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Pattern Recognition Scheme for Large-Scale Cloud
Detection Over Landmarks

Adrian Pérez-Suay
Jordi Munoz-Mari{

Abstract—Landmark recognition and matching is a critical
step in many image navigation and registration models for geo-
stationary satellite services, as well as to maintain the geometric
quality assessment in the instrument data processing chain of
earth observation satellites. Matching the landmark accurately is
of paramount relevance, and the process can be strongly impacted
by the cloud contamination of a given landmark. This paper intro-
duces a complete pattern recognition methodology able to detect
the presence of clouds over landmarks using Meteosat second
generation (MSG) data. The methodology is based on the ensemble
combination of dedicated support vector machines dependent on
the particular landmark and illumination conditions. This divide-
and-conquer strategy is motivated by the data complexity and
follows a physically based strategy that considers variability both
in seasonality and illumination conditions along the day to split ob-
servations. In addition, it allows training the classification scheme
with millions of samples at an affordable computational costs. The
image archive was composed of 200 landmark test sites with near
7 million multispectral images that correspond to MSG acquisi-
tions during 2010. Results are analyzed in terms of cloud detection
accuracy and computational cost. We provide illustrative source
code and a portion of the huge training data to the community.

Index Terms—.

1. INTRODUCTION

HE Meteosat Second Generation (MSG) satellites consti-
T tute a fundamental tool for remote sensing (RS) in general
and weather forecasting in particular. Actually its usage has
important implications on effective agriculture, industry, and
transportation [1]. The advanced data and images provided by
the Meteosat series span a wide range of applications: from
the above mentioned weather forecasting to applications in
hydrology, agriculture, environmental studies as well as risk
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Fig. 1. Landmarks are essential in image registration and geometric quality
assessment. Matching the landmark accurately is crucial, and this process can
be strongly impacted if the landmark is contaminated by clouds.

B G

Cloud detection

prevention and disaster warnings. The data collected by the
MSG constellation are routinely used for the study of meteorol-
ogy and climate change.

Even though MSG contains several major improvements with
respect to the first generation in terms of performance, there
are important and critical steps before deploying high-quality
data products.' One important bottleneck is assessing the image
geometric quality of the data. In order to assess such quality, the
image-quality ground support equipment (IQGSE) for MSG was
developed: the IQGSE is a computer system for the processing
and quality measurement of MSG images. The IQGSE is thus
used for two different purposes: First, to qualify on ground
the geometric image-quality performance of the MSG satellite
system, and second, to verify in flight the geometric image-
quality performance of the MSG satellite system during the
commissioning phase and other periods of the satellite’s design
lifetime [2]. The IQGSE architecture operates the preprocessing,
the navigation filter, the image rectification, and the landmark
processing function.

In this paper, we are concerned about the improvement of
this last step of landmark processing. Actually, landmark recog-
nition and matching is a critical step in image navigation and
registration (INR) models, as well as to maintain the geometric
quality assessment (GQA) in the instrument data processing [3].
Matching the landmark accurately is of paramount relevance,
and the process can be strongly impacted by the undetected
cloud contamination of a landmark (see Fig. 1). This paper
presents a general pattern recognition scheme for cloud de-
tection over landmarks. We will pursue the implementation of
automatic algorithms able to detect presence of clouds over

' A “quality product” can be defined as one that meets the customers’ require-
ments, in terms of performance, reliability, durability, and usability.
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landmarks, which will be rooted on machine learning, tailored
to this particular RS application.

In a wide range of RS applications, accurate and automatic
detection of clouds in satellite images is a key issue. In particu-
lar, with no accurate cloud masking, undetected clouds are one
of the most significant sources of error when using landmarks
for accurately maintaining INR models and GQA. In the lit-
erature, cloud-detection approaches are generally based on the
assumption that clouds show some features that can be used for
their identification: clouds are usually brighter and colder than
the underlying surface, the spectral response is different from
that of the surface covers, and cloud height produces a shorter
optical path thus lowering atmospheric absorption [4].

The simplest approach to cloud detection in a scene is the
use of a set of static thresholds (e.g., over radiance or brightness
temperature) applied over pixels or over second-order moments
of a patch/region. This strategy has been followed in both mul-
tispectral and hyperspectral sensors [5]-[7], and it is the current
approach for MSG [8], [9]. These procedures cast the problem
as a binary classification task and provide a binary cloud label
for the presence or absence of cloud. The problem of cloud
identification over landmarks is also a binary one: classifiers
only try to detect the presence or absence of clouds. While one
could follow simple threshold-based strategies for detection as
well, it is generally acknowledged that the problem is nonlinear
in the representation space [4], [10]. Many machine learning
approaches have been introduced for this problem: from neu-
ral networks [11], [12], to kernel methods under supervised or
semisupervised settings [13], [14], change detection schemes
[15], [16], and maximum entropy principles of image repre-
sentation [17], [18]. Last studies try to exploit also the multi-
temporal domain to detect clouds [7], [19]-[23]. In all these
approaches, however, illustration is limited to very few images
being nonoperational.

