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ABSTRACT

Patch-based learning improves hyperspectral image (HSI)
classification by exploiting local spectral-spatial informa-
tion, but random train-test sampling from the same image
can cause spatial patch overlap, leading to data leakage
and optimistic performance estimates. This paper inves-
tigates same-class train-test spatial overlap in patch-based
HSI classification using two measures: overlap percentage
(OP), which quantifies the global amount of overlapped test-
ing patch pixels, and average overlap ratio (AOR), which
measures the local severity among affected testing patches.
Experiments on the Pavia University dataset compare ran-
dom and non-random spatial sampling using SVM, MLP,
2D-CNN, 3D-CNN, ViT, and MorpMamba. The results show
that deep patch-based models achieve high accuracy under
random sampling, with 3D-CNN reaching 96.17% Overall
Accuracy (OA), but drop substantially under non-random
spatial sampling, where 3D-CNN decreases to 55.20% and
ViT and 2D-CNN drop by 40.71 and 38.81 percentage points
(PP), respectively. Patch-size analysis further shows that
increasing the patch size from 5 x 5 to 19 x 19 raises
the random-sampling overlap percentage from 23.28% to
77.02%. These findings demonstrate that random patch-
based evaluation can substantially inflate classification per-
formance, especially for models that strongly exploit spa-
tial context. The code associated with this paper is avail-
able at: https://github.com/mgalkhatib/Data_
Leakage_in_HSI_Classification.

Index Terms— HSI classification, Data Leakage, Spatial
Overlap, Deep Learning, Patch-Based Learning

1. INTRODUCTION
Hyperspectral image (HSI) classification assigns semantic la-
bels to pixels using their spectral responses across many con-
tiguous bands. Compared with Optical imagery, HSI cap-
tures richer material-specific information, which improves the
discrimination of visually similar land-cover classes. This
makes HSI classification important for fine-grained scene un-
derstanding, particularly when different materials exhibit sim-
ilar spatial appearance but distinct spectral signatures. How-

ever, the task remains challenging due to high dimensionality,
spectral redundancy, spatial variability within the same class,
and the limited availability of labeled samples.

Traditional methods, such as Support Vector Machines
(SVMs) [1] and Multilayer Perceptrons (MLPs) [2], have
been widely used for HSI classification, but they often de-
pend mainly on spectral features and have limited ability to
exploit spatial context. Deep learning methods address this
limitation by learning spectral-spatial representations directly
from HSI data [3]. Convolutional neural network (CNN)-
based models have progressed from spectral 1D-CNNs [4] to
spatial 2D-CNNss [5], joint spectral-spatial 3D-CNNs [6], and
hybrid 2D-3D CNNs [7]. More recently, transformer- and
Mamba-based models have been introduced to capture long-
range dependencies and improve spectral-spatial modeling
[8,9].

Despite these advances, many HSI classifiers still rely on
patch-based learning, where a spatial neighborhood around
each labeled pixel is used as input. Although this improves
spectral-spatial representation, it can introduce data leakage
when training and testing samples are randomly selected from
the same image. In such cases, their patches may spatially
overlap, causing shared pixels to appear in both sets, weaken-
ing train-test independence and producing overly optimistic
performance estimates [10, 11]. This leakage becomes more
severe with larger patch sizes and higher training ratios, and is
further amplified by spatial autocorrelation, where neighbor-
ing pixels often have similar spectra [11]. Although spatially
disjoint sampling can reduce this issue [12], it may further re-
duce the already limited number of labeled training samples.

To better understand and quantify data leakage, this pa-
per investigates the relationship between same-class train-test
spatial overlap and classification performance across six clas-
sifiers and two sampling protocols. Unlike prior studies that
mainly identify or mitigate leakage, this study jointly quanti-
fies its global extent and local severity using overlap percent-
age and average overlap ratio. SVM, MLP, 2D-CNN, 3D-
CNN, Vision Transformer (ViT), and MorpMamba are evalu-
ated under random and non-random spatial sampling to assess
model sensitivity and quantify the resulting accuracy infla-
tion.
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2. RELATED WORK
2.1. Patch-Based Learning in HSI

Patch-based learning is widely used to incorporate spatial
context by extracting a local neighborhood around each la-
beled pixel and using it as the model input. This strategy
allows classifiers to exploit local spectral-spatial correlations
and has become common in CNN, Transformer, and Mamba-
based HSI classification frameworks [5, 6, 7, 8, 9].

