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Abstract

The landscape of satellite imagery time series datasets and boundary-pushing architectures for cropland segmentation has never
been richer. However, in this gold rush, important truths are being missed on both fronts, as a drive for the most novel concepts
or the largest datasets pushes finer details to the side. In this paper, we present our hybrid transformer-convolutional model,
Cropland Parallel Attention and Refinement Network for Segmentation (Cropland PAtteRNS), the first model to use self-attention
mechanisms separately for each of the temporal, spectral, and spatial aspects of Sentinel-2 multispectral SITS data. To achieve
fully-factorised attention in our proposed model, we introduce a novel parallel transformer architecture which significantly reduces
the computational complexity of triple-factorised self-attention. We validate our architecture with an in-depth ablation study, and
analyse the performance of our model against state-of-the-art crop segmentation models on multiple tile-size variants of the popular
PASTIS and MTLCC datasets. Our findings show our model to outperform all others in the task of crop class segmentation, verified
across multiple important segmentation metrics, with especially strong performance against compared models seen in the often
under-reported parcel delineation quality, for which we use the Boundary IoU metric. We also find that flawed class groupings
within datasets can have a significant negative impact on model performance, and report that alternate tile-size variants of crop
segmentation datasets produce results incomparable to one-another, invalidating fair comparison between model performance when
trained on different tile-sizes. Based on these findings, we suggest further work is required to standardise best practices for multiple
aspects of constructing SITS crop segmentation datasets, and to identify any relations enabling future dynamic-tile-sizing for ideal
model performance.

Keywords: Semantic Segmentation, Satellite Imagery Time Series, Crop Mapping, Transformers, Temporal-Spectral-Spatial
Attention, Crop Dataset Quality

1. Introduction

Crop type mapping is a long-established field in earth obser-
vation (EO) remote sensing, with essential and wide-ranging
applications. From the first dedicated EO satellite mission,
Landsat 1, a key advantage of the spawned Satellite Imagery
Time Series (SITS) data products has been their potential to
increase the dimensionality of available imagery data through
multispectral and multi-temporal captures (Wulder et al., 2022).
This lends SITS naturally to agricultural applications, where
growth-cycle variations can only be captured within the tempo-
ral dimension, and the increasingly well-characterised discrim-
inative power of banded spectral absorbance differences be-
tween plant species (Thenkabail et al., 2012). Modern advances
in SITS data quality and accessibility in both commercial and
public domains have enabled numerous studies across agri-
cultural, environmental, surveillance, and many other fields.
These developments have paralleled a surge in modern machine
learning (ML) capabilities. As data landscapes outgrew feasi-
ble widespread manual classification, the use of ML in remote
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sensing has rapidly grown, with applications generally falling
into the three categories of 1) Classification: assigning a single
image-level class to a whole tile or region of interest (ROI); 2)
Prediction: forecasting future trends using the temporal axis of
the data; and 3) Segmentation: dividing imagery into classes
at the pixel level (semantic), object level (instance), or both
(panoptic) (Kirillov et al., 2019).

Cropland remote sensing exploits all three of these appli-
cations. Analysing past, present, and predicted crop distribu-
tions and yields from SITS data is now a key tool for gov-
ernmental and non-governmental organisations to monitor food
security, agricultural sustainability, and environmental change
(Rembold et al., 2013). A prime example is the European Space
Agency’s Sentinels for Common Agriculture Policy ((European
Space Agency), Accessed May 2026), which aims to build
high-volume SITS data pipelines from Sentinel-1 (Torres et al.,
2012) and Sentinel-2 (Drusch et al., 2012; Berger et al., 2012)
for crop type mapping, vegetation health assessment, and agri-
cultural practice monitoring. These products support imple-
mentation of the European Union’s Common Agricultural Pol-
icy (European Commission, Accessed May 2026), especially
verification of per-parcel reported crop type for allocating farm-
ing subsidies (Schmedtmann and Campagnolo, 2015). When
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considering that farmers’ average income is well below over-
all mean income, such tools must be as accurate as possible in
both crop type and parcel boundaries to ensure fair subsidy dis-
tribution. While other cropland remote sensing methods exist,
such as low-altitude unmanned aerial vehicles (Niu et al., 2022)
and traditional aerial imagery (Jacobus Prins and Van Niekerk,
2021), satellite data offer unmatched spatial and temporal cov-
erage at favourable cost, making SITS data the logical focus for
large-scale crop type mapping.

Supervised semantic segmentation of cropland has seen a
particular influx of growth in recent years, in both models and
datasets, largely due to the increasing availability of valuable
ground truth data. Although performance boundaries are being
continually pushed by novel architectures in this field, agricul-
tural parcel boundary segmentation in particular remains chal-
lenging, with neighbouring parcels commonly seen either to be
growing the same crop, or to be separated only by sub–spatial-
resolution features such as fences (North et al., 2019). The
growth in datasets presents further challenge. Many factors in
dataset design lack standard practice or consensus, and with
little study on the effects of these choices, the capabilities of
contemporary models in the field may be undersold by flawed
dataset constructions.

This study examines and builds on these contemporary crop
segmentation models and datasets. We firstly introduce our
SITS crop segmentation model using a novel architecture of
fully-factorised temporal-spectral-spatial attention, and also
evaluate the continued relevance of convolutional components
in transformer-heavy architectures through the addition of a
hybridised convolutional refinement head. We then compare
our model with several state-of-the-art models in the field, and
analyse how informed crop-class selection and tile size choices
in dataset design affect achievable segmentation performance.
The key contributions of our work therefore follow as:

• The introduction of the first crop segmentation model to
apply factorised self-attention jointly over spatial, spec-
tral, and temporal dimensions in SITS data. We pro-
pose a novel parallel encoder architecture for the tempo-
ral and spectral branches, both to achieve computationally
viability of this approach, and to widen the reception of
raw unattended signals from the original SITS inputs to a
greater proportion of the network.

• Evidential findings to support the continued relevancy of
hybridisations between attention and convolutional mech-
anisms in segmentation networks, improving performance
significantly by leveraging the proven strengths of CNNS
for spatial representations against the common trend of
employing purely attention-based architectures.

• A comparative study of SOTA SITS crop segmentation
models across an unprecedented coverage of tile-size vari-
ants from multiple datasets, demonstrating that tile size,
even within the same dataset, strongly affects results and
prevents fair comparison between models trained with dif-
ferent tile sizes. Our results also show that flawed class
selections and aggregations of multiple crop species can

degrade crop segmentation performance to a greater extent
than model architectural choices, highlighting the impor-
tance of considerate practices for involved crop classes in
construction of future datasets.

• We show our PAtteRNS model for crop segmentation to
outperform existing SOTA models in key segmentation
metrics, particularly in terms of parcel boundary quality,
demonstrated via Boundary IoU as a measure of fine par-
cel delineation. We make our model publicly available for
use and adaptation.

2. Background

2.1. Basis of Deep Learning in Crop Segmentation

Early ML efforts in cropland classification relied on hand-
crafted spectral, temporal, and textural features, which were
subsequently classified using models such as Support Vector
Machines (SVMs), Decision Trees (DTs), and Random Forest
(RF) (Pal, 2005; Belgiu and Drăguţ, 2016), or through unsu-
pervised methods such as K-means clustering (Kamilaris and
Prenafeta-Boldú, 2018). The shift in modern cropland classi-
fication to deep learning (DL) followed the popularisation of
convolutional neural networks (CNNs) for vision tasks (Lecun
et al., 1998; Krizhevsky et al., 2017; Mortensen et al., 2016;
Victor et al., 2025), whose ability to directly learn image fea-
ture representations suited the growing scale of available SITS
data. While conventional CNNs were primarily designed for
image-level classification tasks, the use of fully-convolutional
networks (FCNs) then enabled dense per-pixel classification
by replacing fully connected output layers with convolutional
operations, making semantic segmentation more practical for
agricultural imagery (Long et al., 2015; Dyrmann et al., 2016;
Zhu et al., 2017). U-Net (Ronneberger et al., 2015), origi-
nally introduced for medical image segmentation, became one
of the most popular early FCNs for segmentation tasks, with a
proposed symmetric encoder-decoder architecture, along with
skip-connections at each scale of representation to propagate
finer spatially detailed information from encoder layers to the
decoder. This architecture required comparatively limited la-
belled training samples while improving overall model speed
and accuracy, particularly in the preservation of fine class bor-
ders, such as agricultural parcels, and as such saw rapid up-
take within cropland segmentation (Waldner and Diakogiannis,
2020; Niu et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022). DeepLabV3+ (Chen
et al., 2018) has seen more recent use in cropland segmenta-
tion (Sharifzadeh et al., 2019; Li et al., 2022) and represents
a more recent and higher-performing evolution of this core
concept. This is primarily achieved through atrous convolu-
tions and spatial pyramid pooling allowing for greater receptive
fields (Chen et al., 2017), and a ResNet (He et al., 2016) back-
bone to enable efficient deep feature extraction through resid-
ual connections. These methods are limited to single tempo-
ral state images and do not jointly learn spatial and spectral
information within meaningful temporal features. A common
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solution is to hybridise CNNs with a temporal network, typi-
cally a Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) such as Long Short-
Term Memory (LSTM) (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997)
or Gated Recurrent Units (Cho et al., 2014), enabling learning
of deep phenological crop features. These methods improved
model performance, with implementations including CNN-
LSTMs (Finnegan et al., 2025), ConvLSTM (Shi et al., 2015),
and Bi-ConvGRU (Rußwurm and Körner, 2018). Some stand-
alone RNN and LSTM models outperformed CNNs due to their
multi-temporal reasoning ability (Rußwurm and Körner, 2017).
Alternatively, instead of using RNNs to model temporal infor-
mation, convolutional architectures have been directly extended
to higher dimensions. 3D CNNs (Ji et al., 2018) and U-Net3D
(Rustowicz et al., 2019) treat satellite image sequences as volu-
metric input, enabling joint learning of multi-dimensional fea-
tures via 3D convolutions.

