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ABSTRACT

Fully understanding a complex high-resolution satellite or
aerial imagery scene often requires spatial reasoning over
a broad relevant context. The human object recognition
system is able to understand object in a scene over a long-
range relevant context. For example, if a human observes
an aerial scene that shows sections of road broken up by
tree canopy, then they will be unlikely to conclude that the
road has actually been broken up into disjoint pieces by
trees and instead think that the canopy of nearby trees is oc-
cluding the road. However, there is limited research being
conducted to understand long-range context understanding
of modern machine learning models. In this work we pro-
pose a road segmentation benchmark dataset, Chesapeake
Roads Spatial Context (RSC), for evaluating the spatial long-
range context understanding of geospatial machine learning
models and show how commonly used semantic segmen-
tation models can fail at this task. For example, we show
that a U-Net trained to segment roads from background in
aerial imagery achieves an 84% recall on unoccluded roads,
but just 63.5% recall on roads covered by tree canopy de-
spite being trained to model both the same way. We fur-
ther analyze how the performance of models changes as
the relevant context for a decision (unoccluded roads in
our case) varies in distance. We release the code to re-
produce our experiments and dataset of imagery and masks
to encourage future research in this direction – https:
//github.com/isaaccorley/ChesapeakeRSC.

Index Terms— remote sensing, spatial context, road ex-
traction

1. INTRODUCTION

Deep convolutional neural networks (CNN) and vision trans-
formers (ViT) have shown impressive performance in geospa-
tial machine learning tasks including land use and land cover
(LULC) segmentation, scene understanding and classifica-
tion, and building detection and segmentation [1, 2, 3]. It has
been shown that, unlike the human vision system, modern
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neural networks are often biased towards local textures and
other local features while ignoring long-range dependencies
even when global information is available [4, 5, 6]. This phe-
nomenon is often overlooked since models can still perform
well in most common benchmark datasets while only using
local features. For example, Brendel et al. show that a bag of
32 × 32 features can achieve high performance (87.6% top-5
accuracy) on ImageNet [7].

Other vision applications like Visual Question Answer-
ing (VQA) require models to perform spatial reasoning [8]
and, with the success of general purpose language models,
there has been an explosion of research adapting language
models to be able to capture long-range dependencies using
transformers [9, 10]. Similarly there has been a revival of
recurrent neural networks (RNN) [11] via state space mod-
els (SSM) [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18] to avoid the quadratic
cost of attention when modeling long sequences. These meth-
ods have recently been successfully applied to modeling im-
ages as sequences for image classification [19] and gener-
ation [20, 21] as a replacement to their fully convolutional
counterparts.

Multiple geospatial machine learning applications require
models that are able to understand longer range dependencies
in imagery. For example, identifying burn scars [22], esti-
mating road network connectivity under occlusions from tree
canopy or shadows, and identifying specific land use classes
are examples of such applications [23, 24, 25]. However,
there are no existing benchmark datasets designed specifically
to test the long-range spatial reasoning capabilities of exist-
ing machine learning models in remote sensing settings. In
this work we present a novel semantic segmentation dataset,
Chesapeake Roads Spatial Context (RSC), containing high-
resolution aerial imagery and labels including “background”,
“road” and “tree canopy over road” categories which we use
to evaluate a machine learning model’s ability to incorporate
long-range spatial context into predictions. Additionally, we
perform an analysis of the long-range reasoning capabilities
of multiple canonical segmentation models and find that per-
formance decreases as a function of distance away from the
necessary context needed to make a correct prediction. We
release our code on GitHub and dataset publicly on Hugging-
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Fig. 1. Map of the distribution of the 30,000 train, validation, and test patches in the Chesapeake Roads Spatial Context (RSC)
dataset.

Face1 and through the TorchGeo library [26].
To summarize, our contributions are the following:

• We propose a new benchmark dataset, Chesapeake
Roads Spatial Context (RSC), for measuring the ability
of a semantic segmentation model to incorporate long-
range context information for the task of segmenting a
road network with large gaps.

• We benchmark canonical semantic segmentation mod-
els on our proposed dataset.

• We propose an evaluation workflow that shows how a
model’s performance varies with distance away from
necessary spatial context.