However, patch extraction introduces dependencies be-
tween samples from the same scene. Since neighboring
patches may share many pixels, training and testing samples
can become highly correlated even when their center pixels
are different [10, 11]. This dependency is mainly controlled
by the patch size and sampling strategy. Larger patches in-
crease spatial coverage and therefore raise the probability
of train-test overlap, while random sampling from a single
image can place training and testing pixels close to each other
due to spatial continuity [10, 11].

2.2. Data Leakage in Remote Sensing and Computer Vi-
sion
Data leakage occurs when testing information becomes indi-
rectly available during training, leading to overly optimistic
performance estimates. In patch-based HSI classification,
random sampling from the same image may place training
and testing samples in spatially correlated regions, causing
their patches to overlap and share pixels [10, 11]. Spa-
tially disjoint, iterative, and augmentation-based sampling
strategies have been proposed to reduce this dependence
[12, 13, 10], but they may reduce the number of usable la-
beled samples and primarily focus on mitigation.
Comparatively little attention has been given to jointly
quantifying the global extent and local severity of same-
class train-test patch overlap and relating these characteristics
to performance degradation across different classifier fami-
lies under matched experimental conditions. This work ad-
dresses this gap using two complementary overlap measures
evaluated across traditional machine-learning, CNN-based,
Transformer-based, and Mamba-based classifiers under ran-
dom and leakage-reduced spatial sampling protocols.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Patch-Based HSI Classification

The general architecture of most deep learning frameworks
for hyperspectral image classification is illustrated in Fig. 1.
The process begins with a hyperspectral image Ioriginal €
RHXWXC  To reduce spectral redundancy and computa-
tional cost, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is applied,
resulting in a compressed image Irequcea € R X" <P where
P <« C. Spatial patches of size M x M x P are then
extracted and used as inputs to a deep learning model, such
as CNN, ViT, or Mamba-based architectures. The extracted
features are subsequently passed through a classification head
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Fig. 1: General Patch-based hyperspectral image classifica-
tion framework using PCA and deep learning models.
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with a softmax activation function to produce the final class
predictions.

3.2. Quantifying Train-Test Spatial Overlap

To measure the amount of same-class spatial overlap between
training and testing patches, two simple measures are used.
Let Ti, and T}, denote the training and testing center pixels,
respectively. For any pixel p, the patch extracted around it is
denoted by ,,(p), where M is the patch size.
For a class c, the spatial coverage of its training patches is
defined as
of = | u), (1)
pET
Cp=C
where ¢, denotes the class label of the training center pixel p.
A testing patch is considered overlapped when it shares
pixels with the training patch coverage of the same class.
This same-class condition is used because overlap between
patches from different classes does not represent direct class-
consistent leakage.
The first measure is the overlap percentage (O P). It mea-
sures how many pixels inside the testing patches are also cov-
ered by training patches from the same class. It is computed

as:
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where ¢, is the class label of the testing center pixel g. A
higher value of O P means that a larger portion of all testing-
patch pixels is also contained in same-class training patches.

To compute the second measure, the overlap ratio of each
testing patch q is first calculated as:

Qar(q) N QL
[ (q)]

The second measure, termed the average overlap ratio
(AOR), is then obtained by averaging OR(q) over only the
testing patches affected by same-class overlap:
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Fig. 2: Examples of the sampling settings used in this study:
(a) random sampling, where training and testing patches may
overlap; (b) non-random spatial sampling, where training and
testing regions are selected with greater spatial separation; (c)
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where Q = {q € Tic : OR(q) > 0} is the set of testing
patches with non-zero same-class overlap.

Therefore, O P measures the global prevalence of leakage
across the complete testing set, whereas AO R measures the
conditional severity of leakage among only the affected test-
ing patches. Consequently, a sampling protocol may produce
alow OP but a relatively high AOR when only a small num-
ber of testing patches overlap substantially with same-class
training patches.