2.2. Introduction of Vision Transformers
The Vision Transformer (ViT) (Dosovitskiy et al., 2020) sig-

nificantly advanced numerous computer vision tasks (Huang
et al., 2024; Arnab et al., 2021). Based upon self-attention
mechanisms (Vaswani et al., 2017), the application of the
Transformer architecture to images was achieved through
breaking them into tokenised non-overlapping patches, allow-
ing for computation in the same fashion as tokens would receive
in a natural language processing model. The basic structure of
a ViT encoder is formed through repetitive layers of multi-head
attention and feed-forward components, joined at each interface
with a layer norm and a residual connection (Figure 2). These
ViT models achieved excellent results at reasonable computa-
tional cost, but require far more labelled training data than prior
methods. Initially proposed for classification, the ViT was soon
extended to semantic segmentation with the Pyramid Vision
Transformer (PVT) (Wang et al., 2021), which introduced a hi-
erarchical feature pyramid for multi-scale representations while
reducing the cost of standard self-attention, demonstrating the
suitability of pure-transformer backbones for dense prediction
tasks. Notable subsequent works included Swin Transformer
(Liu et al., 2021) and SegFormer(Xie et al., 2021), both attempt-
ing to further improve the computational viability of vision
transformers. ViT offers global attention over the whole im-
age but has quadratic complexity in the input sequence length.
Swin Transformer reduces this to linear complexity by comput-
ing self-attention only within local patch regions, then mixing
these regions in later encoder layers to approximate global at-
tention. In contrast, SegFormer showed stronger performance
by combining local and global attention by pairing a multi-
scale transformer hierarchical encoder and a lightweight multi-
layer perceptron (MLP) decoder. Another key innovation in the
ViT architecture was the classification cls token introduced in
BERT (Devlin et al., 2019). Prepended to the embedded token
sequence in transformer models, this single learned token was
shown to suffice for classification, replacing the need to pool all
tokens and thereby reducing model size while often improving
accuracy.

While ViT operates in a two-dimensional space, its appli-
cability can be extended to higher dimensions using ViViT

Figure 1: The structure of a vision transformer encoder block. This struc-
ture is repeated to the desired depth of the transformer L

(Arnab et al., 2021), which encodes video by extracting non-
overlapping spatio-temporal tubelets and projecting them into
embedded token sequences that jointly capture spatial and tem-
poral aspects of the input. A key challenge in linking and
lengthening token sequences is the quadratic complexity of
self-attention. To address this, ViViT factorises self-attention in
its transformer backbone, computing spatial attention then tem-
poral attention sequentially over the embedded tokens, enabled
by simple reshaping of the tokens before each attention step.
The results showed that factorised self-attention is a strong ap-
proach for modelling multi-dimensional interactions. However,
cross-attention can also do this (Vaswani et al., 2017; Gheini
et al., 2021; Wen et al., 2023), by using queries from one token
sequence and keys/values from another. This lets one sequence
directly influence another and can be applied to spatial and tem-
poral representations (Wu et al., 2023).

2.3. Contemporary Crop Segmentation Models

Models tackling SITS crop segmentation problems have been
shown to benefit greatly from the specific inclusion of multi-
ple temporal samples (Zhu et al., 2017; Pelletier et al., 2019;
Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021), aided by improved temporal
resolution and range in SITS data and by reduced data stor-
age and processing costs (Rußwurm and Körner, 2018). SITS
sources with revisit periods under 7 days are now commonly
and openly available (Drusch et al., 2012; Planet Team, 2017),
providing over 50 temporal observations each year. Aside from
external constraints on method choice, models that ignore tem-
poral data for crop segmentation are usually passed-by in con-
temporary works. Similarly, although unsupervised (Rivera
et al., 2022) and semi-supervised (Sharifzadeh et al., 2021;
Finnegan et al., 2025) methods for SITS cropland segmentation
have seen past popularity by reducing the need for extensive
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ground truth labels, improvements in ground truth label avail-
ability (Section 2.4) now see supervised models as the domi-
nant choice for crop mapping in many areas. Leveraging tem-
poral features, two seminal recent supervised crop segmenta-
tion models both use self-attention to process the temporal data
axis.

The first of these, UTAE (Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021),
combines a U-Net style CNN encoder-decoder architecture
with attention mechanisms. Spatial relationships are handled
by CNNs, and temporal dependencies are extracted at the low-
est convolutional resolution by a lightweight transformer en-
coder. Temporal attention masks are interpolated upwards
across all other resolutions levels, avoiding the cost of high
resolution temporal encoding while still providing full tempo-
ral attention. Introducing the temporal attention mechanism
achieved state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance over all prior
non-attention models.

The second of these models, TSViT (Tarasiou et al.,
2023), removed all convolutional components, using a purely
transformer-based architecture with a lightweight MLP head
and per-dimension attention factorisation similar to ViViT.
While ViViT found no difference in whether temporal or spa-
tial attention came first in video encoding, TSViT shows a
clear benefit to placing the temporal encoder before the spa-
tial encoder, and argues this order is intuitive for cropland seg-
mentation because per-crop phenology is highly discrimina-
tive. TSViT reports state-of-the-art performance across several
benchmark datasets.

Although both models use temporal attention to varying de-
grees, we find that attention mechanisms along the spectral
axis of SITS products remain relatively under-studied, even
though indices derived from different spectral bands are a long-
established tool in multispectral remote sensing (Thenkabail
et al., 2012; Peña-Barragán et al., 2011; Boyd et al., 2002).
Only a few recent works address spectral attention. Two stud-
ies apply transformer-based segmentation networks to spectral-
spatial imagery for crop segmentation or classification, but nei-
ther factorises attention between spatial and spectral. One of
them mainly compares different spectral band sets (Al-Ruzouq
et al., 2024), the other uses various CNNs for feature extrac-
tion before the transformer encoder (Wang et al., 2025), and
both target a single crop species. Another study separates at-
tention across different spectral bands before a cross-attention
fusion (Jayanthi and Brindha, 2026), but lacks a temporal axis,
does not use SITS, and employs only a few spectral bands. A
recent work, SSF-TransUnet, factorises attention into spectral
and spatial components for crop classification and uses sep-
arate ResNet-based feature-extraction branches for these two
axes, but still lacks a temporal axis. That study uses 1m res-
olution imagery from one satellite for the spatial branch and
10m resolution imagery from another satellite for the spectral
branch, which limits the method’s broader adaptability. To our
knowledge, no prior work has used a fully factorised attention
approach with spectral attention for SITS crop segmentation,
despite the strong performance of factorised attention in multi-
dimensional transformers in recent years.

Recent works show that modern DL architectures, including

RNNs (Rußwurm and Körner, 2018; Turkoglu et al., 2021) and
attention mechanisms (Rußwurm and Körner, 2020; Fare Gar-
not and Landrieu, 2021), can jointly learn the masking of cloud
alongside crop type classifications in SITS segmentation tasks.
This significantly lowers the entry barrier for SITS segmenta-
tion and allows models to achieve excellent results without ex-
plicit cloud-handling procedures. A notable omission in most
reviewed crop class segmentation studies is an assessment met-
ric for parcel boundary quality, despite its importance for veri-
fying self-reported parcel boundaries in crop subsidy and land
management systems. While segmentation methods can reach
high performances using traditional segmentation metrics such
as Overall Accuracy (OA) or Mean Intersection over Union
(mIoU), these can fail to represent how consistent a model per-
forms in boundary pixel placement (Zheng et al., 2026). Several
works focus specifically on agricultural boundary delineation,
rather than generalised crop class segmentation, yet none con-
verge on any single ideal metric to quantify boundary accuracy
(North et al., 2019; Waldner and Diakogiannis, 2020). This in-
dicates that SITS crop mapping has not yet adopted a widely
suitable metric for evaluating boundary quality in segmentation
results.

2.4. Contemporary Crop Segmentation Dataset Landscape
For many years the NASA Landsat Series of satellites was

a primary source for crop type mapping (Boyd et al., 2002;
Sharifzadeh et al., 2019). More recently, Sentinel-2 and numer-
ous commercial satellites have been used more often (Garioud
et al., 2026; Victor et al., 2025), greatly increasing the volume
of available SITS raw data and facilitating accessibility of SITS
data analysis as well as the production of cropland semantic
segmentation datasets (Zhang et al., 2025; Sykas et al., 2021;
Kondmann et al., 2021) based on both public and commercial
satellite imagery. For many of these, the need for ground truth
labels is met by public access to government databases of crops
in each parcel, typically those used for subsidy control (Vic-
tor et al., 2025). This single source type has generated many
high-quality supervised learning datasets with large numbers of
labelled crop parcels, suitable even for data-hungry architec-
tures (Schneider et al., 2023). However, this diversity has also
produced inconsistent practices, including translation errors in
crop class names, aggregate classes containing different sub-
crops across datasets, and uneven recognition of crop seasonal
variants (Schneider et al., 2025).

Generally, naming errors are traceable, independent of
method results, and therefore not covered here. Some crop
classes, even when taxonomically well defined, have less ho-
mogenous ground coverage than others as seen with ‘Mead-
ows’, which contains many individual coverage species, or or-
chard and vineyard-based crops, where the primary species is
interspaced with grasses and other ground coverage. As these
are still valid taxonomical classifications, we term these classes
as ‘Non-Homogenous’.

A more common problem is how crop class taxonomies
are chosen and grouped. Some datasets merge seasonal vari-
ants of a crop (e.g., ‘Rapeseed’) into a single class (Rußwurm
and Körner, 2018), while others distinguish ‘Winter Rapeseed’
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(Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021) but omit the ‘Spring’ and
‘Summer’ variants (Schneider et al., 2025), making the true
overlap of these crops across datasets unclear. We term this
grouping practice as ‘Seasonal Aggregate’ classes. Elsewhere,
broad aggregate labels group taxonomic and phenological dif-
ferences across multiple crops, ignoring heterogeneity in spec-
tral and temporal features and its potential impact on model
performance. For instance, the popular PASTIS dataset groups
fruits, vegetables, and flowers as one class (Fare Garnot and
Landrieu, 2021). We term these groupings as ‘Taxonomical Ag-
gregate’ classes. These inconsistencies mean a class boundary
in one dataset may not correspond to any meaningful bound-
ary in another, complicating accuracy comparisons across stud-
ies and potentially inflating or deflating reported performance
depending on how forgiving or strict the underlying taxonomy
is. These groupings may be especially harmful in long-term
studies, preventing models from using region-specific planting
windows.