The previous machine learning approaches have been, how-
ever, rarely exploited in real-life large-scale scenarios of cloud
detection. With the growing availability of massive and com-
plex RS data, developing automatic, robust, and scalable cloud
detection classifiers for real-time processing is an urgent need.
This problem imposes some specific questions when it comes
to MSG SEVIRI, which acquires the earth full disk (3712 x
3712 pixels) in 12 spectral channels every 15 min. The require-
ments of the problem imply that this preliminary cloud detection
should be only done at a fixed number of 200 landmarks po-
sitions of variable chip size. In order to develop accurate and
robust classifiers, we use data covering all seasonal and possible
illumination variations. The problem thus gives rise to a very
large data volume. Summarizing, the objectives of this work are
as follows: 1) Develop an automatic machine learning based
scheme for the classification of clouds over landmarks; and 2)
study the robustness and accuracy of the classification scheme,
as well as to assess its complexity, scalability, and parallelization
possibilities.

This paper introduces a complete pattern recognition process-
ing chain able to detect the presence of clouds over landmarks
using MSG SEVIRI data from the whole 2010 year. The method-
ology is based on an ensemble combination of dedicated support

vector machines (SVMs), which are configured in a divide-and-
conquer classification strategy: we develop specific SVMs per
landmark, illumination conditions, and land covers. This strat-
egy allows to train statistical classifiers with millions of ex-
amples at computationally affordable times. The archive was
composed of 200 landmarks with more than 7 million of multi-
spectral MSG image chips for training, corresponding to MSG
acquisitions during 2010. This real problem, and hence the pro-
posed scheme for cloud detection/classification over landmarks,
will require intensive data preprocessing and characterization,
perform a proper feature extraction of the existing landmarks,
evaluate classifier combination strategies over land and sea, as
well as the evaluation of state-of-the-art nonlinear classification
techniques.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section II
describes the landmark archive used in this paper and the
specifics for preprocessing and data characterization. Section II1
introduces the proposed pattern recognition scheme, paying spe-
cial attention to the techniques used for feature extraction (both
statistical and physically based) and the proposed classifiers.
Section IV shows the experimental results, and evaluates the
proposed scheme in terms of accuracy, computational cost, ro-
bustness and scalability. Finally, we conclude in Section V with
some final remarks and further work.

II. LANDMARKS ARCHIVE

The landmark archive provided by EUMETSAT contains
MSG-SEVIRI level 1.5 acquisitions for 200 landmarks of vari-
able size for the whole year 2010, which are mainly located over
the coastline, islands, or inland waters. Acquisition frequency
is every 15 min, which produces 96 images (full disk) per day,
which resulted in 35 040 images (or chips) per landmark in
2010. Additionally, the MSG level 2 cloud products were used
as “ground truth” for each landmark observation.

Each landmark chip is stored in the database with the vari-
ables shown in Table I, which includes the optical and thermal
MSG channels, the MSG level 2 mask, and some additional
information about the landmark location and acquisition time.
Furthermore, in order to take into account the daily and seasonal
variability and the different day/night conditions, the solar el-
evation must be known for each acquisition. The sun position
(zenith and azimuth angles at the landmark location) was com-
puted for the center of the landmark as a function of the landmark
local time and geographic position [24]. The sun zenith angle
(SZA) is also stored for each landmark chip and allows us to
easily select the landmark chips to be analyzed attending to their
solar illumination or to their actual local time acquisition.

A. Preprocessing: Conversion From Radiance to Reflectance
and Brightness Temperature

The provided MSG SEVIRI level 1.5 images are corrected
for nonlinearities in the detector response, for differences in the
detector response within a given channel, and are represented
as 10 b data with no physical units but a direct relation to
the corresponding radiometric units. The conversion between
binary counts and physical radiance is defined by two linear
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TABLE I
VARIABLES STORED IN THE DATABASE FOR EACH LANDMARK CHIP (E.G., LANDMARK 0, AD DAKHLA, MOROCCO)

Name Size Bytes  Class Description

H e.g. 78 x 60 37440  double  High resolution visible SEVIRI channel

X e.g.26 x 20 x 11 45760 double  Hypercube with optical and thermal SEVIRI channels
M e.g. 26 x 20 4160 double  MSG level 2 cloud mask

channels 1 x 13 104 double  SEVIRI channel numbers

id 1x1 8 double EUMETSAT landmark identifier

name 1x9 18 char Name assigned to the landmark geographic location
num 1x1 8 double  Sequential landmark number (0-199)

centre 1x2 16 double  Pixel coordinates of the landmark center

latlon 1x2 16 double  Geographic coordinates of the landmark center

time 1x14 28 char UTC acquisition time (format: YYYYMMDDhhmmss)

scaling parameters in the image header (slope and offset), and
the radiance for each spectral band is obtained as follows:

Physical units = offset + (slope x level 1.5 pixel count)
expressed in mWm ™ 2sr—! (cm~!)~!. It is worth noting that the
slope and offset are fixed scaling factors that will normally not
change and that are constant for all the analyzed 2010 dataset
of MSG-2 (Meteosat 9) data [25].

