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Figure 1: RSI4EO casts any EO task as a harness and a verifier. The harness defines what the agent may use and the
verifier defines what counts as success. (a) A general-purpose coding agent writes and trains the EO model and
receives only the scores of the sealed verifier. (b) Each generation of the model is built from the outputs of the
previous one, and the verifier decides which generation is kept. The resulting models surpass the state of the art on
four benchmarks (Table 2).
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Abstract

Earth observation (EO) models are still built by hand. For each new task, experts design a training recipe
and tune it against a benchmark. We show that this loop can be handed to an agent. Any verifiable
task can be cast as a harness and a verifier, where the harness defines what the agent may use and the
verifier defines what counts as success. Every EO task can be made verifiable, through labeled benchmarks,
independent sensors, physical models or the repeated observation of the same place. Given only these
two components, a general-purpose coding agent builds the EO model and improves it recursively on its
own outputs. Settings long treated as separate research problems, from learning with a handful of labels
to adapting across domains, become choices of harness and verifier. On four EO benchmarks spanning
optical, SAR and multispectral time-series imagery, agent-built models surpass the state of the art and keep
most of that accuracy from about 1% of the training labels. This establishes a new paradigm for EO, in
which people design harnesses and verifiers and agents build the models, so EO models improve as
agents do.!

1 Introduction

Earth observation (EO) models are still built by hand. Each new sensor, region or task starts another round
of engineering, in which experts choose a backbone, design a training recipe and tune it against a benchmark.
Foundation models have raised the starting point of this cycle without removing it [Cong et al., 2022, Reed et al.,
2023, Guo et al., 2024, Xiong et al., 2024, Jakubik et al., 2025, Siméoni et al., 2026], and on PANGAEA they do

*Equal contribution.  fCorresponding authors.
!This is an ongoing project. We are scaling up the experiments to a large number of EO tasks and agents and will update the
paper with the results.


https://github.com/Yokoya-Lab-UTokyo/RSI4EO
https://arxiv.org/abs/2610.18845v1

not consistently outperform a supervised UNet [Marsocci et al., 2026, Xiao et al., 2025]. Across the many sensors,
regions and label taxonomies of EO, expert engineering time decides how many tasks receive a strong model. The
cost is highest where EO matters most. When a disaster strikes, a new satellite comes online, or a wildfire, flood or
forest loss must be mapped in a new region, a strong model is needed within days, yet expert engineering takes
weeks to months and many agencies and countries have no machine learning team at all.

Meanwhile, Al has advanced fastest wherever success can be checked automatically. Verifiers drive progress in
mathematical reasoning [Cobbe et al., 2021, Guo et al., 2025] and program discovery [Romera-Paredes et al., 2024,
Novikov et al., 2025], and coding agents such as Claude Code and Codex now write, run and debug training code
for hours, earning medals in machine learning competitions [Jiang et al., 2025, Chan et al., 2025] and improving
training scripts against a validation metric [Karpathy, 2026]. EO agents have so far orchestrated fixed, human-built
models and tools [Singh et al., 2024a, Liu et al., 2024, Feng et al., 2026], and a recent agentic research loop refines
fully supervised baselines by one to three points [Kang et al., 2026]. The EO task itself has not yet been handed to
an agent.

Our premise is that any verifiable task can be cast as a harness and a verifier. The harness defines what the agent
may use, such as data, pretrained checkpoints, libraries and compute, and the verifier defines what counts as success
by scoring the agent’s model (Fig. 1). Every EO task can be made verifiable, and EO offers unusually many ways
to do so. A decade of community benchmarks scores models on labeled held-out data, independent sensors and
in-situ measurements check retrieved quantities, physical models check consistency with the observations, and
repeated observation of the same place checks any prediction about its future. Building an EO model then becomes
optimization against a verifier, and settings long treated as separate research problems become choices of these two
components. Learning from a handful of labels restricts the labeled data in the harness, label-budget search asks for
the smallest training set that passes a target score, and domain adaptation places the verifier on a target domain. We
call this formulation RSI4EO.

Given a harness and a verifier, a general-purpose coding agent builds the model by itself. It writes training code,
trains models, queries the verifier and decides what to try next, offline and without human input. The verifier is
sealed and returns a score, and containerized execution keeps the held-out data and the network out of the agent’s
reach [Harbor Framework Team, 2026, Merrill et al., 2026, Shi et al., 2026]. The agent improves the EO model
recursively on its own outputs [ Yudkowsky, 2013, Zelikman et al., 2024] and designs this recursion itself. With six
labeled images, it runs eight generations of self-training, each taught by the best pipeline the verifier has seen, and
ends by automating the loop with its own scripts. Because the two components specify the task completely, any
agent can receive it.