Another often seen flaw is the inclusion of only a few dom-
inant classes within a study or dataset (Rustowicz et al., 2019;
Li et al., 2022; Rivera et al., 2022; Jacobus Prins and Van Niek-
erk, 2021; Yan et al., 2026), omitting minority classes, which
may still account for a large share of cropland in the study area.
This is often done to balance class populations, however this
artificial boost in model performance may not reflect real world
deployment capabilities (Turkoglu et al., 2021).

The final aspect of the dataset standardisation reviewed is the
choice of tile size. Datasets use a wide range of sizes, in both
pixel dimensions and spatial extent. We find no studies that ex-
plicitly analyse how tile size in constructed crop segmentation
datasets affects model performance, or that compare a single
model’s performance across multiple tile sizes.

3. Methods

3.1. Datasets

We selected datasets with predefined tile-size variants and
similar class counts, localities, and temporal ranges, favour-
ing those with many crop classes, temporal samples, and data
points to better assess real-world performance. This led to us-
ing two Sentinel-2-derived datasets, each with two previously
used or original tile-size variants. The first dataset, PASTIS
(Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021), covers French agricultural
parcels across 4 separate Sentinel-2 full-size tiles, with data
provided by the French Land Parcel Identification System. The
second dataset, MTLCC (Rußwurm and Körner, 2018), covers
a much smaller geographical spread within Germany, but has
a denser coverage of parcels within this area, provided by the
Bavarian Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Forestry. Figure 2
shows the spatial extent of the two datasets.

Table 1 gives the characteristics of both Datasets. For both
datasets, the Sentinel-2 20m and 60m spatial resolution bands
were bi-linearly interpolated to the 10m resolution for algorith-
mic simplicity and compatibility. PASTIS has a single temporal
variant, running from September 2018 to November 2019, and
MTLCC has two temporal variants, 2016 and 2017. Because

Figure 2: The geographical extent of the two datasets selected for this study
across France and Germany.

the MTLCC ground truth labels differ between years and are
not cross-compatible, we used the 2016 variant for its larger
sample size. Both datasets contain cloudy data in some tempo-
ral bands of each tile, adding challenge and realism to model
testing. The total amount of crop classes (Table A.7), is similar
between datasets, although with only partial overlap, allowing
for a greater evaluation of the performance of the model against
a variety of crops.

These datasets provide 4-dimensional SITS data, charac-
terised per image tile I as Ttemporal × S spectral × Hheight ×Wwidth.
For tiles with T < Tmax, we padded the temporal axis to length
Tmax to support models requiring a fixed temporal extent. Both
datasets show some of the crop class grouping issues described
in section 2.4. Out of the 18 crop classes in PASTIS, we flag
4 as taxonomical aggregates, making up 11.2% of the primary
crop parcels in the dataset, but only 4.1% of crop class pixels.
However, by the nature of the taxonomical aggregate group-
ing, these also contribute to non-homogenous ground coverage
alongside the ‘Meadow’ and ‘Grapevine’ classes, bringing the
percentage of non-homogenous crop parcels in the dataset up
to 60.0%, and pixels to 25.2%. PASTIS does not exhibit any
seasonal aggregate groupings within it’s classes. In MTLCC,
only one of its 17 crop classes is a taxonomic aggregate: ‘Win-
ter Wheat‘, combining soft and hard winter wheats (Schnei-
der et al., 2025), yet it still accounts for 24% of primary crop
parcels and 14.1% of pixels. In combination with ‘Meadow’,
MTLCC reaches a 37.6% by-parcel and 17.9% by-pixel cover-
age of non-homogenous crops. MTLCC also features a poten-
tial seasonal aggregate class of ‘Rapeseed’ over 3.8% of parcels
and 2.5% of pixels, as opposed to the ‘Winter Rapeseed’ crop
class used by PASTIS. It is unclear what mix of spring, sum-
mer, and winter rapeseed varieties this aggregate class covers
(Schneider et al., 2025).

Both datasets include a ‘Background‘ class alongside their
main crop classes, but the PASTIS dataset also introduces a
‘Void‘ class, which is an additional concern. Any crop parcel in
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PASTIS MTLCC 2016

Region France Germany
Sentinel-2 Included Band Sizes 10m, 20m (S = 10) 10m, 20m, 60m (S = 13)
Capture Date Range 406 Days 341 Days
Max Temporal Samples Tmax 61 45
Total Classes 20 18
Crop Classes 18 17
Folds 5 10
Nominal Train/Val/Test Split % 60/20/20 60/20/20

Tile Size 128px 24px 48px 24px
Total Used Tiles 2,435 60,825 8,125 43,963
Total Spatial Pixels (M) 39.9 35.0 18.7 25.3
Total Data Points (B) 24.3 21.4 11.0 14.8

Table 1: Properties of the datasets and tile-size variants used in this study.

the original ground truth whose area lies more outside the tile
than inside, or whose crop class is not in the PASTIS dataset,
is labelled as ‘Void’. This differs from ‘Background‘ and in-
troduces several issues, mainly that void crop parcels within a
tile can confuse learning and inflate a model’s reported false
positive rate due to potentially containing otherwise valid crop
classes. Consequentially, ground truth parcels of the ‘Void’
class are masked during learning and metric evaluations for
PASTIS, nullifying the effects of this class on the models. Dif-
fering in approach, in MTLCC, crops not included in the la-
bel set but present in a tile remain labelled as ‘Background‘.
Models trained on PASTIS thus have a theoretical performance
advantage, as parcels of non-included classes are removed, re-
ducing label confusion. Merging the ‘Void‘ and ‘Background’
classes in PASTIS could be considered, but it would still leave a
proportion of otherwise-valid crop class parcel segments at tile
boundaries classified as ‘Background’ and so retain the issue of
inflated crop class false positives. Our decision not to mask the
‘Background’ classes is motivated in Section 3.9.

Using a unified hierarchical taxonomy of crop nomenclature
in EU states (Schneider et al., 2023, 2025) and the French LIPS
nomenclature (Ministère de l’Agriculture et de la Souveraineté
Alimentaire and Agence de Services et de Paiement, 2026), the
class names of both datasets have been standardised where they
intersect. The complete combined class set along with labelling
of per-class aggregation and homogeneity issues is given by Ta-
ble A.7 in Appendix A.

3.2. Baseline Transformer Crop Segmentation Model

Our model is implemented in PyTorch (Paszke et al., 2019),
using an efficient scaled dot-product multi-head attention im-
plementation (PyTorch API Reference).

For a baseline model architecture, due to the success of
TSViT (Tarasiou et al., 2023), we find no reason to deviate from
its temporal-then-spatial factorised attention layout with a ViT-
based backbone (Dosovitskiy et al., 2020). The backbone con-
sists of multiple identical transformer encoder blocks (Figure
1), each adapted to specific dimensionalities by shaping their
input data. A single tile of SITS input is a tensor I ∈ RT×S×H×W

where T represents the temporal sequence length, S the num-
ber of spectral bands, and H and W are the original tile’s height
and width in pixels. This is firstly split into N non-overlapping
spatial patches of size P thus producing (H × W)/P2 patches .
Each patch is flattened by linearly projecting its spectral-spatial
dimensions S ×P2 into an embedding of size d while preserving
time, producing a token sequence x ∈ RN×T×d representing the
tile.

Our embedded patches are augmented with positional em-
beddings pos and cls tokens. Temporal positional encodings
use an embedded normalised value representing each capture
date’s relative position between the sequence start and end
dates(details in section 3.6). A cls token is a learnable d-
dimensional embedding that serves as a fixed-size summary of a
tile; at the output, its state directly represents the predicted pixel
classes. Following (Tarasiou et al., 2023), we use k and cls to-
kens as the baseline representation size, where k is the number
of dataset classes, giving cls ∈ Rk×d. After these additions, a to-
ken sequence consists of concat(cls, x+pos) ∈ RN×(k+T )×d. This
token sequence is passed to the temporal transformer, which
then operates over each of the N patch positions, attending
across the T temporal tokens at that position to model the tem-
poral dynamics of that patch over the observed sequence. After
the temporal transformer, we keep the k and cls token repre-
sentations at each patch position and discard the other temporal
outputs, resulting in a tensor of shape N × k × d. The N patch-
level representations, each with k per-patch cls tokens, are flat-
tened and projected through a learned linear layer into the spa-
tial embedding space, with a matching embedded dimension
size to the temporal embedding. A learned spatial positional en-
coding pos ∈ RN×d is added to the projected sequence before it
enters the spatial transformer, which attends over all N patches
so each patch can incorporate contextual information from the
tile. The output of the spatial transformer undergoes an ‘un-
patch’ operation, expanding the raw outputs of shape N × d via
a linear layer to N × (P2 · k), which is then rearranged back to
the tile’s original spatial arrangement at full pixel resolution.
The produced output tensor of shape k × H ×W is suitable for
argmax classification on a per-pixel basis.
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Figure 3: The parallel temporal and spectral patch extraction structure from raw SITS data. The input SITS tile tensor I ∈ RT×S×H×W is taken twice, once for
the temporal transformer branch (top), and once for the spectral transformer branch (bottom). Each branch begins by partitioning the raw data into the same pattern
of non-overlapping spatial patches with size Ph × Pw, giving Nh = H/Ph and Nw = W/Pw patches. Each branch then constructs a token sequence per patch, with
the temporal branch flattening each patch along the spectral and spatial dimensions S × Ph × Pw while preserving the temporal dimension, and the spectral branch
flattening each patch along the temporal and spatial dimensions T × Ph × Pw while preserving the spectral dimension. This yields N = Nh ×Nw token sequences per
each of the spectral and temporal branches, which are separately projected through a linear layer into the embedding dimension of size d.