Once we have the inputs in physical units, the conversion from
radiance to top of atmosphere (TOA) reflectance for the SEVIRI
reflective bands [VIS0.6, VIS0.8, NIR1.6, and high resolution
visible (HRV)] is carried out. The set of solar irradiance values
to be used to perform this conversion are provided for SEVIRI
on-board MSG and the conversion to TOA reflectance (with no
BRDF correction) is done as described in [26]. Analogously,
the observed effective radiance in thermal bands is converted to
equivalent brightness temperature in Kelvin as described in [27].

B. Database Characterization

1) MSG Level 2 Cloud Mask: The L2 cloud mask is used for
the generation of the training and test sets, so it is interesting to
have an estimation of the amount of cloudy pixels and wrong
values present for each chip. The pixel values of the L2 cloud
mask provided for each chip are coded as follows: “0”: space/no
data, “50”: water, “100: land, and “200”: cloud. Additionally,
from the MSG L2 cloud mask we also generate a land-cover
(land-water) classification mask per landmark by computing the
max-vote of the mask of all cloud-free landmarks. Next, we use
the class “land” or “water” of each pixel to get a general land-
cover mask by landmark. This land/water mask by landmark is
also used to calculate a coastline mask by growing the coastline
to the adjacent pixels with a 3 x 3 spatial neighborhood.

We have analyzed basic statistics and found two differ-
ent problems with the L2 cloud mask: some landmark masks
present space/no-data values and/or false positives over coast-
lines. These possibly wrong labels force us to implement an
algorithm to detect such cases, and once they are detected, these
misleading samples are removed from the training set. Addition-
ally, we detected two landmarks with different L2 cloud mask
codification and both were discarded from the analysis (LM #91
and #98).

2) MSG Level 1.5 Data: The MSG level 1.5 radiance data
is analyzed in order to account for two main effects: the
daily/seasonal cycle and the separability among classes in the
spectral input space.

The seasonal cycle is analyzed looking at the time evolution
averaged over regions corresponding to each land cover class.
The averaged radiance temporal profiles are computed for each
image taking into account the land cover class of each acqui-
sition (MSG L2 mask) and the static land-water mask of the
landmark, which allows us to distinguish between clouds over
ocean and land. Results show that radiances follow a clear daily
cycle, especially noticeable for the visible range over land, while
the thermal bands present a more complex and noisy time series
(mostly due to undetected clouds in the MSG L2 mask).

The SEVIRI instrument also includes a HRV channel, which
covers roughly half of the full disk image and is changing its
coverage throughout the day. Statistical results show that most
of the landmarks present a huge amount of chips without us-
able HRV information. Therefore, the HRV band was finally
discarded as input for classification.

III. PROPOSED SCHEME/METHOD

Cloud detection over landmarks is tackled as a pixel-based
classification problem following the requirements of providing
a cloud mask prediction for each landmark chip. However, a
global cloud detection classifier working for all considered test
sites becomes computationally demanding, and usually only a
limited number of samples (pixels) could be used for training
such classifier. In order to alleviate this problem, we decided
to follow a “divide-and-conquer” strategy and developed differ-
ent landmark-specific classifiers, which are trained for specific
subproblems depending on the time-of-day. This allows us to
reduce the complexity of the classification problem and to ex-
ploit the local characteristics of each particular landmark. We
would like to remark that this approach meets the requirement
of detecting clouds over landmarks. MSG landmark sites are
selected attending to geographical features that must be easily
recognized from satellite images, such as coastlines, islands, or
inland waters, mainly in midlatitudes and low latitudes. This
allows us to avoid the development of global cloud detection al-
gorithms dealing with all critical cloud detection scenarios. For
example, at midlatitudes the surface is rarely covered by snow
and, in case of having a landmark presenting snow covers, the
proposed landmark-specific classifier approach simplifies the
cloud detection problem since it exploits the local characteris-
tics of the landmark and adapts well to the particular problems:
snow, ice, sand on coastlines, etc. This way we obtain simple
and accurate models at a landmark level. The proposed scheme
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Fig. 2. Proposed scheme of a classification system for cloud detection over
landmarks depending on the time-of-day.

