top row shows heatmaps for a bushfire event, while the bottom row shows out-of-season snowfall.

(b) Gran Chaco dataset heatmap comparison, showing deforestation mapping. The cyan box highlights the primary area of new deforestation since the training period.

(c) Lake Copeton dataset heatmap comparison. The top row shows heatmaps for an algal bloom, while the bottom row shows demonstrates drought mapping. COLD is absent from
this dataset due to no pre-test images in Lake Copeton dataset.

Hazard Image COLD cVAE RaVAEn-Global RaVAEn-Local SHAZAM

(d) Lismore dataset heatmap comparison, showing flood mapping.

Fig. 8: Change/hazard heatmap examples of different hazards from each dataset.
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by incorporating signals from all three prior temporal images,
in contrast to RaVAEn-Global’s more focused single-image
comparison approach.

For the out-of-season snowfall, the conventional detection
methods struggle. The COLD algorithm does not identify
the snow coverage, while cVAE, despite leveraging the high
reflectance of snow, is unable to suppress the background
terrain. The RaVAEn variants demonstrate some success in
delineating the snowfront boundaries, but struggle to map
this out-of-season anomaly. In contrast, SHAZAM is very
effective at suppressing the background while accentuating
the unexpected snow, demonstrating a strong ability to model
seasonality.

In analysing deforestation mapping in the Gran Chaco
dataset (Figure 8b), conventional methods show varying limita-
tions. COLD sporadically maps some of the new deforestation
within the cyan box while effectively suppressing the back-
ground, but fails to reveal true structure. cVAE highlights all
deforested areas, including those from the training dataset, due
to its inability to generate accurate structural representations
of the region of interest. Both RaVAEn variants achieve good
background suppression, but are unable to map the newly
deforested areas. RaVAEn-Global’s mapping is slightly more
visible than RaVAEn-local but the deforestation patterns are
still not visible, a limitation of its coarse patch-wise resolution.

SHAZAM demonstrates superior detection of newly defor-
ested regions, with clear mapping of recent land-use changes.
Notably, it identifies anomalies within existing agricultural
fields that correspond to recent re-clearing or burning activ-
ities. The detection of two fields outside and to the bottom
right of the cyan box, which were cleared before the test
period, reveals an important characteristic of SHAZAM’s
methodology. As the baseline represents an average image
across the entire training period, SHAZAM’s ability to detect
structural changes depends on this reference, suggesting that
some recent features may not be captured if they are partially
incorporated into the baseline.

The Lake Copeton dataset demonstrates SHAZAM’s ability
to map algal blooms, a type of hazard that the other models had
not previously evaluated (Figure 8c). cVAE maps the blooms
within the water but struggles to distinguish them from the
background. The RaVAEn variants show some ability to map
the blooms, but at the noticeably lower resolution. Although
they capture larger clusters of algae, these methods miss the
finer strains present in the scene. SHAZAM, in contrast, pre-
cisely maps all algal blooms present on the surface. SHAZAM
maintains a high spatial resolution that captures both the larger
clusters, and the finer-scale threads between them and along
the lake’s edge.

The drought example shows marked differences in mapping
and detection capabilities (Figure 8c, bottom row). cVAE and
both RaVAEn variants fail to map the drought conditions.
While cVAE’s failure stems from poor ROI structure repre-
sentation, RaVAEn’s limitation is inherent to its design focus
on rapid “change events”. By comparing the current satllite
image to only a small window of recent images, RaVAEn lacks
the historical context to establish normal water levels for the
lake, making it unsuitable for detecting and mapping hazards

that gradually develop, such as drought. SHAZAM, using
its baseline-derived ROI with seasonal translation, clearly
delineates the drought-affected region. The increased back-
ground signal in the anomaly heatmap is consistent with
drought conditions, reflecting the broader impact of extreme
dry seasons on the surrounding terrain.

The Lismore dataset demonstrates the capability of each
method in flood mapping (Figure 8d). COLD, despite not
being specifically designed for flood detection or immediate
hazard response, performs notably well in identifying flooded
rivers and shows clusters of anomalous pixels in inundated
areas, though it fails to capture the complete extent of the
flood. cVAE is ineffective on this dataset, while the RaVAEn
variants identify the larger flooded regions but miss finer
details due to their characteristic lower resolution. RaVAEn-
local shows a better ability to suppress the background in this
case. SHAZAM achieves comprehensive flood mapping with
high spatial resolution, clearly mapping both all flood-affected
areas.