This baseline factorised transformer crop segmentation
model now forms the starting block for our proposed model.
Because our transformer model requires token sequences of
equal length, we pad samples with fewer image capture dates
along the temporal axis with 0. We opted to pad rather than
interpolate to not introduce unknown biases into experiments.
Pad-masking is used in the attention mechanisms of our archi-
tecture to track these padded temporal bands. Before changing
the architecture, the main way to improve performance in this
vision-transformer model is to adjust the patch size P. Reduc-
ing P has been shown to improve ViT-based models on dense
prediction tasks (Xie et al., 2021; Tarasiou et al., 2023), but
it directly increases the computational cost for a given model.
Therefore, we do not fix the operating patch size in the architec-
ture; instead, we keep it task-dependent and evaluate multiple
patch sizes to assess the costs and benefits of this refinement.

3.3. Proposed Parallel Temporal-Spectral Attention Structure

When proposing a spectral data axis equal in importance and
implementation to the temporal component of the baseline fac-
torised model, an initial intuition is to arrange the temporal,
spectral, and spatial components sequentially. In contrast, we
propose a factorised architecture with parallel spectral and tem-
poral components, each processing patched representations of
the original SITS data, followed by the spatial transformer op-
erating on embedded representations already attended by each
parallel primary transformer block. This architecture is illus-
trated via Figure 3.

Instead of sequentially processing temporal and spectral di-
mensions, where the second transformer attends to a represen-
tation already processed by the first, our dual-tokenisation strat-
egy lets the model learn temporal and spectral dependencies in-
dependently from the same spatial patches, so both transform-
ers operate in parallel on the original embedded SITS data. In
contrast, a sequential architecture that retains high-dimensional
token representations between transformers produces very large
intermediate activations. Since self-attention scales quadrati-
cally with sequence length, this greatly increases computation
and memory relative to our parallel design; we have explored
the sequential architecture and observed an approximate 5-fold
increase in multiply-accumulate operations (MACs) for the se-
quential model without token reduction between transformers.
Restricting the intermediate representation to class tokens cuts
this cost but may remove information, especially for the third
transformer in the sequential model which would receive twice-
compressed token representations, limiting it’s ability to model
complementary relationships.

The spectral branch of our architecture is handled largely the
same as the baseline’s temporal section. The spectral branch
receives one of the two copies of each N = Nh × Nw non-
overlapping spatial patches, collapsing the temporal and spatial
dimensions of each patch to produce a vector of size S ×(T×P2)
(Figure 3). A linear projection into the shared embedding di-
mension size of d then produces a spectral branch token se-
quence of shape xspec ∈ RN×S×d. The temporal branch is un-
changed from the baseline, collapsing instead the spectral and
spatial dimensions in each of the N patches to give a temporal
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branch token sequence of shape xtemp ∈ RN×T×d.
The difference between the spectral and temporal branches

outside of the patching operation lies in the added spectral po-
sitional encodings posspec, which, like spatial positional encod-
ings, are learned tokens posspec ∈ RS×d, rather than the SITS
capture date embeddings used in the temporal branch. We add
posspec tokens to the embedded sequence before concatenat-
ing the k and cls tokens, as in the temporal branch, producing
concat(cls, x + posspec) ∈ RN×(k+S )×d. This sequence is input to
the spatial transformer, which attends over the S spectral bands
for each of the N embedded patches. As in the temporal trans-
former, we then discard the original embedded tokens, retaining
only the clsspec tokens of shape N × k × d.

With both parallel transformer branches producing the
equally-dimensioned N × k × d sets of cls tokens, clstemp and
clsspec, the spatial transformer must receive a fusion of these
sets. A simple concatenation is possible for this example, pro-
ducing a token sequence of dimensions N×2k×d, however more
complex fuse block implementations are possible, as covered in
section 3.4. For the spatial transformer, the only required alter-
ation to the baseline model is in the linear layer used to project
the pre-attended token sequence into the shared embedding di-
mension d, which now receives the expanded N × 2k × d input.
The embedded representation going into the spatial transformer
is represented as x + posspat ∈ RN×d. After the spatial trans-
former, the original ’unpatch’ operation is conducted, with a
linear layer projecting to Nw × Nh × ·k, before rearrangement
to the original tile spatial dimensions with per-class probability
representation of k × H ×W.

3.4. Temporal-Spectral Cross-Attention

Because our model uses two parallel representation paths,
the two sets of k cls tokens output by the temporal and spec-
tral transformers must be merged. We implement and evalu-
ate several cross-attention methods for this fusion block. Un-
like self-attention, cross-attention takes its query and key/value
pairs from different sources rather than the same sequence.
Given one sequence as an originating query Q, and another
as a contextual key/value pair K,V , the output is computed
through standard scaled dot-product attention. This allows one
representation to selectively pull information from the token
sequence in a learned fashion, therefore allowing our spectral
or temporal branches the opportunity to exchange information
prior to fusion that could be used to represent complex spectral-
temporal relationships. It is also possible in a paired input such
as our architecture for both token sequences to attend each other
in a balanced fashion. The four fuse blocks are shown in Figure
4 and described below.

a: This is a simple concatenation-based fusion block for the
clsS and clsT tokens.

b: In this temporal queries spectral cross-attention block, clsT
serves as the query Q, and clsS as the key–value pair K,V .
The temporal representation attends to the spectral rep-
resentation, selectively incorporating spectral context into
the temporal tokens.

Figure 4: The compared Fuse Block structures for the cls token fusion fol-
lowing our parallel spectral and temporal transformer branches. The out-
puts of these fuse blocks are passed onwards to the spatial embedding process,
and then the spatial transformer.

c: This spectral queries temporal cross-attention block is the
opposite of fuse block b, with clsS used as Q and clsT as
K,V . The spectral tokens now draw on the temporal tokens
for additional representational context.

d: Unlike blocks a, b, and c, this bi-directional cross-attention
block lets both token sets act simultaneously as query and
context, enabling mutual information exchange instead of
one-way information flow.

3.5. Convolutional Refinement Head

Although outputs from our spatial transformer block can be
directly restructured into the original tile pixel layout, mak-
ing the architecture purely attention-based, we are aware of
the established strengths of CNNs for spatially complex tasks.
We therefore add an optional Convolutional Refinement Head
(CRH), which operates on the unpatched transformer outputs of
shape k×H×W. Positioning the CRH directly before the model
output (see Figure 5) maximizes its portability to future archi-
tectures, including purely attention-based models like ours and
more traditional models that already use convolutions. A small
exploration of possible combinations of layers and convolution
sizes was undertaken, while aiming to minimise any computa-
tional cost. Based on this, our proposed CRH uses three con-
volutions: a 3 × 3 layer that expands the k input channels to
e = max(32, 4k), a second 3 × 3 layer that processes this repre-
sentation, and a final 1×1 layer that projects back to k channels.
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Figure 5: The overall architecture of our SITS Crop Segmentation Model. We name our model as PAtteRNS: Parallel Attention and Refinement Network for
Segmentation. While this network is intended for cropland segmentation, the same concepts may apply across other fields in remote sensing.

The first two convolutions preserve the H × W spatial size via
padding and are followed by batch normalisation and ReLU;
the final 1 × 1 layer is left linear without normalisation or acti-
vation so that it can learn unrestricted corrections to the original
(k×H×W) output space. This residual is added element-wise to
the spatial transformer’s unpatched output, so the CRH refines
rather than replaces the class logits. Visualised in Figure 5, our
proposed architecture is now fully detailed.

3.6. Temporal Encodings

We observed two dominant date indexing methods in the lit-
erature. The first, Day of Year (DOY), poses the positional en-
codings by the given date within its calendar year, such that
the minimum value is January 1st, and the maximum is Decem-
ber 31st with a pre-normalisation range of 0 through 365. The
second, which we term Days since Reference Date (DSRD),
uses either the exact first chronological capture date within the
dataset, or a date just before the first capture as the minimum
value for pre-normalisation capture dates. As an example, for
PASTIS, a reference date of September 16th 2018 is used, 1 day
before the first capture, and a final capture date of October 27th

2019 gives a range of 0 through 407.
As the selected datasets have limited multi-year coverage, ex-

tensive comparison between them would be out of scope; both
are instead treated equitably within the single-year MTLCC
data. This choice might have an effect on model performance
within PASTIS, as its temporal span exceeds one year and its
start date does not align with the start of a calendar year. We
experimentally assess the impact of this potential performance
factor in the ablation study reported in Section 4.1. For all
other experiments, we use DSRD encoding for our model to
better standardise between PASTIS, with it’s offset temporal
span from a calendar year, and MTLCC, which covers the 2016
calendar year. For comparative models, we use the original im-
plementation’s chosen encoding method.

3.7. Comparative Models

We select the two SOTA models UTAE (Fare Garnot and
Landrieu, 2021) and TSViT (Tarasiou et al., 2023) for compar-
ison. To the best of our knowledge these two models are the
closest in terms of architecture and previously used datasets to
this work and thus are most suitable for a comparative study.
Although both models have seen use on both of our chosen
MTLCC and PASTIS datasets, a search indicates that the two
models have only ever been used on different tile size variants
for PASTIS, and neither have been used on the 48px tile size
variant of MTLCC. The architectures of these two models are
described in section 2.3, with TSViT acting as a comparison for
ViT-based models which require spatial patching of tile data,
and UTAE as a spatially convolutional model that only uses at-
tention mechanisms for temporal aspects.

There are results for TSViT on MTLCC’s 24 × 24 pixel tile
size variant with the 2016 data, but only with the fold index
0 instead of an average across the provided 10 folds, and the
results were reported only for the validation set rather than the
provided test set. In the case of PASTIS, due to restrictions of
available hardware, the 24 × 24 tile size variant was introduced
alongside TSViT. All 5 official PASTIS folds were then used
and results were reported for the test sets. Across both datasets,
TSViT reports results for a patch size of 2 × 2 pixels.