Feature

extraction
Day / Night

TABLE I
SELECTED FEATURES FOR PIXEL-BASED CLASSIFICATION

Number  Features Day  Night
1 R1 VIS 0.6 um v X
2 R2 VIS 0.8 um v X
3 R3 NIR 1.6 um v X
4 R4 IR 3.9 pum v v
5 BT7 IR 8.7 um v v
6 BT9 IR 10.8 um v v
7 BT10 IR 12.0 pm v v
8 Cloud Test: % v X
9 Snow Test: g};gg v X
10 NDVI: £2=1d v x
11 meansz3(R1) v X
12 stdsg3(R1) v X
13 meansgs(R1) v X
14 stdszs(R1) v X
15 meansz3(BT9) v v
16 stdsq3(BT9) v v

is shown in Fig. 2, and we review the processing steps in the
following sections.

A. Feature Extraction

Having a good set of features is of crucial importance be-
cause this information is directly fed to the classification al-
gorithm. As explained in the previous section, TOA reflectance
and brightness temperature are computed from the raw channels
acquired by the satellite. Table II shows the selected features for
day and night to build the classifiers. Note that visible chan-
nels and derived features from them are discarded at night. The
VIS0.6 and VISO0.8 visible channels help in the discrimination of
clouds from the surface due to their higher intensity. The IR3.9,
IR8.7,IR10.8, and IR12.0 channels help providing temperature
of clouds, land, and sea surfaces. The NIR1.6 channel is partic-
ularly useful to discriminate between clouds and snow, and the
IR3.9 channel also helps to detect fog and very low clouds at
night. In addition, some extra informative features for cloud de-
tection are also extracted, such as a band ratio to enhance clouds,
a normalized difference spectral index specifically designed to
improve the discrimination of clouds from snow, and the normal-
ized difference vegetation index (NDVI), which helps discarding
vegetation covers over land [8], [9]. Finally, contextual informa-
tion and spatial homogeneity are taken into account by second-
order spatial statistics (mean and standard deviation) at two
different scales (spatial windows of 3 x 3 and 5 x 5 pixels). Cer-
tainly, nonlinear classifiers, such as SVMs, might learn complex

feature mappings directly from the MSG-SEVIRI channels
when enough labeled data is available. However, including addi-
tional features that enhance the separability between classes sim-
plifies the training of the classifiers and usually improves results.

B. Divide-and-Congquer: Splitting the Day Into Four Periods
According to Light Conditions

The problem of cloud detection over landmarks is tackled
following a divide-and-conquer strategy. Among the main ad-
vantages of this approach, we should mention the following:

1) local models are smaller in size, thus faster to train and

use in the prediction phase;

2) local models are accurate in their defined regions, usually
better than global models that try to cover all possible
situations;

3) itis straightforward to obtain a parallel implementation;

4) local models are often simpler and easier to interpret.

Therefore, we follow this strategy to divide the cloud detec-
tion problem in different subproblems and train different clas-
sifiers with reduced datasets: specific classifiers per landmark
and time-of-day (see Fig. 2). This approach, besides exploiting
the local characteristics of each particular landmark, allows us
to deal with this large-scale problem and to train our scheme
using millions of MSG multispectral image chips.

The division of the problem to solve into different day peri-
ods is based on the study of the different illumination conditions
over the landmarks. Previous studies [8], [9] showed that when
SZA is taken into account in the cloud detection process, results
are typically improved. However, a tradeoff between the num-
ber of subproblems and number of available training samples
per subproblem exists. The proposed approach provides a good
compromise between complexity and accuracy by splitting the
day in four ranges (subproblems) according to the following
solar zenith angle values:

1) high-light conditions (midday sun): SZA < SZA,,;

2) medium-light conditions: SZA,, < SZA < 80°;

3) low-light conditions (sunrise/twilight): 80° < SZA < 90°;

4) night: SZA > 90°.

The SZA curve presents a similar trend for all landmarks, but
the minimum SZA value (maximum-light condition) for each
landmark depends on its latitude (see Fig. 3). The low-light
threshold is fixed to 80° following [8] in order to deal with low
radiance values in the visible channels, which can mislead the
classifiers. The remaining SZA angles from 0° to 80° depend
on a threshold, SZA,,,, that is different for each landmark. This
threshold is selected to split all acquired chips in 2010 for this
landmark during daytime (0° < SZA < 80°) in two sets of equal
size (50%), i.e., SZA,, is the median value of all SZA below
80°. It allows us to divide the problem into high and medium
light conditions while taking into account the sun illumination
dependence on the landmark latitude. Fig. 3 shows clearly the
dependence of this threshold on latitude for different landmarks.