Agents equipped this way surpass the state of the art on all four benchmarks with published results, land-cover
mapping [Xia et al., 2023], building damage assessment from optical and SAR imagery [Chen et al., 2025], SAR
ship instance segmentation [Wei et al., 2020] and crop-type mapping from Sentinel-2 time series [Sainte Fare Garnot
and Landrieu, 2021], each within 12 hours on four GB200 GPUs, and the same agent builds a surface-material
classifier from hyperspectral pixels [Thoreau et al., 2024]. With labels for 0.1 to 1.4% of the training set they keep
most of that accuracy, and on OpenEarthMap six labeled tiles yield 60.0 test mloU. On OpenEarthMap, 300 tiles
selected without labels suffice to surpass every published method trained on all labels, and two agents that build
their models in very different ways both surpass the published state of the art.

These results point to a new paradigm for EO, in which people design harnesses and verifiers and agents build
the models. A task’s harness and verifier stay fixed while agents improve, so EO models improve as agents do,
without new human engineering. The time from a new need to a working model shrinks to the agent’s budget. After
a disaster, responders can label a handful of image pairs from the affected area, pose them as a task and receive a
damage model within a day. The few-label BRIGHT task, with one labeled image pair per disaster event, is a direct
instance of this scenario. Wildfire, flood and deforestation mapping follow the same pattern, and a newly launched
satellite can have a model within a day of its first labeled images. Above all, any agency or country that can define a
task can obtain a model at the level of the published state of the art, whether or not it has a machine learning team.
Research questions move upstream to which verifiers capture a task faithfully and what a harness must contain, and
annotation moves from training sets to the held-out sets behind the verifier, which every benchmark already labels.
Our contributions are threefold.

* A Paradigm for Building EO Models. Any verifiable task becomes a harness and a verifier, which turns the
many verification sources of EO into objectives that agents optimize directly and unifies learning settings as
choices of these two components.

* An Open EO Task Suite. We release the tasks of this paper in this form, covering optical, SAR, optical-SAR,
multispectral time-series and hyperspectral imagery with pixel-level and instance-level outputs, runnable by any
agent in offline Harbor containers.

* Evidence across Tasks, Labels and Agents. Agent-built models surpass the state of the art on four benchmarks,
keep 69 to 84% of that accuracy from 0.2 to 1.4% of the labels, and on OpenEarthMap beat every published



full-label method from 11% of the labels.

2 Related Work

Self-Improvement and Verifiers. The idea of machines that design better machines goes back to Good [1965]
and was formalized in the Godel machine [Schmidhuber, 2007]. Language models now realize parts of this program.
STOP uses a language model to improve the scaffold that calls it [Zelikman et al., 2024], Godel Agent and the
Darwin Godel Machine rewrite their own agent code [Yin et al., 2025, Zhang et al., 2026], and FunSearch and
AlphaEvolve evolve programs against automatic evaluators [Romera-Paredes et al., 2024, Novikov et al., 2025].
Self-training lets a model improve on its own outputs, from Noisy Student in vision [Xie et al., 2020] to STaR and
ReSTEM in language [Zelikman et al., 2022, Singh et al., 2024b] and AlphaGo Zero in games [Silver et al., 2017],
and in RSI4EO the agent arrives at such loops for the EO model without being told to. Progress in this line follows
the availability of verifiers [Sutton, 2001, Wei, 2025], from trained verifiers for mathematics [Cobbe et al., 2021,
Lightman et al., 2024] to reinforcement learning with verifiable rewards [Lambert et al., 2025, Guo et al., 2025],
and recent surveys and roadmaps chart the path toward recursive self-improvement in general Al systems [Gao
et al., 2026a, Chen et al., 2026, Duan et al., 2026]. RSI4EOQ carries this verifier-driven view into a scientific domain,
where verifiers range from labeled benchmarks to the repeated observation of the same place and the artifact that
improves recursively is the EO model.

Agents for Machine Learning Engineering. AutoML has automated parts of model development for over a
decade, through hyperparameter optimization [Feurer et al., 2015, Li et al., 2018, Falkner et al., 2018, Akiba et al.,
2019], neural architecture search [Zoph and Le, 2017, Liu et al., 2019, Real et al., 2020] and self-configuring
pipelines such as nnU-Net [Isensee et al., 2021], each searching a space that people define. LLM agents widen
this space to arbitrary code. AIDE, The AI Scientist and autoresearch write and revise training code against
validation metrics [Jiang et al., 2025, Lu et al., 2026, Karpathy, 2026], and MLAgentBench, MLE-bench and
RE-Bench measure such agents on engineering and research tasks [Huang et al., 2024, Chan et al., 2025, Wijk et al.,
2025]. Domain systems apply these loops to medical image segmentation [Gao et al., 2026b, Liu et al., 2026] and
solar-panel mapping [Lekavicius et al., 2026]. RSI4EO differs in how a task reaches the agent, as a containerized
task in the format of recent agent evaluation suites [Merrill et al., 2026, Shi et al., 2026]. The harness and a sealed
verifier specify it completely, so label budgets and domain shift become part of the task definition and validation
data stay outside the agent’s reach, a design that reward-hacking studies of frontier agents support [Von Arx et al.,
2025].