On the other hand, UTAE was published alongside the
PASTIS dataset, and so has prior use on the original 128 × 128
pixel tile size variant, with all 5 official folds used and the test
set mean results reported. UTAE does not report results for
MTLCC in the original publication, but does have prior use on
the same MTLCC 24 × 24 pixel tile size variant and conditions
as TSViT through part of TSViT’s comparative model study. In
contrast, it appears that UTAE and other comparison models in
that study remained on the 128×128 pixel PASTIS tiles instead
of the 24 × 24 pixel variant. We therefore believe our study is
the first to compare our chosen models in the same conditions
across all 4 dataset variants.

The UTAE and TSViT authors comprehensively rule out
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other architectures as SOTA competitors (Fare Garnot and Lan-
drieu, 2021; Tarasiou et al., 2023), therefore we do not include
additional past models in our main comparison against the two
most successful current methods. We do include UNet3D (Rus-
towicz et al., 2019) as a baseline convolutional model with nei-
ther attention mechanisms or use of temporal band-date meta-
data, which our model and the other comparisons all use. All
comparison models are run with their original hyperparame-
ters within our PyTorch training, validation, and test framework
(Section 3.9).

3.8. Segmentation Metrics

In our experiments, we calculate the micro Overall Accuracy
(OA%) and the macro mean Intersection over Union (mIoU).
OA% provides a measure of the total number of correct ver-
sus incorrect pixels across the results, while mIoU gives a
class-averaged measure of the overlap between ground truth
and predicted label masks. Between the two, mIoU is the
preferred metric for true segmentation performance, because
it is sensitive to both strong or poor performance on minor-
ity classes that may be obscured by the pixel-wise (OA%) ac-
curacy metric (Wang et al., 2023). Furthermore, as we have
imbalanced data, micro-averaging of OA% will lead to large
classes such as backgrounds or meadows giving an overweight
contribution to results (Kocak et al., 2025). Despite these is-
sues, we retain it for direct comparability with other studies on
our datasets (Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021; Tarasiou et al.,
2023; Rußwurm and Körner, 2018). In our main results we
also report the Dice Similarity Coefficient (known as F1 Score),
which is the harmonic mean of precision and recall, to broaden
the set of measures for future comparisons and provide an ad-
ditional view of model performance under large variations in
parcel size and class balance (Wang et al., 2026; Kocak et al.,
2025). Although often used, we do not report the Kappa statis-
tic (McHugh, 2012), as it is not comparable across datasets with
different numbers of classes (Müller et al., 2022).

None of these metrics explicitly provide a measure of inter-
class boundaries, which we believe to be crucial for SITS crop
segmentation, as agricultural parcels often share boundaries but
differ in the crops grown on either side (North et al., 2019). A
model may accurately predict the crop within a parcel but still
leak those predictions into background pixels or neighbouring
parcels. A boundary quality metric would measure true model
performances in this problem space. Therefore, we selected
Boundary IoU (Cheng et al., 2021) to improve our analysis. The
authors believe this is the first use of Boundary IoU (Equation
1) in SITS crop segmentation.

Boundary IoU(G, P) =
|(Gd ∩G) ∩ (Pd ∩ P)|
|(Gd ∩G) ∪ (Pd ∩ P)|

, (1)

Equation 1 defines the original binary class metric, where G and
P are the ground truth and predicted masks for a given class,
d is a pixel-distance parameter, and Gd and Pd are the masks
restricted to pixels within distance d of their boundaries. We
then adapt this for a multi-class setting with mean Boundary

IoU (mBIoU) as shown in Equation 2.

mBIoU =
1
C

C∑
c=1

|(Gc
d ∩Gc) ∩ (Pc

d ∩ Pc)|
|(Gc

d ∩Gc) ∪ (Pc
d ∩ Pc)|

, (2)

where c is a single crop class and C is the set of all crop classes
that appear in either the label or predicted classes of a tile. In
this work, d is set to 0.05, i.e., 5% of the tile’s diagonal, rounded
to the nearest pixel. This follows the recommendation of the
metric’s authors, and corresponds to 2 pixels for a 24× 24 pixel
tile, 3 pixels for a 48 × 48, and 9 pixels for a 128 × 128 pixel
tile. Consequently, mBIoU scores are not directly comparable
across different tile sizes (as discussed further in section 5.2).

3.9. Training and Experimental Setup

We used the Adam optimiser (Kingma and Ba, 2014) with
a weight decay of 1.0e − 03. Models would train for up to
150 epochs, with early stopping allowed after epoch 100 if 20
epochs had been observed with a decline in results from the
current best epoch.A learning rate of 5.0e-03 was used, with a
cosine annealing scheduler (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2017) using
10 warm-up epochs and decaying the learning rate to 2.5e-06
by epoch 150. No warm restarts were used, and a dropout of
0.1 was applied. All models used a batch size of 4, since larger
dataset variants could not be trained with higher batch sizes and
changing batch sizes would introduce variance and bias.

We used standard cross entropy loss, applying masking only
to the ‘Void’ parcel class of the PASTIS dataset discussed in
section 3.1. All other background pixels were retained for this
study, as the ability of models to both discriminate crop-to-crop
and crop-versus-non-crop is equally important. This also high-
lighted the value of including Boundary IoU as an evaluation
metric, since a masked background class would remove many
of the parcel borders.

Models were trained on three environments: a desktop with
an Nvidia RTX 4080 GPU and Intel i9-13900K CPU, a server
with an Nvidia RTX A6000 GPU and Intel i9-14900K CPU,
and Nvidia A100 nodes on the Supercomputing Wales HPC ser-
vice (Supercomputing Wales). Reported inference times are for
the desktop hardware.

4. Results

4.1. Transformer Architecture Design Ablation

We first present the architectural ablation study performed
for the design of our PAtteRNS model. The first comparison,
shown in Table 2, examines the architectural design of the PAt-
teRNS model: the inclusion of each dimensional transformer,
the fuse block style used to merge parallel spectral and tempo-
ral transformers, and whether a convolutional refinement head
is used.

Across both datasets, the full complement of temporal, spec-
tral, and spatial transformers together performs best, with
temporal attention shown to play the most important single
role in the overall performance. We decide to use Spectral
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MTLCC-48 PASTIS-128

Transformers
temp / spec / spat

Cross
Attention

Refine
Head OA% mIoU mBIoU OA% mIoU mBIoU

✓/ ✓/ ✓ S←T ✓ 92.0 0.774 0.527 83.3 0.649 0.435
✓/ ✓/ ✓ S←T – 91.7 0.762 0.513 82.8 0.641 0.428
✓/ ✓/ ✓ T←S ✓ 91.6 0.756 0.509 81.9 0.612 0.394
✓/ ✓/ ✓ T←S – 91.0 0.724 0.491 81.3 0.600 0.386
✓/ ✓/ ✓ Bi ✓ 92.1 0.774 0.537 83.0 0.640 0.429
✓/ ✓/ ✓ Bi – 91.6 0.761 0.518 82.5 0.629 0.418
✓/ ✓/ ✓ – ✓ 92.0 0.773 0.537 83.1 0.643 0.428
✓/ ✓/ ✓ – – 91.6 0.764 0.524 82.5 0.634 0.416

✓/ ✓/ – S←T ✓ 92.1 0.770 0.495 83.3 0.647 0.401
✓/ ✓/ – S←T – 91.5 0.744 0.438 82.3 0.623 0.355
✓/ ✓/ – T←S ✓ 91.6 0.753 0.474 81.2 0.587 0.350
✓/ ✓/ – T←S – 90.7 0.695 0.412 80.4 0.566 0.310
✓/ ✓/ – Bi ✓ 91.9 0.773 0.501 82.9 0.636 0.390
✓/ ✓/ – Bi – 91.4 0.746 0.433 81.7 0.611 0.346
✓/ ✓/ – – ✓ 91.9 0.765 0.492 83.0 0.639 0.397
✓/ ✓/ – – – 91.5 0.744 0.435 82.1 0.620 0.353

✓/ – / ✓ ✓ 92.0 0.772 0.533 83.0 0.643 0.437
✓/ – / ✓ – 91.7 0.755 0.523 82.6 0.636 0.429
– / ✓/ ✓ ✓ 87.8 0.600 0.395 77.7 0.503 0.307
– / ✓/ ✓ – 87.8 0.599 0.396 77.7 0.496 0.307
✓/ – / – ✓ 92.0 0.771 0.495 82.8 0.638 0.395
✓/ – / – – 91.1 0.738 0.431 82.0 0.616 0.346
– / ✓/ – ✓ 87.4 0.579 0.348 77.4 0.494 0.283
– / ✓/ – – 86.9 0.552 0.307 76.9 0.474 0.258
– / – / ✓ ✓ 88.9 0.639 0.429 78.9 0.521 0.327
– / – / ✓ – 89.2 0.628 0.425 78.7 0.514 0.320

Table 2: Our design ablation study on the core components of our PAtteRNS model. The ablation study was performed on both MTLCC-48 and PASTIS-128’s
first folds, with the mean of 3 seeded repeats reported. The cross-attention fuse block element is only present where both temporal and spectral transformers are
active for the combination of parallel cls token sets prior to the spatial transformer, with S←T representing the Spectral Queries Temporal fuse block and so forth
as illustrated in Figure 4. Results are reported as overall percentage accuracy, mean Intersection over Union, and mean Boundary Intersection over Union. Bold =
best per metric per dataset.

Queries Temporal cross-attention in our full model, as this di-
rectional attention showed clear dominance over the Tempo-
ral Queries Spectral cross-attention, while also producing espe-
cially good performance on PASTIS-128. While Bi-Directional
cross-attention also produces strong results on MTLCC-48,
we note that performance is not vastly greater than with no
cross-attention, and likewise appears to negatively impact per-
formance on PASTIS-128. The more neutral effect of Spec-
tral Queries Temporal compared to Bi-Directional or no cross-
attention on MTLCC-48 may indicate that the spectral and tem-
poral patterns contribute more equally on this dataset, while in
PASTIS-128 the temporal patterns take a majority share com-
pared to its spectral information. This would be backed up by
PASTIS-128 having both longer temporal sequences and fewer
spectral bands compared to MTLCC-48. We include all fuse
block types in our published model to suit any future use on
other datasets that may react differently to ours.