2. METHODS

2.1. Chesapeake Roads Spatial Context (RSC) Dataset

We constructed the Chesapeake Roads Spatial Context (RSC)
dataset to test the ability of semantic segmentation models to
incorporate long-range dependencies in remotely sensed im-
agery. Specifically, we sample 30,000 patches of aerial im-
agery from the US Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Na-
tional Agricultural Imagery Program (NAIP) and label masks
from the Chesapeake Bay Conservancy 2017/2018 land use
land cover dataset [27] over the US state of Maryland. Each
patch is 512 × 512 pixels at a 1m/pixel spatial resolution2,
and contains 4 band (red, green, blue, near infrared) aerial im-
agery from 2018, and per-pixel land cover masks with “back-

1Links to code and data.
2We reproject and resample the NAIP imagery to the coordinate reference

system and resolution of the land cover dataset.

ground”, “impervious roads”, and “tree canopy over impervi-
ous roads” classes. The land cover masks were created by the
Chesapeake Conservancy [27] using the same 2018 NAIP im-
agery as reference3. We sample patches to include relatively
“hard” instances that contain over 10% of “tree canopy” (we
are interested in cases where the model will have the poten-
tial to confuse the “tree canopy over road” class with features
present in the “background” class) and include all instances
that contain the “tree canopy over road” class. In the final
dataset 82.9% of the patches contain the road class, 80.6%
contain the “tree canopy over road class” and 16.1% only con-
tain the “background” class. Although most patches contain
instances of the “road” and “tree canopy” over road classes,
the dataset is highly imbalanced – 96.3% of pixels are labeled
as “background”, 3.0% of pixels are labeled as “road”, and
0.7% are labeled as “tree canopy over road”. We observe that
the distribution of distances from “tree canopy over road” la-
bels to the nearest “road” label is highly skewed with a me-
dian of 4 pixels, a 95th percentile of 107 pixels and 99th per-
centile of 285 pixels. Finally, we divide the patches uniformly
at random into fixed training, validation, and test splits with
80%, 10%, and 10% proportions respectively. Figure 1 shows
the spatial distribution of the patches and Figure 2 shows sev-
eral examples of patches from the dataset.

2.2. Experimental setup

We test the spatial reasoning of different semantic segmenta-
tion models by training the models with the “road” and “tree
canopy over road” classes grouped (i.e. into an “all roads”
class) but measuring performance on both subgroups. Our
hypothesis is that models will need to use spatial context or

3For more information about this dataset, see the data dictionary and doc-
umentation at https://doi.org/10.5066/P981GV1L
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Fig. 2. Example images and labels from the proposed Chesapeake Roads Spatial Context (RSC) dataset. Labels are shown over
the corresponding NAIP aerial imagery with the “Road” class colored in blue and the “Tree Canopy over Road” class in red.

reasoning in order to correctly classify pixels that are “tree
canopy over road” as “all roads” by extrapolating from the
existing road locations. For example, models that only de-
pend on local color or texture features will always confuse
“tree canopy over road” with “background” as “tree canopy”
is part of the “background” class.

We test the following modeling approaches:

Fully Convolutional Network (FCN) This model is a sim-
ple baseline Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) ar-
chitecture, composed of five convolutional layers with
128 3x3 kernels each followed by a ReLU (Rectified
Linear Unit) nonlinearity. This structure is followed by
a 1x1 convolutional layer used for classification. This
model has a small receptive field [28] of only six pix-
els to limit its capacity to integrate substantial spatial
context into per-pixel classifications.

U-Net with ResNet-18 backbone We use a standard U-Net
architecture [29] that incorporates a ResNet-18 back-
bone pretrained on ImageNet from the Segmentation
Models PyTorch library [30]. The U-Net model has a
receptive field of 286 pixels.

U-Net with ResNet-50 backbone This is the same approach
as the above “U-Net with ResNet-18 backbone” but
with a ResNet-50 backbone. This model has the same
receptive field.

DeepLabV3+ with ResNet-18 backbone This is the same

approach as the above, but with a DeepLabV3+ model [31]
and a ResNet-18 backbone. The receptive field of this
model is 978.