Earth Observation Models and Agents. EO foundation models learn transferable representations from optical,
multispectral and SAR archives [Cong et al., 2022, Reed et al., 2023, Fuller et al., 2023, Jakubik et al., 2023, Guo
et al., 2024, Xiong et al., 2024, Tseng et al., 2025, Astruc et al., 2025, Jakubik et al., 2025], and general-purpose
backbones such as DINOv3 now ship satellite-pretrained variants [Oquab et al., 2024, Siméoni et al., 2026],
with GEO-Bench and PANGAEA evaluating them under fixed protocols [Lacoste et al., 2023, Marsocci et al.,
2026]. Label-scarce and cross-domain settings have each produced dedicated methods, including semi-supervised
segmentation [Yang et al., 2023, 2025, Lu et al., 2023, Zhou et al., 2026] and unsupervised domain adaptation
[Hoyer et al., 2022, 2023], also on LoveDA [Wang et al., 2021, Zhao et al., 2024]. In RSI4EO these models and
methods become ingredients that the agent selects, combines and trains. LLM agents for EO have so far orchestrated
fixed tools and pretrained models [Singh et al., 2024a, Liu et al., 2024, Feng et al., 2026, Xu et al., 2026, Talemi
et al., 2026], and OpenEarth-Agent extends them to creating their own tools [Zhao et al., 2026]. RingMoClaw is a
multi-agent loop that retrains remote sensing models and improves fully supervised baselines on four tasks [Kang
et al., 2026]. RSI4EO hands an agent the whole EO task, including its label budget and domain shift, and extends
agent-built models to label-scarce regimes.

3 Method

RSI4EO turns the construction of an EO model into a task that an agent solves. Section 3.1 defines a task by its
harness and verifier, Sections 3.2 and 3.3 describe the two components as we instantiate them, Section 3.4 describes
how the agent improves the model on its own outputs, and Section 3.5 shows how learning settings become choices
of the two components.

3.1 Tasks as a Harness and a Verifier
An EO task is a pair 7 = (H, V). The harness H fixes the resources the agent may use: labeled data Dy, unlabeled
data Dy, pretrained checkpoints, software and a compute budget.” The verifier V fixes what counts as success. The

2We use harness for this task-side environment. It is distinct from the agent harness, the scaffold that turns a language model
into an agent.



agent produces pipelines, where a pipeline 7 is a self-contained directory of code and trained weights that maps
input imagery to predictions. The verifier runs a pipeline on held-out data (X, Yy/) that the agent never sees and
returns its score

s(m) = m(r(Xv), Yv), )

where m is the task metric. Over its budget the agent writes pipelines 71, . .., Tk, queries s(7y) and decides what
to try next. When the budget ends, its final pipeline 7* is evaluated once on a hidden test set with the same metric,
m(m*(Xr), Yr).

The formulation leaves every modeling decision to the agent. Architecture, losses, the use of unlabeled data,
ensembling and inference all belong to the pipeline the agent writes, and the verifier is the only signal of success it
receives. A task is fully specified by its two components, so any agent can receive it, and changing either component
defines a new task.

3.2 Verifier

The verifier is sealed. It runs in a separate container that holds the validation data, executes a submitted pipeline
exactly as the final grader will, and returns the score through a tool call. The agent never receives validation images
or labels. Because the verifier runs the whole pipeline, it scores what will be graded, including preprocessing,
ensembling and test-time augmentation, and it exposes failures such as missing outputs before the final evaluation.
The agent may query it as often as it likes.

EO is rich in sources for such verifiers. Labeled benchmarks provide held-out sets, independent sensors and
in-situ measurements check retrieved quantities, physical models check consistency with the observations, and
repeated observation of the same place checks predictions against what is observed later. Each source yields a
function that scores a pipeline without exposing its data to the agent. In this paper we build the verifier from labeled
held-out sets, using the official validation split where it is not needed as the test set and otherwise a held-out portion
of the training split selected by region or scene.

3.3 Harness

The harness gives the agent what an EO researcher would start from. It contains the labeled training data and
an unlabeled pool formed by the remaining training imagery, pretrained encoders without decoders or task heads
(DINOv3 ViT-L/16 pretrained on satellite imagery, DINOv2 ViT-L/14, ResNet-18 to ResNet-101 and EfficientNet-
BO [Siméoni et al., 2026, Oquab et al., 2024, He et al., 2016, Tan and Le, 2019]), the official source code of
the DINO models, the Python deep-learning and geospatial stack together with QGIS, SAGA and GDAL, and a
deliberately plain starter pipeline, an EfficientNet-BO encoder with an FPN decoder [Lin et al., 2017]. The agent has
four GB200 GPUs and 12 hours, and no single training run may exceed 4 hours. The submitted pipeline must be a
deep network that the agent trained, the given labels may not be edited, and the agent may annotate unlabeled data
itself.

Each task runs in an offline Harbor container [Harbor Framework Team, 2026, Merrill et al., 2026], where the
agent works without network access beyond its own model interface. When time ends, the submission directory
is copied out and graded once on the hidden test set under an inference budget of 4 hours. Nothing else the agent
created survives, so every model, weight and script the final pipeline needs must be inside the submission.