Upon introducing the CRH to models with a parallel tempo-
ral and spectral transformer, but without a spatial transformer, a

mean improvement of +0.8 OA%, 4.1% in mIoU, and 13.5% in
mBIoU is observed, marking a very significant impact. When
introducing the CRH to the models with all transformers, there
is a mean improvement of +0.5 OA%, 1.9% in mIoU and 2.7%
in mBIoU, demonstrating its wide applicability as well as a re-
maining advantage in spatial representational capacity over at-
tention mechanisms. Notably, the inclusion of the spatial trans-
former still brings performance improvements in comparison to
the temporal and spectral transformers operating solely as a par-
allel pair, showing that the CRH is best included as a comple-
ment to the spatial transformer, not as a full replacement. This
is illustrated by the 13.3% mBIoU increase for MTLCC-48 and
15.3% for PASTIS-128 when adding the spatial transformer to
the temporal and spectral transformers.

The inclusion of the spectral transformer generally improves
segmentation performance, although the magnitude of the im-
provement is relatively modest. Comparing the best-performing
configurations, MTLCC-48 improves from 92.0% to 92.1%
OA, from 0.772 to 0.774 mIoU, and from 0.533 to 0.537
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mBIoU when the spectral transformer is included. A sim-
ilar trend is observed for PASTIS-128, where OA increases
from 83.0% to 83.3% and mIoU from 0.643 to 0.649, while
mBIoU decreases slightly from 0.437 to 0.435. The strongest
PASTIS performance is obtained when spectral-to-temporal
cross-attention is used, suggesting that interaction between
spectral and temporal representations can further enhance the
benefit of spectral modelling. Overall, these results indicate
that the spectral transformer provides some additional discrim-
inative information in both datasets, particularly for overall and
region-level segmentation performance, although its contribu-
tion is smaller than that of the temporal transformer.

Our next ablation examines several adjustable hyperparame-
ters in our model. We also report inference time and parame-
ter count, since all three hyperparameters trade off representa-
tional capacity against computational cost. The goal is to re-
duce model complexity where larger hyperparameters do not
improve performance, while identifying those that do and eval-
uating them individually against their cost. The results of this
experiment (Table 3) relate to a baseline model of all three
transformers, a simple concatenation fuse block, and the inclu-
sion of the CRH.

Patch
p

Dim
d

cls
tokens OA% mIoU mBIoU

Inference
Time (ms)

Params
(M)

4 256 k 92.3 0.779 0.533 22.95 14.94
4 128 k 92.0 0.773 0.537 12.72 4.56
4 256 1 92.1 0.773 0.535 17.01 12.70
4 128 1 92.0 0.774 0.538 9.88 4.00

2 256 k 92.3 0.774 0.564 86.66 12.87
2 128 k 92.2 0.774 0.563 37.05 3.52
2 256 1 92.2 0.773 0.564 57.19 10.63
2 128 1 92.2 0.777 0.574 26.31 2.96

Table 3: Ablation over patch size p, hidden dimension d, and number of cls
tokens, reporting the mean of three seeded repeats on just MTLCC-48’s
first fold. Inference Time is reported for the mean time per batch of 4 samples
over the fold’s test set for all three seeds. Other results are reported as overall
percentage accuracy, mean Intersection over Union, and mean Boundary Inter-
section over Union, and model trainable Parameters. Bold = best per metric.

Most notably, reducing the patch size p significantly im-
proved boundary reasoning, increasing mBIoU by 5.7% when
using p = 2 instead of p = 4. However, other metrics showed
little variation, while inference time and model size increased
significantly. We therefore consider patch sizes p = 2 and p = 4
separately for the relevant models. The size of the cls token
representation and the embedded dimension size d both showed
low variance in performance metrics. Increasing the embedding
size from 128 to 256 more than triples model parameters and
roughly doubles inference time. These costs were considered
too high for the small performance gain, so we kept d = 128
for the full model. For the cls token, the added inference time
and parameters are marginal, so we keep its representation size
at k for comparability with TSViT.

Our ablation study also examined two more factors, the ex-
plicit masking of temporally padded values in attention, and the

choice of date encoding method. Table 4 reports these results.
In the case of date encoding methods, switching between DOY
and DSRD encodings had no notable effect on either dataset.
This is unsurprising for MTLCC, whose first capture date lies
near the start of the year, but PASTIS spans September 2018 to
October 2019 and was expected to be more sensitive; nonethe-
less, we observed little variation. Given this inconclusive evi-
dence, we adopt DSRD encoding and explicit pad-value mask-
ing in the final model to standardise potential inter-dataset dif-
ferences in temporal window position and completeness. The
factor of masking padded temporal bands in attention simi-
larly produced minimal change, suggesting the architecture can
largely self-regulate attention to static, unique pad values. We
still retain explicit masking of padded tokens in the experiments
of section 4.2 to avoid any unforeseen variance due to these pad
values.

MTLCC-48 PASTIS-128

Pad
Mask

Date Encoding
Method

OA% mIoU mBIoU OA% mIoU mBIoU

Y DSRD 91.9 0.771 0.532 82.9 0.638 0.424
Y DOY 92.1 0.775 0.530 82.9 0.637 0.423
N DSRD 92.0 0.773 0.537 83.1 0.643 0.428
N DOY 91.9 0.772 0.526 82.9 0.640 0.424

Table 4: Ablation over padding mask and temporal date encoding scheme,
evaluated on both MTLCC-48 and PASTIS-128’s first folds. Results are re-
ported as overall percentage accuracy, mean Intersection over Union, and mean
Boundary Intersection over Union.

4.2. Model Performance Comparisons

The results of our comparative experiments are shown in Ta-
ble 5. These required substantial computation to achieve a suf-
ficiently deep set of repeats to validate the impact of changing
tile size in each dataset, using three differently seeded repeats
of every fold on both datasets. All model–dataset combinations
produced results, except TSViT with patch size p = 2, which
exceeded GPU memory on all available hardware.

Table 5 shows SOTA results for PAtteRNS. UNet3D, as ex-
pected, underperformed the other three models in all cases.
Using p = 2, PAtteRNS holds the highest values for mIoU,
Dice, and mBIoU for both datasets by a considerable margin,
while UTAE marginally leads in terms of OA%. Over this met-
ric, these two models notably stand above UNet3D and TSViT.
Overall, the results on the MTLCC variants are significantly
higher than those achieved on PASTIS.

For both ViT-based models, TSViT and PAtteRNS, we gen-
erally observe improvements across all metrics when reducing
patch size from p = 4 to p = 2, in agreement with our initial ab-
lation experiments. This effect is strongest for mBIoU, with av-
erage improvements of 8.1% on MTLCC and 8.2% on PASTIS-
24. However, on PASTIS-128 the TSViT experiment was infea-
sible due to computational limits, and PAtteRNS showed small
decreases in mIoU, Dice, and mBIoU. PAtteRNS largely beats
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Model Patch Sizei OA% mIoU Dice mBIoUii

MTLCC 2016 48 × 48 pixel tiles / 24 × 24 pixel tiles

UNet3D – 90.3/90.0 0.694/0.726 0.799/0.826 0.448/0.463

UTAE – 92.6/92.1 0.782/0.790 0.867/0.874 0.550/0.542

TSViT 4 91.0/90.4 0.749/0.755 0.844/0.849 0.538/0.510
2 91.5/90.9 0.757/0.769 0.849/0.859 0.566/0.554

PAtteRNS
(proposed)

4 92.2/91.5 0.783/0.789 0.869/0.874 0.546/0.520
2 92.4/91.9 0.786/0.801 0.870/0.882 0.589/0.576

PASTIS 128 × 128 pixel tiles / 24 × 24 pixel tiles

UNet3D – 82.0/82.3 0.604/0.618 0.732/0.745 0.376/0.317

UTAE – 83.8/83.7 0.650/0.638 0.773/0.761 0.427/0.340

TSViT 4 82.3/82.2 0.628/0.624 0.755/0.752 0.444/0.344
2iii –/82.4 –/0.626 –/0.753 –/0.366

PAtteRNS
(proposed)

4 83.5/83.3 0.650/0.654 0.772/0.777 0.445/0.357
2 83.6/83.7 0.646/0.659 0.768/0.779 0.436/0.393

i Only ViT-based models utilise the Patch Size parameter
ii As stated in section 3.8, Boundary IoU is only directly comparable within tiles of the same pixel dimensions, and as such has a highlighted top performance for

per tile size.
iii This combination of dataset, tile-size variant, and patch size was not computationally viable for TSViT.

Table 5: Comparison of state-of-the-art methods in semantic segmentation on dataset tile-size variants. All reported results are the mean of 3 iteratively-seeded
repeats of the mean performance across all folds in a dataset. For each fold, the best epoch by test set performance is considered. All results in these tables are
our results, as opposed to results stated in other works. Results are reported as overall percentage accuracy, mean Intersection over Union, Dice Score, and mean
Boundary Intersection over Union. Bold = best per metric per dataset, and for mBIoU, per tile-sizeii.

comparison models in mBIoU, as illustrated in Figure 6 and
further confirmed by additional results in Appendix C.

Comparing the larger and smaller tile-size variants within
each dataset, OA% is seen to consistently decrease from
MTLCC-48 to MTLCC-24 across all models by similar mar-
gins, but remains similar from PASTIS-128 to PASTIS-24. In
contrast, mIoU and Dice largely improve across both datasets
on the smaller tile-size variants, with UNet3D showing partic-
ular benefit in its mIoU and Dice increasing by 4.6% and 3.4%
respectively from MTLCC-48 to MTLCC-24, and 2.3% and
1.8% respectively from PASTIS-128 to PASTIS-24. PAtteRNS
also shows an increase of 1.9% and 1.4% respectively in mIoU
and Dice from MTLCC-48 to MTLCC-24, and 2.0% and 1.4%
respectively from PASTIS-128 to PASTIS-24. There are some
standout performance decreases from decreasing tile size, with
UTAE showing a decline across all three of OA%, mIoU, and
Dice on PASITS, whilst the same model retains the usual OA%
decrease and mIoU/Dice increase on MTLCC.