C. Machine Learning Classifier

During the last decades, machine learning (and the related
fields of pattern recognition and statistics) has deeply advanced
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LMO Ad Dakhla (lat = 23.73)

LMS83 Scotland (lat = 56.78)

SZA,, vs. Latitude

Low 90, 65
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Fig.3. Daytime SZA values (SZA < 90°) for landmarks LMO [left], LM83 [middle] including the different thresholds, and SZA,,, threshold for all the landmarks
g y g

versus their latitude [right]. The landmarks LMO and LM83 are marked with big dots.

in developing automatic techniques for data classification. The
field of supervised classification is a very active one and many
algorithms are currently available, from standard neural net-
works [28], nearest neighbors [29], random forest [30], [31],
and kernel methods like SVMs [32], [33]. SVMs for example
have found a wide application and acceptance in RS data/image
classification in general [34]-[37] and for cloud detection in
particular [4], [13], [14], [16], [22], [38]. In this particular ap-
plication, we select the SVM classifier for the cloud detection
over landmarks, which usually provides a very good results in
terms of accuracy and robustness.

The SVM is a nonparametric kernel method that separates the
classes fitting an optimal linear hyperplane in a higher dimen-
sional representation (feature) space. To do this, the method
maximizes the margin (separation between samples of differ-
ent classes, which is related to the norm of the classification
hyperplane) while minimizing the classification error. This in-
troduces a hyperparameter to be tuned, the so-called regular-
ization, or cost, parameter C. Since this classification is done
in a projected space, the mapping function needs to be defined.
The advantage of SVMs over other nonlinear, yet parametric,
classifiers is that the mapping function is defined implicitly.
In practice, samples are never mapped explicitly to the feature
space. It can be shown that only the similarity between samples
in the mapped space is needed to construct the classifier, and this
can be actually computed through a similarity function (called
kernel function) that takes two samples and returns a scalar.
Such kernel function needs to be parametrized, and hence the
associated hyperparameters to be tuned. In summary, to obtain
an SVM classifier one needs to optimize two parameters: 1) C'in
order to adjust the level of regularization (prevent overfitting);
and 2) kernel function parameters (mapping space dimension-
ality). SVMs are typically fast to train and apply in moderate
sized problems, but slow with many labeled examples (usually
more than 10 000 examples).

D. Setup for Classification

The proposed classification scheme is developed with a lim-
ited number of training samples for the selected classifiers.
Hence, sample selection is a critical issue that directly affects

the performance of the trained classifiers. We adopted differ-
ent strategies to alleviate this issue, and also to account for the
land-cover types in each landmark.

We select samples that cover all months/dates with a balanced
number of cloud-free and cloudy samples over land, water, and
coastline pixels using the L.2 cloud mask and the calculated land-
cover map for each landmark. For all the analyzed subproblems,
we split the labeled dataset into two disjoint sets: the so-called
training and testing sets. For tuning the SVM parameters only
the training set is used, and the test set is only used to report the
classification performance in such unseen data by the classifier.
Training the classifiers was done through standard v-fold cross
validation, i.e. the training set is split in v folds and v different
classifiers are obtained for several combinations of parameters.
The best combination of parameters in terms of average accuracy
over all folds is selected and used to generate the final classifier
for each subproblem.

The validation scheme assesses model performance on data
never used in the training procedure (testing set). The essence
of statistical learning is to derive algorithms that can general-
ize well to unseen situations (data). The performance is thus
evaluated in the test sets using statistical classification scores:
confusion matrices, overall accuracy (OA), and the estimated
Cohen'’s kappa statistic.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

As previously mentioned, different landmark-specific classi-
fiers are developed in order to provide a cloud mask per image
chip. Therefore, this section presents the cloud detection re-
sults over landmarks of the proposed pool of dedicated SVMs
trained for particular light conditions depending on the time of
the day (SZA). In order to set the final experimental setup, some
critical parameters have been empirically studied. A prelimi-
nary experimentation has been designed taking into account a
subset consisting of 12 representative landmarks. Among them
we include the most cloudy test site (Grampian, in Scotland),
deserts (Ad Dakhla, in Morocco; Aqgaba2, in Saudi Arabia; and
Nasser lake, in Egypt), islands (Azores; Rhodes, in Greece; and
Tenerife island, in Spain), and the Nasser lake that is the less
cloudy test site. We assess cloud detection performance in the
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TABLE III
KAPPA STATISTICS AND OVERALL ACCURACY [k (OA%)] FOR THE SELECTED LANDMARKS