3.4 Recursive Improvement

Within a task, the agent improves the EO model recursively on its own outputs. We call each model the agent trains
a generation. A generation f; leaves outputs O; behind, including its predictions and class probabilities on the
unlabeled pool, its checkpoints, and its predictions on held-out folds of the training data. The next generation is
trained from these outputs,

fig1 = Train(H, O<), )

and the verifier decides which generation is kept and serves as the source of the next one. Two loops therefore run
together. In the outer loop, the agent proposes pipelines and the verifier scores them. In the inner loop, each kept
model becomes material for its successor, so the model improves along a lineage.

The agent designs this recursion itself. The task instruction permits methods such as pseudo-labeling on the
unlabeled pool but prescribes none, and the agent chooses the mechanisms, their order and the depth of the lineage
from the verifier’s feedback. Across our runs the mechanisms fall into three families. At the data level, a teacher
labels the unlabeled pool with hard pseudo-labels or soft class probabilities and a student trains on them, as in
Noisy Student [Xie et al., 2020] and knowledge distillation [Hinton et al., 2015]. At the parameter level, new
models start from earlier checkpoints, average several checkpoints, or grow from a smaller trained network. At the
prediction level, the agent trains models on its own predictions, such as calibrators fitted to out-of-fold predictions
and networks that refine its masks. Each generation thus learns from the previous one, the pattern behind STaR
[Zelikman et al., 2022] and AlphaGo Zero [Silver et al., 2017], here applied to the EO model the agent builds.



Table 1: The five benchmarks. Training data form the harness, the verifier holds a validation split, and the test split
stays hidden until the final evaluation. The few-label task keeps a few labeled samples per natural stratum, with
their share of the training labels in parentheses, and moves the other training samples to the unlabeled pool. PASTIS
counts the background as a class.

Benchmark Task Input Classes Metric Train Verifier Test Few-label task

OpenEarthMap land-cover mapping RGB, 0.25-0.5m 8 mloU 2,700 300 500 6 tiles, one per continent (0.2%)
BRIGHT building damage optical + SAR pairs 4 mloU 2,918 450 878 14 pairs, one per event (0.5%)
HRSID ship instances SAR, 0.5-3m 1 mask AP 3,090 552 1,962 36 images, one per scene (1.2%)
PASTIS crop-type mapping  Sentinel-2 time series 19 mloU 1,455 482 496 20 series, five per tile (1.4%)
Toulouse surface materials 310-band pixel spectra 32 macro-F1 190,969 39,991 149,272 160 pixels, five per class (0.1%)

3.5 Learning Settings as Choices of Harness and Verifier

Settings that EO research has treated as separate problems become choices of the two components. Full supervision
gives the harness all training labels. Learning from few labels keeps one to five labeled samples per natural stratum
of the data, such as a continent, a disaster event, a scene or a class, chosen so that together they cover every class,
and moves the remaining training imagery to the unlabeled pool (Table 1). A label-budget search fixes a label-free
selection rule, ranks the training images with it, and asks for the smallest prefix whose labels let the agent reach a
target score. Domain adaptation places the labeled data on a source domain and the verifier on the target domain. In
every case the agent, the verifier interface and the final evaluation stay the same.

This view also changes where annotation goes. Labels are needed for the verifier and for the final evaluation,
which every benchmark already provides, while the training set can shrink to a handful of samples. Validation labels
reach the agent only through the scores the verifier returns.

4 Experiments

The experiments ask three questions that follow from the introduction. The first is whether one agent and one
interface suffice across sensors, output types and label regimes. The second is how good the resulting models are,
both against the plain pipeline that ships with the harness and against published methods. The third is how the
amount of labeled data in the harness and the choice of agent change the outcome. Section 5 then examines the runs
themselves to explain where the accuracy comes from.

4.1 Setup

Benchmarks and Tasks. We instantiate RSI4EO on five EO benchmarks that differ in sensor, output and metric
(Table 1). OpenEarthMap [Xia et al., 2023] maps eight land-cover classes from sub-meter RGB imagery, BRIGHT
[Chen et al., 2025] grades building damage from pre-event optical and post-event SAR pairs, HRSID [Wei et al.,
2020] segments ship instances in SAR images, PASTIS [Sainte Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021] maps 18 crop
types from Sentinel-2 time series, and the Toulouse data set [Thoreau et al., 2024] classifies 32 surface materials
from single hyperspectral pixels. Each benchmark yields a full-label task and a few-label task that keeps 0.1 to 1.4%
of the training labels. On OpenEarthMap we add two points of the label-budget search, in which the harness holds
the first 300 or 600 tiles ranked by k-center on frozen DINOv3 features [Sener and Savarese, 2018], a rule that uses
no labels.

The hidden test set is the official test split of each benchmark, except on OpenEarthMap. Its test labels are
withheld, so its official validation split serves as the test set and the verifier holds 300 tiles taken from the training
split. Its 1,500 official test images join the unlabeled pool. For Toulouse we use the second of the eight official
spatially disjoint splits. HRSID has no official validation split, and its verifier holds 20 complete scenes taken from
the official training set. The agent therefore trains on 3,090 of the 3,642 images that published methods use. The
Toulouse harness provides only spectra, without pixel positions and without a pretrained model.