Table 6 shows that, as expected, our PAtteRNS model in-
creases the parameter count relative to other models by adding a
third factorised self-attention block for the spectral dimension.
However, this increase is not mirrored in the required multiply-
accumulate operations (MACs), and PAtteRNS achieves both
competitive inference times and the fastest mean epoch dura-
tion during training at a patch size of p = 4. With a patch size
of p = 2, PAtteRNS still has faster inference and mean epoch
durations than TSViT at p = 2, but is slower than UTAE, which
does not use a patch-based vision transformer architecture.

Model
Params

(M)
MACs

(G)
Inference
Time (ms)

Mean Epoch
Duration (s)

Mean Best
Epoch

UNet3D 1.6 20.2 14.0 42.7 84.0
UTAE 1.1 9.8 24.3 98.0 135.7
TSViT P4 1.7 9.4 13.4 59.0 69.7
PAtteRNS P4 3.4 11.5 13.5 40.3 140.3
TSViT P2 1.7 36.8 56.1 167.0 90.0
PAtteRNS P2 3.3 44.5 37.9 143.7 87.7

Table 6: Model Computational Performance Comparison. Model trainable
parameters, MACs of the forward pass, mean inference time, and mean training
time are reported. All reported results are for 3 seeded repeats using MTLCC
48’s first fold, with inference time reporting the mean time per batch of 4 sam-
ples over the test, mean epoch duration reporting the average combined train
and validation duration per epoch using our training setup, and best epoch mea-
sured as the average index of the best test set mIoU out of 150 maximum epochs
from training. MACs are reported for the dimensions of MTLCC 48.

Both UTAE and PAtteRNS with p = 4 have much higher
mean best epochs, approaching the 150-epoch limit, suggest-
ing potential performance gains with more epochs, which could
not be tested within this study’s time constraints. Table 6 also
shows the cost of reducing patch size from p = 4 to p = 2
for TSViT and PAtteRNS in almost all respects. The only clear
benefit is a drop in PAtteRNS’s mean best epoch from 140.3
(p = 4) to 87.7 (p = 2), slightly offsetting the longer per-epoch
training time. For TSViT, however, the mean best epoch in-
creases from 69.7 to 90.0 under the same change, worsening
the impact of longer epoch durations.
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Figure 6: An illustration of PAtteRNS’ segmentation capabilities against comparison models. Our model is shown here to combine precise boundaries with
full recall of present classes in the ground truth labels of a tile from MTLCC-48.

5. Discussion

Overall, we achieve the strongest results on nearly all met-
rics and dataset variants, with the only exception being OA%,
where UTAE leads by at most 0.6% (mean lead 0.3%). Despite
this, when considering each model’s strongest configuration per
dataset, an analysis of our model against UTAE still indicates a
broader advantage for PAtteRNS. On MTLCC, both models see
their best results on MTLCC-24, with PAtteRNS at p = 2 lead-
ing UTAE by 1.4% in mIoU, 0.9% in Dice, and 6.3% in mBIoU,
while trailing by -0.2 in OA%. On PASTIS, UTAE’s best re-
sults are reported for PASTIS-128, while PAtteRNS’s best is
achieved with p = 2 on PASTIS-24. Here, the OA% gap nar-
rows to just 0.1 percentage points, while PAtteRNS retains a
lead of 1.4% in mIoU and 0.8% in Dice. As these two config-
urations differ in tile size, mBIoU cannot be directly compared
between them (see section 3.8), however, for UTAE’s strongest
configuration on PASITS-128, PAtteRNS at p = 2 still leads
in mBIoU by 2.1%, with the same comparison on PASTIS-24
raising to a 15.5% lead. This evidences that under fair com-
parison, PAtteRNS matches or exceeds UTAE on every metric
where a valid comparison can be made.

This conclusion is further supported by the per-class be-
haviour influencing each model’s overall performance in their
best configurations (Appendix D). On MTLCC-24, PAtteRNS
achieves a higher true positive rate than UTAE for 13 of 18
classes, while the performance of PAtteRNS at p = 2 on
PASTIS-24 against UTAE on PASTIS-128 shows a lead again
for PAtteRNS in 15 of 19 classes, with one class drawn. A fur-
ther contributor to UTAE’s narrow OA% lead at each dataset’s
best configuration is the Background class specifically, which
represents a substantial share of all pixels in both MTLCC-24
(43.2%) and PASTIS-24 (44.7% of non-void pixels). UTAE
achieves a higher true positive rate than PAtteRNS on this class
in both cases, leading by 1.2 points on MTLCC-24 and 2.6
points on PASTIS-24. Weighted by class population, this single
class contributes +0.52 and +1.16 percentage points to UTAE’s

OA% lead on MTLCC-24 and PASTIS-24 respectively, both
values exceeding the relevant OA% lead UTAE holds. These
results indicate that UTAE’s marginal OA% advantage is con-
centrated in the disproportionately large background classes,
rather than reflecting any broader advantage in segmentation
performance for crop classes across the datasets as a whole.

Table 6 shows that, with patch size p = 4, our fully fac-
torised temporal-spectral-spatial attention for SITS crop seg-
mentation matches other SOTA models in both training and in-
ference speed, achieving the shortest mean epoch time and in-
ference within 0.1ms of TSViT and UTAE, implying all three
saturate hardware data I/O limits. Our architecture also decou-
ples the parameter cost of the additional factorised spectral self-
attention block from its computational cost, increasing repre-
sentational capacity without a proportional rise in computation.

When reducing patch size from p = 4 to p = 2, our model
and TSViT generally improve across all metrics (see section
4.2), further increasing PAtteRNS’s lead over comparison mod-
els. However, TSViT still underperforms UTAE in all fields
except mBIoU. An exception occurs for our model on PASTIS-
128 at p = 2, where mIoU, Dice, and mBIoU decrease slightly
compared to p = 4, unlike the improvements seen elsewhere.
Because this patch–tile combination yields the longest token se-
quences in our study, this may indicate that the model’s depth
and capacity for global self-attention are saturated. Confirming
this and exploring whether larger hyperparameters could im-
prove performance will require additional experiments beyond
the scope of this work.

For mBIoU, PAtteRNS leads the next-best model by an av-
erage of 4.4% at p = 2 (both datasets). At p = 4, it is 2.5%
behind UTAE on both MTLCC variants but still leads by 2.0%
on average across both PASTIS variants. Considerations in sec-
tion 4.1 suggest that retaining the CRH alongside the spatial en-
coder transformer contributes to this, as their combination en-
hances fine boundary delineation. The performance in mBIoU
of all models is shown across the four dataset tile-size variants
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Figure 7: Mean Boundary IoU (mBIoU) achieved by each model across all four dataset and tile-size combinations. PAtteRNS with p = 2 achieves the leading
result in three of the four combinations, with PAtteRNS at p = 4 leading marginally on PASTIS-128 (see Table 5).

in Figure 7, highlighting the lead PAtteRNS holds across all
combinations.

5.1. Comparison Model Performances

Our results in Table 5 differ from those in the works in-
troducing both UTAE (Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021) and
TSViT (Tarasiou et al., 2023). For UTAE, higher performance
is achieved in this work than the results reported in the orig-
inal study using the PASTIS-128 dataset, with OA% increas-
ing from 83.2% to 83.8%, and mIoU increasing from 0.631
to 0.650. We believe the most likely source of this improve-
ment is the larger number of epochs in our training regime,
with the original work only using 100 epochs compared to our
150. This is evidenced in Table 6, where UTAE reaches its best-
performance at a mean epoch of 135.7, close to the end of the
additional 50-epoch training period used in our implementation.
Further experiments lie beyond the scope of this study but may
be worthwhile for both UTAE and PAtteRNS, which has a mean
best epoch of 140.3, to assess performance over many more
epochs. For TSViT, we observe the opposite trend: our ex-
periments fail to reproduce the model’s originally reported per-
formance on both MTLCC-24 and PASTIS-24. For MTLCC,
this appears to be simply due to the original work masking the
‘Background’ class in the loss and metrics, which we do not
mask, as discussed in Section 3.9. For PASTIS, although the

original paper appears to suggest that the ‘Background’ class
was masked in a similar manner, our interpretation of the pub-
lished implementation is that only the ‘Void’ class was excluded
from the loss computation and evaluation metrics for PASTIS-
24, which matches our implemented masking practice. We
could not identify a specific cause for TSViT’s performance
drop on PASTIS-24 compared to it’s original reported results,
and whilst UTAE on PASTIS-24 shows a clear performance
drop across all comparable metrics relative to PASTIS-128, it’s
performance on PASTIS-24 in our work still surpasses what
was reported as a comparison for TSViT’s introduction in that
work. TSViT at p = 4 does improve slightly from PASTIS-24
to PASTIS-128, which makes us conclude that UTAE’s convo-
lutional architecture may require more careful parameter tuning
when moving away from its original tile size than the ViT-based
TSViT. Based on our experiments, UTAE remains the stronger
of these two models for crop segmentation.

5.2. Boundary IoU
Boundary IoU is a useful measure of boundary quality in

segmentation results, capturing performance aspects that tra-
ditional metrics under-represent. Its main weakness is reliance
on a fixed pixel width for the ‘boundary’ region, which makes
mBIoU scores incomparable across different tile-size variants,
even on the same dataset. Future work could increase the rele-
vance of Boundary IoU for cropland segmentation by defining
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boundary width in real-world spatial units rather than pixels.
Because all SITS data sources have known spatial resolutions,
often at standard sizes like 10 m/pixel, this would enable a more
scientifically grounded notion of accurate boundary placement
and support broader, more consistent adoption of the metric
across datasets.