Across diverse datasets and hazard types, SHAZAM demon-
strates consistently superior mapping capabilities compared to
existing methods. Although COLD shows some ability to map
floods, fires, and some deforestation, its reliance on multiple
disturbance observations often results in partial or missed
hazard detection. cVAE exhibits generally poor performance
across all hazards; despite some understanding of seasonality,
it struggles to learn the spatial structure of the scene and
suppress background features. The RaVAEn variants, though
effective at background suppression and mapping abrupt
changes, are limited by their coarse resolution and reliance on
recent temporal context, particularly evident in their inability
to detect gradual changes such as drought and deforestation.
Although useful for detecting dynamic change events, their
lack of seasonal understanding is further demonstrated by their
inability to detect out-of-season snowfall.

SHAZAM effectively combines seasonal modelling with
high spatial resolution to accurately map all example hazards.
This includes immediate events such as floods and fires,
to more gradual changes such as drought and deforestation.
This consistent performance across diverse scenarios, coupled
with its ability to capture both fine-scale details and broader
patterns, demonstrates SHAZAM’s versatile and seasonally-
aware approach to hazard mapping and detection.

C. Ablation Study

The effects of removing positional encodings, seasonal
encodings, SSIM score and the seasonal threshold are shown
in Table III. Removing the position encodings shows minimal
degradation in F1 scores and even marginal improvements
in AUPRC (a 0.026 increase for SNP), qualitative analysis
reveals that positional encodings contribute to more precise
spatial representations (Figure 9), also shown by slightly
improved MAE and SSIM scores in the training phase. This
suggests that the position encodings may improve feature
representation at a local level, though their impact on final
classification metrics is dataset-dependent. For smaller SITS
datasets, there may be a risk of overfitting.
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TABLE III: SHAZAM Ablation Study - F1 and AUPRC Scores.

SNP Gran Chaco Lake Copeton Lismore
Model F1 AUPRC F1 AUPRC F1 AUPRC F1 AUPRC

No Position 0.762 0.788 0.714 0.993 0.891 0.923 0.460 0.390
Linear Time 0.490 0.684 0.579 0.995 0.917 0.954 0.495 0.392
MAE Score 0.705 0.755 0.876 0.993 0.870 0.965 0.512 0.414

Flat Threshold 0.378 0.666 0.468 0.987 0.865 0.958 0.533 0.355
SHAZAM 0.771 0.762 0.728 0.989 0.881 0.928 0.466 0.389

Real Image No Pos. Encodings SHAZAM
Fig. 9: Comparison of SHAZAM’s generated output with and without po-
sitional encodings. The cyan box shows an area where removing position
encodings leads to a coarser representation of expected snow cover.

Replacing the cyclical day-of-year encodings with linear
temporal representations reveals more noticeable impacts on
model performance. While marginal improvements are seen in
the Lake Copeton and Lismore datasets (F1 increases of 0.036
and 0.029, respectively), there is a significant performance
drop in SNP (F1 decrease of 0.281 and AUPRC decrease
of 0.078) and Gran Chaco (F1 decrease of 0.135). Overall,
these results show that cyclical day-of-year encodings provide
a robust approach for incorporating seasonality across diverse
locations and ROIs, and are particularly effective in regions
with more pronounced seasonal changes (such as the SNP
dataset).

The comparison between SSIM and MAE scoring mecha-
nisms highlights the robustness of SHAZAM, with different
similarity metrics still showing strong results for hazard de-
tection. Using the MAE to provide an anomaly score achieves
comparable AUPRC scores to SHAZAM’s default SSIM on
the SNP and Gran Chaco datasets, and superior AUPRC scores
on Lake Copeton and Lismore. In terms of the F1 scores, there
is a notable drop in performance on the SNP dataset, but a
notable improvement on the Gran Chaco and Lismore datasets.
This validates the efficacy of SHAZAM’s broader approach of
comparing generated images to the true images, and shows
that further research into more effective scoring methods
offers promise. Nevertheless, SHAZAM’s structural difference
module does provide an advantage for hazard mapping by
capturing the differences in the local structure of the generated
and true images, as well as suppressing the background.