Agents and Protocol. The main agent is Codex with GPT-6-Astra, which runs every task. Claude Code with
Claude Opus 5.5 runs the four OpenEarthMap tasks. Both agents use their highest reasoning effort and work for at
most 12 hours on four GB200 GPUs in an offline container (Section 3.3). The verifier returns the task metric, its
per-class breakdown and the inference time, and it may be queried without limit. Each task runs once per agent.

Reference Points. We compare each agent-built model with two references. The first is the starter pipeline of
the harness, trained as provided, which shows what the harness yields without an agent. The second is the set of
published results under each benchmark’s standard protocol (Table 2). Toulouse is compared with the starter, as its
published results are averages over eight splits.



Table 2: Agent-built models against published methods on the four benchmarks with published results under
our split, each under its standard protocol. Rows are sorted by score and the previous state of the art (SOTA) is
underlined. The RSI4EO rows give the agent-built model from the full training set with its gain over the SOTA,
and from a few-label subset (share of the training set in parentheses) with its score as a percentage of the full-label
score. All agent rows come from GPT-6-Astra through Codex, within 12 hours on four GB200 GPUs. fTest-time
augmentation. *Multi-model ensemble with post-processing. ¥Pretrained foundation model fine-tuned on PASTIS,
as reported by Herzog et al. [2025]. | Fold-I score from the released test logs of Cai [2023], whose paper reports
five-fold means of 66.8 and 67.9. PASTIS uses the official fold I split. The other baselines are those of Tarasiou et al.
[2023], who evaluate on 24 x 24 crops of the same test fold. On HRSID, the four generic detectors are those of Wei
et al. [2020], and LFG-Net* is the stronger of the two configurations reported by its authors. OpenEarthMap reports
8-class mloU on the official validation split, which serves as the test split because test labels are withheld. *8-class
mean recomputed from the per-class IoUs of Wang et al. [2024] and Wang et al. [2025]. YEncoder evaluated by Duc
and Fukui [2026].

(a) BRIGHT building damage, pre-event optical + post-event SAR (b) PASTIS crop-type segmentation, Sentinel-2 time series
Method mloU  Method mloU
SiamAttnUNet [Adriano et al., 2021] 64.26  FPN-ConvLSTM [Chamorro Martinez et al., 2021] 59.5
DeepLabV3+ [Chen et al., 2018] 64.80  3D-UNet [Rustowicz et al., 2019] 60.4
UNet [Ronneberger et al., 2015] 64.94 U-ConvLSTM [Rustowicz et al., 2019] 60.7
SiamCRNN [Chen et al., 2020] 65.73  AnySat® [Astruc et al., 2025] 60.9
ChangeOS [Zheng et al., 2021] 65.98  TerraMind-L?® [Jakubik et al., 2025] 60.9
DamageFormer [Chen et al., 2022] 67.09 Galileo—B§ [Tseng et al., 2025] 61.2
ChangeMambaT[Chen etal., 2024 67.63 U-TAE [Sainte Fare Garnot and Landrieu, 2021] 62.4
ChangeMamba' [Chen et al., 2025] 68.50  OlmoEarth-B? [Herzog et al., 2025] 64.3
Ensemble® [Chen etal., 2025] 68.86  TSVIT [Tarasiou et al., 2023] 65.1
RSI4EO, 14 pairs (0.5%) 49 .4 609 OlmoEarth-L? [Herzog et al., 2025] 66.3
RSI4EO, full labels 71.56+270  Exchanger + UNet! [(Cai etal., 2023] 66.5
Exchanger + Mask2Former!! [Cai et al., 2023] 67.1
RSI4EOQ, 20 series (1.4%) 50.1 72%
RSI4EOQ, full labels 69.7 +2.6
(c) HRSID SAR ship instance segmentation (d) OpenEarthMap land-cover mapping, sub-meter optical
Method Mask AP Method mloU
Mask R-CNN [He et al., 2017] 54.3  UNet [Ronneberger et al., 2015] 57.8*
MS R-CNN [Huang et al., 2019] 544  RS3Mamba [Maet al., 2024] 60.5*
Cascade Mask R-CNN [Cai and Vasconcelos, 2021] 54.7  DC-Swin [Wang et al., 2022a] 63.6"
HTC [Chen et al., 2019] 55.4  UNetFormer [Wang et al., 2022b] 64.3*
SA R-CNN [Zhao et al., 2021] 56.5  ResNet-50 [He etal., 2016] 64.5
GCBANet [Ke etal., 2022] 573 ViT-L, MAET [Heetal., 2022] 64.8
MAI-SE-Net [Zhang and Zhang, 2022a] 578 ViT-B, MAEY [He et al, 2022] 65.6
FL-CSE-ROIE [Zhang and Zhang, 20220] 579 EfficientNet-B7Y [Tan and Le, 2019] 66.3
%%”{jNet [Liuetal., 2025] gg% SatMamba-B [Duc and Fukui, 2026] 66.5
- [Zhang and Zhang, 2022c] . MetaSegNet! [Wang et al., 2024] 67.0%
Insight Any Instance [Li et al., 2025] 59.3 p idMamba' 675"
CATNet, multi-scale training [Liu et al., 2025] 59.6 yramidviamba ' [Wang et al., 2025] —
ARANet [Chang et al., 2026] 60.6  RSI4EO, 6 tiles (0.2%) 60.0 844
LFG-Net* [Wei et al., 2022] 63.9  RSI4EO, full labels 71.6 +4.1
GCIE-Net [Luo et al., 2026] 63.9
RSI4EOQ, 36 images (1.2%) 50.2 73%
RSIH4EOQ, full labels 68.7 +4.8