3.3. Non-Random Spatial Sampling Protocol

To examine the effect of spatial overlap in patch-based HSI
classification, two sampling protocols are considered, as il-
lustrated in Fig. 2. The first follows the conventional random
strategy, where labeled pixels are divided into training, val-
idation, and testing subsets. Since each pixel is represented
by a spatial patch, nearby training and testing samples may
share pixels, introducing spatial dependency and potentially
inflating classification performance.

The second protocol uses non-random spatial sampling,
where samples are selected with greater spatial separation.
This reduces direct mixing between training and testing re-
gions and provides a stricter evaluation setting. Since test-
ing pixels are not explicitly excluded after patch extraction,
this setting is considered leakage-reduced rather than fully
leakage-free. Training samples are selected first. Validation
samples are then drawn from the remaining labeled pixels and
used only for model monitoring and selection, while all other
labeled pixels form the test set used for the final performance
evaluation.

Comparing the two protocols allows the sensitivity of
each classifier to train-test spatial overlap to be evaluated.
A large performance drop under non-random spatial sam-
pling suggests that the model may have benefited from spatial
dependency under random patch-based evaluation.

3.4. Experimental Setup

The experiments are conducted on the Pavia University hy-
perspectral dataset, which contains nine labeled land-cover
classes [14]. Before patch extraction, PCA is applied to re-
duce the spectral dimensionality to P = 15 components, and
each labeled pixel is represented by a 9 x 9 x 15 spatial-
spectral patch.

For both sampling protocols, a class-balanced training set
is constructed by selecting 94 samples per class, correspond-
ing to approximately one-tenth of the smallest class, Shadow,
which contains 947 labeled samples. In addition, 18 samples
per class are used for validation and reserved only for model
monitoring and selection, while all remaining labeled pixels
are used for testing.

The evaluated classifiers include SVM [1], MLP [2],
2D-CNN [5], 3D-CNN [6], ViT [15], and MorpMamba [9].
The same training configuration is used under both sam-
pling protocols so that performance differences are mainly
attributed to the sampling strategy. All experiments are re-
peated over 10 independent runs, and the results are reported
as mean-+tstandard deviation using Overall Accuracy (OA),
Average Accuracy (AA), Kappa coefficient, and class-wise
accuracy.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Tables 1 and 2 present the classification results under random
and non-random patch-based sampling, respectively. Un-
der random sampling, deep spectral-spatial models clearly
outperform traditional classifiers. The 3D-CNN achieves
the highest OA of 96.17%, followed by ViT, 2D-CNN, and
MorpMamba with 91.78%, 86.97%, and 81.07%, respec-
tively, whereas SVM and MLP obtain 62.15% and 69.50%.
A similar trend is observed for AA and Kappa, indicating
that deep patch-based models benefit strongly when training
and testing samples are randomly distributed within the same
image.

This advantage decreases substantially under the non-
random spatial setting. As summarized in Table 3, all models
experience an OA reduction, with the largest drops observed
for 3D-CNN, ViT, and 2D-CNN at 40.97, 40.71, and 38.81
percentage points, respectively. MorpMamba decreases by
32.62 percentage points, while SVM and MLP show smaller
drops of 10.90 and 19.35 percentage points. These results in-
dicate that models explicitly exploiting spatial neighborhoods
are more sensitive to the sampling protocol.

The class-wise results show a similar pattern. For 3D-
CNN, accuracy decreases from 94.28% to 46.27% for As-
phalt, from 97.63% to 49.78% for Meadows, from 91.59%
to 43.99% for Gravel, and from 96.38% to 47.89% for Bare
Soil. These large reductions mainly occur in spatially vari-
able classes. In contrast, compact and spectrally distinctive
classes, such as Metal Sheet and Shadow, remain compara-
tively easier to classify under non-random sampling.



Table 1: Class-wise and overall classification performance under the random patch-based evaluation setting with potential

same-class train-test spatial overlap. The reported values are presented as mean=standard deviation over 10 runs.