5.3. Class-wise Performance Across Datasets

As posed in sections 2.4 and 3.1, our experiments test
whether varying class groupings in crop segmentation datasets
reduce reported model performance. We found that the
PASTIS-128 dataset’s parcels were 60% non-homogenous in
ground coverage, equating to 25.2% of the pixels in the dataset,
while MTLCC-48 sees only 24% of its parcels featuring classes
with non-homogenous ground coverage, comprising of only
‘Meadow’ in this case, measuring in at 14.1% of dataset pix-
els. Additionally, four PASTIS classes were considered tax-
onomical aggregates: ‘Fruits, Vegetables, & Flowers‘, ‘Legu-
minous Fodder‘, ‘Orchard‘, and ‘Mixed Cereal‘. These were
expected to perform poorly in between-class confusion be-
cause they lack a single phenological identity and may biolog-
ically overlap with other classes. In MTLCC, ‘Winter Wheat’
was found as a taxonomical aggregate of soft and hard win-
ter wheats, and ‘Rapeseed’ as a seasonal aggregate of its own
seasonal varieties, although these classes are both potentially
less damaging to between-class confusion than the aggregates
found in PASTIS. Beyond the large advantage MTLCC shows
over PASTIS for all models and metrics in Table 5, our analy-
sis (Appendix B) indicates that PASTIS’s avoidable taxonom-
ical aggregate classes, and the taxonomically correct but non-
homogenous classes in both datasets substantially reduce model
performance.

6. Conclusion

This study introduces our new model for SITS crop semantic
segmentation, PAtteRNS, and shows our novel fully-factorised
attention architecture to achieve SOTA results for this field.
This performance advantage is achieved at similar computa-
tional cost to existing models at patch size p = 4, with a greater
margin obtained at p = 2 for a higher computational cost. Al-
though this smaller patch size leads to slower training and in-
ference than non-ViT-based models, our model still surpasses
TSViT, the incumbent SOTA ViT-based model, for this patch
size in speed and capability.

Our model exhibits particularly strong performance in par-
cel boundary delineation, demonstrated through the Boundary
IoU metric, which we show to be a valuable criterion for the
quantitative evaluation of crop segmentation models. Applica-
tion of a convolutional refinement head to spatial transformer
outputs was shown as a key part of this strength, demonstrating
the continued benefit of convolutional components in contem-
porary transformer-heavy crop segmentation models.

We also find that crop segmentation models perform differ-
ently when trained and evaluated with SITS tiles of different
pixel sizes, and therefore different tile sizes should not be used

in fair comparison. While many models improve with smaller
tile sizes, others loose significant capacity, especially if de-
signed for larger tiles. Our findings here indicate substantial
scope for future research on principled methods to determine
the optimal tile size for models operating on any given dataset.
Such methods could enable dynamic adjustment of tile dimen-
sions during training, followed by reassembly of the tiles for in-
ference and evaluation, and may ultimately yield performance
gains for crop segmentation models. Our experiments suggest
that smaller tile sizes may work to the advantage of models util-
ising global self-attention mechanisms.

Finally, we provide evidence that taxonomical aggregate
classes are a potential cause of poor crop segmentation per-
formance across all studied models, and suggest that future
datasets should work to minimise the number of taxonomical
aggregations when constructing class sets from ground truth
data sources. We also find that non-homogeneous taxonomic
classes tend to lower reported performance, and models must
improve at handling these valid and common classes. We could
not confirm any effects of seasonal aggregate classes due to
a low population of this aggregation type within our chosen
datasets, however this should be taken into consideration for fu-
ture investigation. Further research on true multi-year datasets
is also needed to assess the importance of positional encoding
methods for capture dates in deep temporal models.
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Appendix A. Dataset Class Comparison Table

Class Name PASTIS ID MTLCC ID Aggregation

Background* 0 0
Meadow 1 3 NH
Winter Soft Wheat* 2 –
Maize* 3 –
Winter Barley 4 14
Winter Rapeseed 5 –
Spring Barley 6 –
Sunflower 7 –
Grapevine 8 – NH
Sugar Beet* 9 1
Winter Triticale 10 7
Winter Durum Wheat 11 –
Fruits, Vegetables, & Flowers 12 – NH, TA
Potatoes* 13 10
Leguminous Fodder 14 – NH, TA
Soybeans 15 11
Orchard 16 – NH, TA
Mixed Cereal 17 – NH, TA
Sorghum 18 –
Void 19 –
Summer Oat – 2
Rapeseed* – 4 SA
Hop – 5
Winter Spelt – 6
Beans – 8
Peas – 9
Asparagus – 12
Winter Wheat – 13 TA
Winter Rye – 15
Summer Barley – 16

* Marked classes have been renamed in one or both datasets to match equivalent classes
between datasets or to improve clarity from the original class names.

Table A.7: Correspondence between PASTIS and MTLCC crop classes. Classes are ordered first by PASTIS ID, then by remaining MTLCC-exclusive class ID.
Classes are annotated with the issues and flawed groupings introduced in section 2.4, where NH = Non-Homogeneous, TA = Taxonomical Aggregate, and SA =
Seasonal Aggregate.
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Appendix B. Class-wise Performance Analysis

To better understand the impact of class grouping on crop
segmentation datasets, we analyse confusion matrices from our
three main models (Appendix D) to observe the potential effects
on model overall performance contributed by the three identi-
fied themes of classes, ‘Non-Homogenous’, ‘Taxonomical Ag-
gregates’, and ‘Seasonal Aggregates’ (See sections 2.4, 3.1, and
5.3).

For MTLCC, the highest individual error is seen in around
half of ‘Meadow’ class pixels being misidentified as ‘Back-
ground’ by all models. This is a classic overlap, and one of the
hardest boundaries to define outside the ground truth data, but
still represents the only non-homogenous class of the dataset
making up a significant portion of the drop in overall perfor-
mance. The taxonomical aggregate class, ‘Winter Wheat’, also
provides a significant amount of the error rates through false
positives on pixels belonging to the ‘Winter Spelt’ and ‘Win-
ter Triticale’ classes, which is to be expected, given that both
spelt and triticale have biological relation to common wheat.
The seasonal aggregate class, ‘Rapeseed’, is actually the high-
est performing class in the dataset for all three models, which
could indicate a combination of unique spectral-temporal phe-
nology with the narrow geographical window of MTLCC lend-
ing most parcels to being the same seasonal variant.

Within PASTIS, ‘Meadow’ classes are falsely classified as
‘Background’ to a much lower proportion, but this still repre-
sents one of the largest errors in the dataset’s results due to the
class balance of ‘Meadow’ being very strong. The other solely
non-homogenous class, ‘Grapevine’, also sees a high rate of
misidentification as ‘Background’ by all models. All four of
PASTIS’ taxonomical aggregate classes perform poorly, with
a mean recall across these classes in PASTIS-24 of 60.6% for
PAtteRNS p = 2, 54.6% for TSViT p = 2, and 52.5% for
UTAE. In comparison, the set of classes excluding taxonomi-
cal aggregates stands at an average recall of 83.4%, 81.0%, and
80.8% respectively for the same models. ‘Mixed Cereal’, pre-
dictably, sees scattered but significant confusion with a number
of cereals, likely due to the biological overlap. ‘Leguminous
Fodder’ is mostly confused with ‘Background’ and ‘Meadow’,
which could be due to a lack of solid internal class phenology.
‘Orchard’ is primarily confused with ‘Background’, backing
the theory of class phenological representation influence from
the grasses interspacing the fruit trees. Further evidence for
this comes from it’s second and third most common confusions,
‘Grapevine’ and ‘Meadows‘, both of which have been identi-
fied in our review as non-homogenous classes which may have
various similar grasses populating their spatial extent. ‘Fruits,
Vegetables, & Flowers’ again has major overlap with ‘Back-
ground’, but also sees notable confusion with ‘Sunflower’ and
‘Potatoes’ across all models, very likely attributable to biologi-
cal overlap in these classes due to the taxonomical aggregation.

The confusion matrices for PASTIS-24 also show poor per-
formance on ‘Sorghum’, which was not one of our flagged
classes, but was a relative minority population class, This class
saw most confusion with ’Maize’, which can be explained by
close biological relation between the two. The other consis-

tently weak class we saw in PASTIS was ‘Winter Triticale’,
which saw a lot of false classification as ‘Soft Winter Wheat’
and ‘Mixed Cereal’, again bringing the influence of a taxo-
nomical aggregate class into play. Overall, models reported
vastly higher performances when trained with MTLCC rather
than PASTIS, supporting the theory of taxonomical aggregate
classes limiting the performance achievable by models on crop
segmentation datasets.

Appendix C. Additional Model Output Visualisations
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Figure C.8: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all models on an example tile from MTLCC-48.

Figure C.9: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all models on an example tile from MTLCC-48.
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Figure C.10: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all models on an example tile from MTLCC-24.

Figure C.11: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all models on an example tile from MTLCC-24.
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Figure C.12: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all viable models on an example tile from PASTIS-128.
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Figure C.13: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all viable models on an example tile from PASTIS-128.
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Figure C.14: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all models on an example tile from PASTIS-24.

Figure C.15: Class segmentation outputs, and boundary error maps, for all models on an example tile from PASTIS-24.
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Appendix D. Confusion Matrices of PAtteRNS, TSViT, & UTAE

Figure D.16: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for PAtteRNS p = 2 on PASTIS 24
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Figure D.17: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for TSViT p = 2 on PASTIS 24
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Figure D.18: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for UTAE on PASTIS 24
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Figure D.19: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for PAtteRNS p = 4 on PASTIS 128
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Figure D.20: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for UTAE on PASTIS 128
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Figure D.21: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for PAtteRNS p = 2 on MTLCC 24
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Figure D.22: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for TSViT p = 2 on MTLCC 24
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Figure D.23: The cumulative class-wise confusion matrix of all seeded repeats and folds for UTAE on MTLCC 24
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