4.2 Main Results

One Agent across Five Benchmarks. Table 3 reports the hidden-test score of every task. The same agent, through
the same interface, builds a strong model for RGB, SAR, optical and SAR pairs, multispectral time series and
hyperspectral pixels, and for semantic segmentation, instance segmentation and pixel classification. In all seven
comparisons with the starter, the agent-built model is well above it. The gain is 5.6 to 16.7 points with full labels
and 14.6 to 36.1 points with few labels. The gain is larger with few labels because the starter trains a small network
on the labeled samples alone, whereas the agent brings in the pretrained encoders and the unlabeled pool that the
harness also contains.



Table 3: Hidden-test scores on all five benchmarks. The starter is the plain pipeline that ships with the harness,
trained as provided, and RSI4EO is the model that GPT-6-Astra builds from the same harness within 12 hours, with
its gain over the starter in blue. The last column gives the best published result that uses all training labels under the
same protocol (Table 2). A dash marks a score that is not available. Toulouse has no published result under our split.

Few labels Full labels
Benchmark Metric Starter RSI4EO  Starter RSI4EO  Published
OpenEarthMap mloU 34.0 60.0+26.0 - 71.6 67.5
BRIGHT mloU 34.8 49.4+14.6 61.8 71.6+938 68.9
HRSID mask AP - 50.2 - 68.7 63.9
PASTIS mloU 14.0 50.1+36.1 53.0 69.7+16.7 67.1
Toulouse macro-F1 50.3 69.1+188 66.2 71.8+56 -

Comparison with Published Methods. With full labels, the agent-built model exceeds the best published result
on all four benchmarks with published results, by 2.7 mloU on BRIGHT, 2.6 mIoU on PASTIS, 4.8 mask AP on
HRSID and 4.1 mIoU on OpenEarthMap (Table 2). The baselines include a multi-model ensemble on BRIGHT,
fine-tuned EO foundation models on PASTIS and methods with test-time augmentation on OpenEarthMap. Each
model is a system that the agent designed, trained and assembled from its own networks within 12 hours. On
HRSID the agent reaches its score with 15% fewer training images than the published methods and without a
pretrained detector. A run of this kind costs roughly 100 to 170 US dollars of model usage and at most 48 GPU
hours (Section A.2).

Few Labels. With 0.2 to 1.4% of the training labels, the agent keeps 69 to 84% of its full-label score on
OpenEarthMap, BRIGHT, HRSID and PASTIS. On OpenEarthMap, six labeled tiles yield 60.0 mIoU, close to the
60.5 of RS3Mamba trained on all 3,000 tiles. With five labeled pixels per class on Toulouse, the agent keeps 96% of
its full-label score and exceeds the starter trained on all 190,969 labeled pixels.

4.3 Labels and Agents on OpenEarthMap
Table 4: OpenEarthMap hidden-test mIoU as the harness holds more labeled tiles, for two agents. The 300 and 600

tiles are selected by k-center on frozen features, without labels, and these two tasks provide no unlabeled pool. The
previous state of the art uses all training labels.

Labeled tiles  Share  Unlabeled tiles GPT-6-Astra  Claude Opus 5.5

6 02% 4,194 60.0 56.7

300 11% 0 64.3 67.8

600 22% 0 69.4 68.6

2,700 100% 1,500 71.6 70.8
Previous SOTA [Wang et al., 2025] 67.5

Label Budget. Table 4 follows OpenEarthMap as the harness holds more labels. With 300 tiles, 11% of the
training set, one agent already surpasses all 11 published methods of Table 2, all of which train on the full label
set. With 600 tiles, 22% of the training set, both agents surpass them and reach 97% of their full-label scores.
Most of the value of the training labels thus lies in the first few hundred tiles. This supports the annotation shift of
Section 3.5, in which labels are spent first on the held-out sets behind the verifier and the final evaluation.

Two Agents. The two agents reach similar accuracy by different routes. GPT-6-Astra works in many small steps
and runs experiments in parallel, and with six tiles it queries the verifier 341 times. Claude Opus proceeds in fewer
and larger steps and queries the verifier 43 times in the same setting. GPT-6-Astra leads in three of the four settings
and Claude Opus at 300 tiles, and from 600 tiles upward they differ by less than one point. With six tiles the deeper
self-training lineage of GPT-6-Astra leads, and with 300 tiles the full fine-tuning of both DINO encoders by Claude
Opus leads. The formulation thus does not depend on one agent or one working style.