No Name Train ~ Val Test Total SVM MLP 2D-CNN 3D-CNN ViT MorpMamba
1 Asphalt 94 18 6,519 6,631 62.83£1.01 64.51£3.11 83.07+8.19 94.28+£1.95 89.26+3.32  75.6746.86
2 Meadows 94 18 18,537 18,649 49.46+491 64.17+£845 84.98+547 97.63+1.17 91.324+4.04  78.05+7.50
3 Gravel 94 18 1,987 2,099 21.40+834 69.261+12.62 83.04+4.28 91.59+3.10 88.941+3.86 74.49+16.57
4 Trees 94 18 2952 3,064 9532+1.48 96.14+£1.50 96.98+1.04 97.74+1.11 97.71+1.11  95.45+1.64
5  Metal Sheet 94 18 1,233 1,345  99.63+0.15  99.654+0.20  99.50+0.53  99.99+0.02  99.99+0.02  99.94+0.06
6 Bare Soil 94 18 4917 5029 67.18£5.16 64.71+11.94 88.51+3.45 96.38+£1.56 89.444+4.82  88.414+6.44
7  Bitumen 94 18 1,218 1,330 87.40+1.55 87.23+£5.45 92.13+3.65 97.04£1.60 96.491+1.68  85.34+7.43
8  Brick 94 18 3,570 3,682 84.74+£5.07 67.43+8.04 87.20+4.04 90.51+£4.16 92.4442.03 76.15+11.94
9  Shadow 94 18 835 947 99.774+0.13  99.724+0.30  99.64+0.23 99.9240.11 99.71+£0.34  99.08+0.79

OA (%) 62.15+1.68  69.50£3.22  86.97+£3.27 96.17+0.80 91.78+£1.30  81.0743.65
AA (%) 74.1940.54  79.20+1.90  90.56+1.60 96.12+0.59 93.92+0.83  85.84+2.43
Kappa x 100 54.01£1.56  61.774£3.37 83.10£4.02 94.90+1.05 89.19£1.61  75.83+4.30

Table 2: Class-wise and overall classification performance under the non-random spatial sampling setting designed to reduce

same-class train-test spatial overlap. The reported values are presented as mean-+standard deviation over repeated runs.

No Name Train Val  Test Total SVM MLP 2D-CNN 3D-CNN ViT MorpMamba
1 Asphalt 94 18 6,519 6,631 61.04£12.66 64.43+9.44 50.30+£18.10 46.27+£16.32 46.63+£14.61 49.11+£15.48
2 Meadows 94 18 18,537 18,649 38.72+12.41 33.66+14.46 41.56+£10.45 49.78+£18.88 50.26+£17.19 37.60+13.61
3 Gravel 94 18 1,987 2,099 29.85+12.74 36.51+£22.81 34.83+£22.72 43.994£20.93 31.36+£17.46 30.97+20.54
4 Trees 94 18 2952 3,064 76.88+19.95 80.39+13.05 62.17+18.31 82.36+11.12 57.62+£21.13 73.17£19.35
5 Metal Sheet 94 18 1,233 1,345 99.60+0.22  99.45+0.49  92.99+4.96  99.76+0.47  98.90+1.57  97.314+2.93
6  Bare Soil 94 18 4917 5,029 4581+11.61 48.65+12.35 38.41+6.55 47.89+£13.47 39.51+£11.01 42.46+14.88
7  Bitumen 94 18 1,218 1,330 66.79+19.21 74.52+17.45 72.00£16.20 89.92+5.38  64.78+£20.57 77.78+15.34
8  Brick 94 18 3,570 3,682 63.36+12.02 57.38+24.16 53.63+£17.66 56.55+20.72 56.75+17.02 64.94+15.13
9  Shadow 94 18 835 947 99.404+0.39  99.70+0.11  93.084+3.74  96.51+5.36 80.85+12.76 88.28+7.01

OA (%) 51.254543  50.15+£691  48.16£5.96  55.20+£9.21  51.07+£7.42  48.45+9.26
AA (%) 64.60+3.76  66.08+3.22  59.89+4.78  68.12+3.02  58.52+3.57  62.40+£4.92
Kappa x 100 41.8445.09  41.274+6.44  38.06+6.45  4596+8.64  40.54+6.81  39.15+9.06

Table 3: Overall accuracy degradation, in percentage points,
from random sampling to non-random spatial sampling.