High light Medium light Low light Night

Name M | oy A< SZA  SZAm < SZA < 80 80 < SZA <90  SZA > 90 Global
Ad Dakhla (Moroceo) |0 062 (83.29) 0.71 (87.03) 063 (8351) 0,65 (85.78) | 0.66 (8535
Aqaba2 (Saudi Arabia) | 14 | 0.50 (82.74) 0.56 (83.34) 057 (8495)  0.65 (90.06) | 0.59 (86.65)
AzoresS (Portugal) 17 | 072 87.61) 0.64 (86.20) 0.56 (80.98)  0.56 (79.86) | 0.61 (82.94)
Chad? (Chad) 48 | 076 (87.94) 0.74 (87.09) 0.64 (81.97) 058 (78.75) | 0.65 (82.83)
Danger (South Africa) | 63 | 0.82 (90.89) 0.81 (90.36) 0.68 (8422)  0.63 (81.57) | 0.71 (85.64)
Grampian (Scotland) | 83 | 0.70 (89.99) 0.69 (88.90) 057 (81.92) 048 (78.32) | 0.57 (82.95)
Libreville (Gabon) 107 | 069 (87.93) 0.73 (89.52) 0.69 (8734) 068 (88.25) | 0.69 (88.40)
Messina (Sicilia) 120 | 0.80 (90.09) 0.80 (89.92) 0.73 (8647)  0.71(85.73) | 0.75 (87.61)
Nasser2 (Egypt) 131 | 057 (89.16) 0.59 (88.33) 0.63 (90.08) 071 (94.17) | 0.64 (91.52)
Rhodes (Greece) 154 | 0.80 (91.54) 0.77 (88.73) 0.72 (86.44)  0.72 (86.50) | 0.75 (88.05)
Tenerife (Spain) 177 | 077 (88.46) 0.71 (85.41) 0.63 (8130)  0.67 (83.18) | 0.69 (34.68)
Valencia (Spain) 190 | 083 (91.59) 0.84 (92.18) 0.76 (87.88) 073 (86.72) | 0.78 (89.01)

Best results are highlighted in bold.

selected landmarks in terms of classification accuracy, depen-
dence on the SZA associated to the acquired chip, day of the
year, and seasonal variations of the obtained accuracy, as well
as dependence on the land cover (predictions over land, water,
and coastlines) both numerically and visually. For the interested
reader, we additionally provide illustrative videos with the re-
sults for a set of representative landmarks in a dedicated web
page (http://isp.uv.es/code/landmarks.html).>

A. Experimental Setup

Data normalization or feature scaling is one preprocessing
step to scale (or standardize) the range of the features so that each
one contributes proportionately to the final decision function
implemented by the classifier. Commonly, the values of each
feature in the data are scaled between minimum and maximum
values, or standardized to have zero-mean and unit-variance. For
the cloud detection problem, the features that fed the classifiers
are scaled in the 0-1 range. Note that this normalization step
should be applied just before the training or test of each partic-
ular classifier. Hence, it is applied to the features extracted after
the conversion of input radiance to TOA reflectance and bright-
ness temperature, and after the “divide-and-conquer” strategy
to train independent classifiers per landmark and SZA range.

Then, we split the labeled dataset for each subproblem ac-
cording to the SZA into the trained and testing sets with fixed
sizes of 10000 and 100000 pixels, respectively. Training was
done through the standard v-fold cross validation with v = 10.
In this setting, each model is obtained as follows. The training
set is split into v = 10 subsets, where 9 are used for training the
model parameters and the other for validation. This process is
repeated ten times. The combination of parameters that obtained
the best results during the tenfolds is selected to train the final
model with the full training set. Finally, classification results are
computed on the (unseen) test set of 100 000 pixels.

B. Classification Results

Table IIT shows the main results for the selected landmarks.
We highlight in blue and red the best and worst results, respec-

2Source code is available under request.

tively. The main conclusions at this point are summarized as
follows.

1) In general terms, good and consistent results are obtained
across the different landmarks.

2) Uneven results are obtained when comparing the OA and
the kappa statistic. This may lead to the idea that some
systematic bias of the classifiers seems to overpredict one
class (cloudy) versus the other (cloud-free). This observa-
tion is further studied in the following sections.

3) Finally, as expected, it is also observed that lower results
are obtained for night and twilight times (SZA > 80).

This is a consequence of developing classifiers with a lower

number of features (only thermal channels can be used at night)
with a poorer discrimination capability. It is well-known the fact
that classification at night constitutes a more challenging prob-
lem because the lack of the optical channels, but also because
atmospheric-land energy exchanges and dropouts in tempera-
ture.

C. Results as a Function of the Illumination Conditions

In this section, we show the results obtained as a function
of the illumination conditions. Results are shown in Fig. 4.
We can see that the obtained average accuracy is higher than
80% in almost all situations and landmarks. We also observe a
lower detection accuracy for higher SZA values, i.e., with low
light conditions, similarly to the results obtained in Table III
and, as expected, for the twilight and night cases. However, in
landmarks LMO (Morocco), LM14 (Saudi Arabia), and LM131
(Egypt), the accuracy is lower for high lighting conditions. These
landmarks are located in desert areas with very high radiance
values over sand in the coastline, and the L2 mask used as
ground truth in this work systematically classified these pixels
as clouds. A further analysis of the spatial patterns and the L2
mask consistency is done in the following sections.