5 Analysis

The trajectories record every command, message and verifier query of a run. We use them to examine three points.
The first is that the agent improves the model recursively on its own outputs without being told to. The second is that
the agent takes over the engineering that experts otherwise carry out. The third is how far a model selected against a
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Figure 2: Lineage of the six-label OpenEarthMap run. The agent compares encoders on the verifier, pseudo-labels
the unlabeled pool with its best model, and runs eight generations in which the best verified pipeline teaches a
student that continues from the previous generation. In the later generations, controller scripts written by the agent
select the teacher from the verifier log and start the next generation. The final three-network ensemble scores 60.0
mloU on the hidden test set.
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Figure 3: Progress within a run. Share of the final verifier gain reached over time in the 10 runs of GPT-6-Astra for
which trajectories are available, where the gain is measured from the first to the best verifier score of a run. A dot
marks the time at which the agent ends the run, and the black line is the median over runs.

sealed verifier generalizes to data the agent never accesses. Further observations on how the agents use the verifier
and spend their budget, and on what follows for the design of harnesses and verifiers, are reported in Section A.

5.1 Recursion in Practice

A Lineage from Six Labels. The six-label OpenEarthMap run shows the recursion most clearly (Fig. 2). The
agent first uses the verifier to choose an encoder, then labels all 4,194 unlabeled tiles with its best model and trains
a student on the six labeled tiles and this pseudo-labeled pool. From there it runs eight generations. In each, the
teacher is the best pipeline the verifier has seen so far, and the student continues from the previous generation’s
checkpoint. The verifier score rises in every generation, from 56.7 to 61.9 mloU, which is 9.0 points above the best
model the agent trained on the six tiles alone. The agent then automates this loop. It writes scripts that read the
verifier log, promote the best pipeline to the next teacher and start a new generation when the teacher has improved.
The last generation was launched, trained and verified by these scripts alone. The recursion thus extends from the
model to the procedure that improves it.

The Same Pattern across Tasks. The few-label runs on OpenEarthMap, BRIGHT and HRSID all arrive at
teacher—student loops over the unlabeled pool, with eight generations on OpenEarthMap, ten on BRIGHT and five
on HRSID, and Claude Opus runs four on OpenEarthMap. No instruction asks for them. The loops also differ in
what passes from one generation to the next. On BRIGHT the teacher is a three-stage pipeline of a building detector,
a damage network and a building-level classifier, and on HRSID it is a detector followed by a network that predicts
each mask from a crop around the detected box.



The Verifier Steers the Recursion. On BRIGHT the first two generations add about 2 and 1 points. From the
third generation on, the gains come from generations that change the loss or architecture of the student. The verifier
shows the agent when another generation of the same kind stops paying, and the agent responds with such a change.

5.2 What the Agent Contributes

Most of the Gain Arrives Early. Figure 3 shows how the verifier score of each run approaches its final value.
Across the 10 runs of GPT-6-Astra with recorded trajectories, half of the final gain is reached after a median of 0.85
hours and 90% after 3.5 hours. The steps taken in this early phase are of a few recurring kinds.

* Choosing Pretrained Encoders with the Verifier. Replacing the starter encoder by a frozen foundation encoder
is the largest single step in several runs, with 11.1 points on six-label OpenEarthMap and 7.3 on few-label
BRIGHT, each within the first 15 minutes. The verifier also corrects plausible priors. With six OpenEarthMap
tiles, DINOV2 scores 52.2 mloU and the satellite-pretrained DINOv3 47.2, and on PASTIS the agent finds that
pixel-wise temporal models contribute more than DINO features.

* Matching Model Capacity to the Labels. Across the few-label runs, early checkpoints often beat later ones, and
the agent infers from the verifier that fitting a handful of labels more closely reduces accuracy.

* Debugging. The largest step of the full-label HRSID run, 5.2 AP, comes largely from correcting a half-pixel
offset in mask refinement, which the agent found by inspecting its outputs. Earlier in the same run it had traced
misplaced masks to a loss of box-coordinate precision under mixed precision.

» Task-Specific Structure. On BRIGHT with few labels, the agent separates the confidence that a pixel is a
building from the confidence in its damage grade when it trains on pseudo-labels, which adds 2.2 points in a
controlled comparison. It later assigns building footprints to a separate optical detector, which adds a further 1.1
points.

These are the choices of backbone and training recipe that experts otherwise make by hand (Section 1). Here the
agent makes them from the verifier’s feedback, and it makes most of them within the first hours of a run. A model
close to the final one therefore exists within the first hours of a run (Section A.2).