Model Random OA (%) Non-Random OA (%) OA Drop (pp)
SVM 62.15 51.25 10.90
MLP 69.50 50.15 19.35
2D-CNN 86.97 48.16 38.81
3D-CNN 96.17 55.20 40.97
ViT 91.78 51.07 40.71
MorpMamba 81.07 48.45 32.62

Overall, Tables 1 and 2 indicate that the high accuracy
obtained under random patch-based evaluation is partly influ-
enced by same-class train-test spatial dependency. Neighbor-
ing patches may share pixels or highly similar local structures,
allowing information from training regions to be indirectly re-
flected in the test set. Random sampling may therefore pro-
duce optimistic performance estimates, whereas non-random
spatial sampling provides a stricter assessment of model gen-
eralization.

4.1. Effect of Patch Size on Same-Class Spatial Leakage

Table 4 shows the effect of patch size on the same-class O P
and AOR, computed using Egs. (2) and (4), respectively. Un-
der random sampling, O P increases from 23.28% witha 5 x5
patch to 77.02% with a 19 x 19 patch, showing that larger
patches substantially increase the portion of testing regions
covered by training patches. AOR follows the same trend, in-
creasing from 47.29% to 79.91%, which indicates that larger
patches also increase the severity of overlap among the af-
fected testing patches. In contrast, the non-random spatial

Table 4: Effect of patch size on same-class overlap percent-
age and average overlap ratio under random and non-random
spatial sampling settings. The values are computed from the
training and testing patch locations, not from model predic-
tions. Only mean values are reported.

Overlap Percentage (%) | Average Overlap Ratio (%)

Patch Size Random Non-Random | Random Non-Random
5x5H 23.28 0.83 47.29 45.26
TxT 35.03 1.28 52.98 43.79
9x9 45.29 1.75 58.45 42.26

11 x 11 54.04 2.26 63.61 40.50
13 x 13 61.48 2.80 68.31 38.98
15 x 15 67.73 3.39 72.70 38.86
17 x 17 72.86 4.01 76.60 39.13
19 x 19 77.02 4.66 79.91 39.42

setting maintains a much lower overlap percentage, increas-
ing only from 0.83% to 4.66% as the patch size grows from
5 x 5 to 19 x 19. This confirms that the non-random sam-
pling strategy greatly reduces the global amount of same-class
train-test overlap. However, AOR remains relatively high,
decreasing from 45.26% to around 39% for larger patch sizes.
This is because Eq. (4) is computed only over testing patches
with non-zero overlap; thus, although few testing patches are
affected, the remaining overlap cases may still contain con-
siderable local overlap.

Overall, patch size directly controls both the extent and
severity of spatial leakage. O P measures the global amount
of leakage, whereas AOR provides complementary informa-
tion about the severity of the affected cases. This distinction



is important in leakage-reduced settings, where the number
of affected testing patches may be small even when their lo-
cal overlap remains high.

5. CONCLUSION

This paper investigated same-class train-test spatial overlap
in patch-based hyperspectral image classification using two
measures: OP and AOR. The results showed that random
patch-based sampling can substantially inflate classification
performance, especially for deep models that exploit spatial
context. Under non-random spatial sampling, 3D-CNN, ViT,
and 2D-CNN showed large OA drops of 40.97, 40.71, and
38.81 percentage points, respectively, while SVM and MLP
showed smaller reductions. The patch-size analysis further
confirmed that larger patches increase spatial leakage, with
the random-sampling overlap percentage rising from 23.28%
for 5 x 5 patches to 77.02% for 19 x 19 patches.

Future work will extend this analysis to additional hyper-
spectral datasets and different training ratios to further assess
the generality of the observed leakage effects. More rigor-
ous spatial separation strategies will also be investigated to
reduce train-test dependency while preserving sufficient la-
beled samples for training. In addition, future studies may
examine how leakage affects newer deep architectures and
whether model design choices can improve robustness under
leakage-reduced evaluation settings.
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