Additionally, we observe that in general the accuracy drift is
well captured by the SZA thresholds, indicating that the strategy
for selecting the threshold, which is dependent of the particular
landmark, is adequate. It is also noted that in some cases the
standard deviation of the detection accuracy increases at higher
SZA for some landmarks, such as LM48 (Chad lake), LM63
(South Africa), and LM83 (Scotland). These landmarks present
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LMO: Ad Dakhla (Morocco) LM14: Agaba2 (Saudi Arabia)

LM 17: Azores5 (Portugal) LM48: Chad2 Lake (Chad)
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Overall accuracy considering the different illumination conditions according to different values of SZA. The vertical lines divide the daytime in 4 parts,

and are landmark-specific, which correspond to the four trained SVM classifiers. The green and black lines correspond to SZA = 80 and 90, respectively. The red
line is the median SZA value (from 0° < SZA < 80°) of all the chips by landmark.

alot of vegetation and clouds. Note that LM83 is the most cloudy
landmark in the database. As night classifiers present usually a
lower performance that the day classifiers to detect clouds, this
higher probability of having clouds explains the lower OA and
higher standard deviation. The relation of these results with the
type of land cover and the landmark spatial patterns is further
analyzed in the following sections.

D. Results as a Function of the Land Cover

In this section, we show the results obtained as a function of
the land cover in each particular landmark. For the analysis, we
have included also the coastline pixels, and they are analyzed
separately. Results are shown in Fig. 5. The four bar groups on
the x-axis correspond to the four trained classifiers with different
illumination conditions according to the SZA. Each bar group
provides the global agreement between the predicted and the
level-2 mask for all the chips of this landmark. Then, we analyze
the OA only considering land and water areas without including
the coastline (3 pixels width). Finally, OA for coastline pixels
over water and land is also calculated.

The main conclusions at this point are summarized as follows.
In general, lower accuracy is obtained at night and twilight, as
expected. This is observed for almost all landmarks considered

in this study. For some landmarks (LMs 0, 14, 131), we observed
a poor performance at coastline pixels with high illumination
conditions, which is mainly due to errors in the L2 mask that
labels bright pixels in desert areas over the coastline as cloudy
pixels systematically. The proposed cloud mask properly la-
bel these pixels as cloud-free, and thus disagree with the 1.2
mask, decreasing the OA. Finally, similar accuracy is generally
achieved over land and over water, and hence there is not a bias
in the classification accuracy with regard to the specific land
cover heterogeneity of the landmark.

E. Analysis of the Averaged Accuracy in the Spatial Domain

In this section, we further analyze the obtained results, but in
this case in the spatial domain by paying attention to the aver-
age classification accuracy per pixel throughout the year 2010.
Results are shown in Fig. 6 for the 12 considered landmarks.
Clear spatial patterns of the classification error can be observed
in almost all landmarks. The OA patterns match the coastline
in most cases, which agrees with previous results regarding the
illumination conditions (Fig. 4) and land cover (Fig. 5) at high
light intensity conditions near the coastlines. For the LMs 0, 14,
and 131, these poor results in coastline areas are probably due
to the misclassification of bright sand. Additionally, we should
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LMO: Ad Dakhla (Morocco) LM14: Agaba2 (Saudi Arabia)

LM 17: Azores5 (Portugal) LM48: Chad2 Lake (Chad)
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Fig. 5.

stress that these spatial patterns on the OA maps are noticeable
for some landmarks also at night times and during twilight, es-
pecially over coastlines (e.g., LMs 83, 120, and 190) and islands
with high mountains (e.g., LMs 120, 154, and 177). For this lat-
ter case, in LM 120 (Etna Volcano, 3.350 m, Sicily) and LM 154
(Mount Attavyros, 1.216 m, Rhodes), we observe spots on the
middle of the islands, especially at night. In the case of Tenerife
(LM177), we observe similar patterns but in all the center of the
island (from 1000 m altitude) and not only at the Teide Volcano
(3.718 m). These errors in the L2 mask are further analyzed in
next section, since it poses the crucial question about the trust-
worthiness of the L.2 cloud mask over the coastlines and islands.
In particular, we present some examples showing such eventual
errors in the L2 mask (used as ground truth), and hence also in
the classifier predictions.

F. Visual Analysis of L2 Mask Consistency and Errors
Over Coastlines

Here, we analyze the issue of consistency of the L2 mask,
paying special attention to the performance of the classification
scheme in the case of very low rate of clouds over coastlines.
Fig. 7 shows the land cover type, the RGB composite (or band
9 for night acquisitions), the L2 cloud masks used as ground
truth (best available proxy), and the predictions from the pro-
posed scheme based on SVMs. We can essentially conclude
that the L2 cloud mask contains clear mistakes, especially over
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Overall accuracy considering the different land covers (water, land) and coastline over water/land.

coastlines (as was observed before). This can be clearly noted by
comparing the L2 mask with the corresponding RGB (or band 9
atnight). See, for example, results for LMs 0, 14, 48, 63, 83, 120,
131, 154, 177, and 190 where there are no clouds in the scenes.