5.3 Generalization beyond the Verifier

The Verifier Score Carries Over. The agent selects among up to several hundred candidates with the verifier, and
on OpenEarthMap, PASTIS, HRSID and BRIGHT the score it optimizes carries over to the hidden test. Table 5 in
the appendix lists the verifier and test scores of every run. The hidden-test score lies within about 2 points of the
verifier score in all seven OpenEarthMap runs listed there and within 0.2 points on PASTIS. On HRSID the test
score is higher by about 3.5 AP, because the official test images come from the same scenes as the training images
whereas the verifier holds separate scenes.

The Gap Follows the Split. On OpenEarthMap the run with 341 queries has a gap of 1.9 points, and the run with
8 queries has a gap of 1.3. In both, and in every other OpenEarthMap run, the gap is concentrated in the same two
classes, bareland and water. On BRIGHT, three quarters of the 3.5 to 4.0 point difference come from the destroyed
class, which covers 1.38% of the validation pixels and 0.93% of the test pixels, and its test [oU of 61.5 is below the
65.4 that the first, untuned submission of the run obtained on the verifier. On these benchmarks the gaps mainly
reflect differences between the validation and test splits. This agrees with studies of benchmark reuse, which find
that repeated model selection on a held-out set causes little overfitting [Recht et al., 2019, Roelofs et al., 2019].

6 Conclusion

We have shown that any verifiable EO task can be cast as a harness and a verifier, and that a general-purpose coding
agent given these two components builds EO models that surpass the state of the art on four benchmarks and keep
most of that accuracy from about 1% of the training labels. The formulation separates what people specify from
what agents build. The harness and the verifier of a task stay fixed while the agents that solve it improve, so every
advance in agent capability turns into better EO models without new human engineering. The time from a new
disaster, satellite or region to a working model then becomes the agent’s budget, and any agency that can define a
task can obtain a state-of-the-art model. As Al capability continues to rise, we see this as the paradigm in which EO
models will be built, with human effort invested in the harnesses and verifiers that define the tasks.
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Table 5: How each run with an available trajectory used the verifier. Runs are grouped by whether the agent set
aside part of the training labels for local validation. Queries counts the pipelines submitted to the verifier, and the
gap is the best verifier score minus the hidden-test score, in points. Astra and Opus stand for GPT-6-Astra and
Claude Opus 5.5. The gap follows the benchmark more closely than the number of queries.

Task Agent Local validation Queries Verifier Test Gap
Local validation first, verifier to confirm

PASTIS, full Astra 160 series, later five folds 40 69.9 69.7 +0.2
OpenEarthMap, full Opus 250 tiles 8 72.1 70.8 +1.3
OpenEarthMap, 600 Astra 60 tiles 10 70.6 694 +1.2
OpenEarthMap, 600 Opus 98 tiles 12 70.6 68.6 +2.0
OpenEarthMap, 300 Opus 55 tiles 13 68.8 67.8 +1.0
HRSID, full Astra 301 images, by scene 47 653 687 34
BRIGHT, full Astra 148 pairs, by event 114 751 71.6 435
Verifier as the only validation signal

OpenEarthMap, 300 Astra none 21 66.0 643 +1.7
OpenEarthMap, 6 Opus  none 43 58.1 567 +14
OpenEarthMap, 6 Astra  none 341 619 600 +19
HRSID, few Astra  none 73 46.6 502 3.6
BRIGHT, few Astra none 222 534 494 +40
Toulouse, few Astra  none 115 89.3 69.1 +20.2
Toulouse, full Astra none 196 893 718 +17.5

A Exploratory Analysis of the Trajectories

This appendix adds detail on how the agents use the verifier and spend their budget, and on what follows for the
design of harnesses and verifiers.

A.1 How Agents Use the Verifier

Two Regimes. The number of verifier queries per run ranges from 8 to 341 (Table 5). This spread reflects whether
the agent builds a validation signal of its own. Where it holds out part of the training labels, it screens candidates
locally and sends a median of 13 pipelines to the verifier for confirmation. Where it does not, the verifier becomes
the only validation signal and the median rises to 115. The agent then submits every checkpoint and writes controller
scripts that queue pipelines, read the scores and promote the best one automatically. Claude Opus behaves in the
same way. It issues 8 to 13 queries when it has a holdout and 43 with six tiles, where it notes that it will rely on the
verifier because leave-one-tile-out validation is too noisy.

A.2 Budget, Stopping and Cost

A Strong Model within Hours. The full-label BRIGHT run gains 2.5 points of verifier mIoU in its first 1.8 hours.
Every run with a recorded trajectory was ended by the agent before the time limit, at a median of 10.6 hours, and
the two Toulouse runs ended after 1.3 and 2.8 hours. The 12-hour budget is thus an upper bound, and a model close
to the final one is available within the first few hours, the time scale that rapid response requires.

Cost. The model-usage cost of 100 to 170 US dollars per run of GPT-6-Astra behind Table 2 is estimated from the
logged token counts.
A.3 Lessons for Harness and Verifier Design

Two Practical Rules. The observations of this appendix suggest two rules. The harness should contain what
local validation needs, such as the grouping of samples into scenes, events or polygons. The verifier should be
representative of the test distribution and can report the uncertainty of its scores.
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