The comparison between SSIM and MAE scoring mech-
anisms provides important insights into SHAZAM’s detec-
tion framework. Using MAE for anomaly scoring achieves
marginally lower AUPRC scores on SNP (decrease of 0.007)
and Gran Chaco (decrease of 0.004), while showing improved
performance on Lake Copeton (increase of 0.037) and Lismore
(increase of 0.025). The F1 scores reveal a trade-off: MAE
demonstrates improved performance on Gran Chaco (increase

of 0.148) and Lismore (increase of 0.046) but shows decreased
effectiveness on SNP (decrease of 0.066) and Lake Copeton
(decrease of 0.011). These results validate SHAZAM’s fun-
damental approach of comparing generated and true images,
while opening up further research into more optimised scoring
methods. Nevertheless, the SSIM-based structural difference
module provides distinct advantages through its ability to cap-
ture local structural differences while suppressing background
variations when mapping hazards.

Using a flat threshold, which removes the seasonal thresh-
old, further demonstrates the importance of seasonal modelling
within SHAZAM. The drastic reduction in F1 scores on
the SNP and Gran Chaco datasets, alongside the generally
reduced performance across most datasets and metrics val-
idates this need of an adaptive threshold that accounts for
seasonal variations. There is one exception which is Lismore,
that sees a 0.067 reduction in the F1 score. This suggests
that simpler threshold strategies might be sufficient in some
instances, though this comes at the cost of reduced generali-
sation. Collectively, these ablation results support SHAZAM’s
architectural decisions while providing nuanced insights into
the contribution of each component. Notably, while individ-
ual components may show advantages in specific contexts,
SHAZAM’s full architecture provides a theoretically grounded
and empirically robust approach to self-supervised change
monitoring for hazard detection and mapping.

Using a flat threshold, which removes the seasonal thresh-
old, further demonstrates the importance of seasonal modelling
within SHAZAM. The substantial reduction in F1 scores
on the SNP (decrease of 0.393) and Gran Chaco (decrease
of 0.260) datasets, alongside generally reduced performance
across the other F1 scores and AUPRC scores, validates the
need for an adaptive threshold that accounts for seasonal
variations. The exception is the Lismore dataset, which shows
a modest improvement (increase of 0.067) in the F1 score,
suggesting that simpler threshold strategies might be sufficient
in some cases, although at the cost of reduced generalisa-
tion. Collectively, these ablation results support SHAZAM’s
architectural design while providing deeper insights into the
contribution of each component. While individual components
may show advantages in specific contexts, SHAZAM’s full
architecture provides a theoretically grounded and empirically
robust approach to self-supervised change monitoring for
hazard detection and mapping.

VI. LIMITATIONS & FUTURE WORK

Although SHAZAM demonstrates strong performance for
the detection and mapping of various types of hazards, several
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key challenges remain to create an ideal operational hazard
monitoring system. A key limitation is the management of
cloud coverage, as the current evaluation uses datasets with
less than 10% cloud cover. While existing methods like
COLD and RaVAEn implement pixel-wise cloud masking
and exclusion in their original implementations, this approach
results in data loss and would greatly impair SHAZAM’s
structural difference module. Potential solutions include using
SAR images, which can penetrate clouds and operate at night.
Recent generative methods for converting SAR to multispec-
tral images [40], [106] can enhance cloud-free multispectral
SITS by increasing data availability and effective temporal
resolution, while still leveraging the more detailed information
available in optical images.

SHAZAM’s intra-annual seasonal modelling also has limita-
tions, as it does not capture gradual changes driven by longer-
term weather patterns (e.g. El Nino and La Nina). Future
work could explore modelling these longer term patterns and
trends, even including multi-modal approaches that integrate
additional data sources to supplement the optical imagery. The
temporal frequency could also be increasing by using har-
monised Landsat and Sentinel-2 data, although this challenge
will naturally be reduced with more frequent image capture
and the growth of remote sensing archives over time.