DeepLabV3+ with ResNet-50 backbone This is the same
approach as above, but using a ResNet-50 backbone,
with the same receptive field.

We train all models with a standard pixel-wise cross en-
tropy loss and an AdamW optimizer [32] for 150 epochs.
We use a cosine annealing learning rate schedule (without
restarts) with a period of 100 epochs with an initial learning
rate of 1e-3 and minimum of 1e-6.

We evaluate the models by measuring the precision and
recall of the “background” and “road” classes in a standard
way. We also measure the recall of the “tree canopy over
road” class by counting “road” predictions as positives and
“background” predictions as negatives. Additionally, we
compute a distance weighted version of recall where each
“tree canopy over road” label is weighted by its distance
from the nearest “road” label. This will better measure how a
model is performing on hard samples that require using larger
spatial contexts to correctly classify each pixel.

3. RESULTS

Table 1 shows the test set performance of each model across
the “background”, “road”, and “tree canopy over road”
classes. Unsurprisingly, the baseline FCN model with its



Fig. 3. Example predictions (shown highlighted in blue) from
the U-Net ResNet-18 model on held out (test set) imagery.
Note that the model is only trained to discriminate between
“road” (including occluded and unoccluded roads) and “back-
ground” classes.

Model Background Road Tree Canopy
over Road

R P R P R DWR

FCN 99.4 98.3 64.1 71.5 23.4 10.7
U-Net (ResNet-18) 99.4 99.2 83.6 71.1 63.5 46.5
U-Net (ResNet-50) 99.5 99.2 84.0 71.8 63.5 45.7

DeepLabV3+ (ResNet-18) 99.4 99.1 82.6 71.9 58.9 41.3
DeepLabV3+ (ResNet-50) 99.5 99.3 84.8 72.0 63.9 46.1

Table 1. Test set performance of each method (P=precision,
R=recall, DWR=distance weighted recall).

limited receptive field performs the worst – even though half
of the “tree canopy over road” labels are within 4 pixels of
a road label (i.e. within the receptive field of the model) it
is only able to achieve a recall of 23.4% on the “tree canopy
over road” class. The other common semantic segmenta-
tion models all perform similarly, with the DeepLabV3+
ResNet-50 performing slightly better on all metrics but dis-
tance weighted recall (where the simplest model, a U-Net
with ResNet-18 backbone performs best). We observe that
the distance weighted recall over the “tree canopy over road”
class is much lower than unweighted recall across all models
(≈ 25% for the common semantic segmentation models),
meaning that the models are performing worse at correctly
identifying “tree canopy over road” the farther away it is from
a “road” class. We can see this explicitly in Figure 4. Here we
bin “tree canopy over road” pixels according to their distance
away from a “road” pixel and compute the recall of a model’s

Fig. 4. Recall of each model on the “Tree Canopy over Road”
class shown as a function of distance from the nearest road
class. Over all models, the performance on this class drops the
farther away from the nearest road pixel the classification is
made. For example, while the DeepLabv3+ ResNet-18 has >
70% recall on “tree canopy over road” pixels that are adjacent
to “road” pixels, the recall drops below 50% for “tree canopy
over road” pixels that are over 15 pixels away from a “road”
pixel.

predictions for each of the different distance bins. We see that
recall for the “tree canopy over road” pixels that are closest
to “road” pixels is relatively high (i.e. closer to that of the
model’s recall for the “road” class), however decreases with
distance and is between 30% and 40% for the pixels that are
farthest away from roads. This shows the models are strongly
biased towards using local information in their classifications.

4. CONCLUSION

We propose the Chesapeake Roads Spatial Context (RSC)
dataset for studying how semantic segmentation models in-
corporate spatial context into their predictions and perform
benchmark experiments with common models. We find that
common semantic segmentation models are not able to well
model a “tree canopy over road” class, where spatial context
is needed to make a correct classification. The performance of
these models further decreases with the distance away from
relevant context (i.e. distance to the nearest road). Future
work can focus on an in-depth study and comparison of CNN
variants, transformers, and sequence-to-sequence- networks
(for example, that measures effective receptive fields) or how
to improve spatial reasoning in geospatial ML models.
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