A third core challenge is scaling to multi-region or global
coverage, an essential milestone for operational hazard mon-
itoring. This requires models that generalise across differ-
ent ROIs while maintaining a strong understanding of each
region’s spatial structure. Future work could explore inject-
ing geographical coordinates alongside seasonality to model
changes in land cover at diverse locations simultaneously.
This video anomaly detection-esque approach could replace
SIU-Net with a more scalable model, and the development of
SITS foundation models could also enable generalised hazard
detection while supporting other downstream tasks. However,
computational efficiency should remain a critical consideration
when designing scalable models, as it is a core requirement
for operational deployment.

While SHAZAM effectively detects and maps hazards, its
operational value would be significantly enhanced if it could
also classify what the hazards are. Semi-supervised and few-
shot learning methods could leverage a small number of la-
belled images to develop hazard classification abilities, making
efficient use of limited labelled data [107], [108]. Alternatively,
zero-shot learning approaches could allow classification with-
out labelled data from large, generalisable models [109], such
as multi-model Large Language Models (LLMs).

A critical direction for future work is onboard real-time
monitoring for hazard detection and mapping. Although
satellite-based systems provide global land coverage, they
require significant time for data downlink and post-processing.
Performing onboard anomaly detection with less-processed
data greatly reduces these delays. Additionally, satellite multi-
day revisit times limit rapid response capabilities in situations
requiring immediate mapping. Real-time hazard detection can
leverage more agile platforms such as drones and aircraft
that can be deployed rapidly. These platforms offer enhanced
spatial resolution due to their proximity to the ground and

can be readily equipped with advanced sensors, including
hyperspectral cameras that provide rich spectral information
for anomaly detection. This combination of high spatial and
spectral resolution, coupled with flexible deployment, enables
immediate and targeted hazard detection and mapping and
opens new possibilities for real-time monitoring.

VII. CONCLUSION

The shift from change detection to change monitoring
represents a crucial advancement in hazard detection and map-
ping. Existing methods often require hazard-specific labelled
data, lack compatibility with irregular SITS observations, or
fail to distinguish unexpected changes from normal seasonal
variations. SHAZAM addresses these limitations through a
self-supervised change monitoring approach that integrates
seasonal modelling via SIU-Net, structural difference mapping
and scoring, and a seasonally adaptive threshold. SHAZAM
was evaluated alongside similar models on four datasets, which
covered different regions of interest (ROIs) with bushfires,
extreme/out-of-season snowfall, deforestation, algal blooms,
drought, and floods.

SHAZAM demonstrated superior hazard detection perfor-
mance across all four datasets, with F1 score improvements
between 0.066 and 0.234. This was primarily through its
greater effectiveness at reducing missed hazards (higher re-
call). The consistently strong performance across all metrics
demonstrated SHAZAM’s ability to balance false alarms and
missed detections in diverse geographical regions, while com-
peting models performed below the random baseline. While
other models could have benefited from dataset-specific thresh-
old optimisation, SHAZAM’s theoretically grounded seasonal
threshold required no optimisation and was robust across
all datasets. Notably, SHAZAM achieved this performance
while being extremely lightweight, using the least number of
learnable parameters among all comparative models (473K).

SHAZAM demonstrated superior mapping capabilities
through high spatial resolution, seasonal modelling, and the
ability to suppress background features while accentuat-
ing changes caused by hazards. Although existing methods
showed some success, they lacked spatial resolution, sea-
sonal awareness, or missed mapping crucial hazard features.
SHAZAM effectively mapped both immediate and gradual
hazards, demonstrating versatility across various types of
hazards and geographic locations.

The ablation study showed that altering individual com-
ponents had both benefits and drawbacks, suggesting that
further optimisation is promising. However, SHAZAM’s full
architecture provides a theoretically grounded and empirically
robust approach to hazard detection and mapping. Future
work should address remaining challenges in cloud cover
management, modelling long-term environmental changes, and
scaling to multi-region or global coverage. The development of
real-time detection capabilities and multi-modal/LLM hazard
classification offers promising directions that would enhance
monitoring solutions for rapid insights into emerging hazards.
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