In some of the previous cases, the SVM classifiers gener-
ally commit less errors (e.g., LMs 0, 17, 63, 83, 120, 131, 154,
177, and 190), thus confirming the suitability of the proposed
approach. In other cases, the SVM scheme commits larger mis-
classifications (e.g., LMs 14, 48, and 131), yet probably due to
the fact that SVMs are learning the L2 mask errors in these LMs.
Furthermore, note that the SVM classifier shows less false pos-
itives over islands or isolated land masses in some cases (e.g.,
120, 154, and 177). Particularly, the few pixels detected wrongly
as clouds on the predicted mask agree with the volcano peaks
(LMs 120 and 177).

G. Evaluation of Global Results

The proposed classification processing chain for cloud detec-
tion was applied to the whole landmarks database. Internally, the
proposed scheme is built on four classification models that are
trained for each landmark depending on the illumination con-
ditions. In order to obtain new predictions, the system loads a
chip image, extracts the required features, and, depending on the
SZA for the landmark, applies one of the four trained SVM clas-
sifiers for this landmark. Global classification results for the 200
landmarks are shown in Fig. 8. We can observe that we obtained
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Fig. 6. Averaged accuracy maps over the whole time series for different
landmarks (rows) and different SZA ranges (columns).

more than 85% OA in more than 82% of the landmarks, and
approximately 70% of them exceeded 0.75 of Kappa’s statistic.
Fig. 9 shows the histograms of the global classification results
over these 200 landmarks. As we can see, the designed system
has obtained good results in both OA and Kappa statistic. As we
have mentioned, results are concentrated around 87% of global
accuracy and 0.8 of Kappa.

LM Land cover RGB/Band 9 L2 mask Prediction
i .
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Fig. 7. Classification maps for particular chips with low cloud coverage,
potentially over coastline. Mask color code: “cloud-free” in black and “cloudy”
in white.
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Fig. 9. Left: overall accuracy (%), and right: Kappa statistic. These plots are
the histograms of the global classification results over the 200 landmarks (LM)
of the database. Landmarks LM91 and LM98 were excluded of the analysis due
to wrong labels on the L2 cloud mask.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced a general scheme for the identifi-
cation of cloudy pixels over landmarks in MSG SEVIRI images,
which is based on a pattern recognition scheme especially tai-
lored to the problem. This automatic machine learning scheme
achieves an improved performance in landmark recognition and
matching, which are critical steps in INR models, as well as to
maintain the GQA in the instrument data processing.

The proposed methodology is based on the combination of
dedicated SVMs for particular landmarks and illumination con-
ditions. This divide and conquer strategy is revealed as highly
efficient to tackle this large-scale problem with millions of MSG
multispectral image chips. The results were analyzed quantita-
tively (in terms of detection accuracy) and qualitatively by vi-
sual inspection of the predicted cloud masks. The scheme can
be actually extended in several ways. First, one may be inter-
ested in detecting cloudy chips rather than individual predictions
per pixel, so we intend to pursue this strategy in the future as
a complementary module for the pixel-based cloudy detector.
The most evident advantage is the computational cost, which
comes at the price of extracting relevant and discriminant fea-
tures at chip level. Second, the module has to be improved for
predictions over the coastlines. Last but not least, the recogni-
tion scheme can be made adaptive over time: this would avoid
the need for retraining, and would adapt to seasonal and year
changes. All these are matters of on-going research.
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Pattern Recognition Scheme for Large-Scale Cloud
Detection Over Landmarks
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Abstract—Landmark recognition and matching is a critical
step in many image navigation and registration models for geo-
stationary satellite services, as well as to maintain the geometric
quality assessment in the instrument data processing chain of
earth observation satellites. Matching the landmark accurately is
of paramount relevance, and the process can be strongly impacted
by the cloud contamination of a given landmark. This paper intro-
duces a complete pattern recognition methodology able to detect
the presence of clouds over landmarks using Meteosat second
generation (MSG) data. The methodology is based on the ensemble
combination of dedicated support vector machines dependent on
the particular landmark and illumination conditions. This divide-
and-conquer strategy is motivated by the data complexity and
follows a physically based strategy that considers variability both
in seasonality and illumination conditions along the day to split ob-
servations. In addition, it allows training the classification scheme
with millions of samples at an affordable computational costs. The
image archive was composed of 200 landmark test sites with near
7 million multispectral images that correspond to MSG acquisi-
tions during 2010. Results are analyzed in terms of cloud detection
accuracy and computational cost. We provide illustrative source
code and a portion of the huge training data to the community.

Index Terms—.

I. INTRODUCTION

HE Meteosat Second Generation (MSG) satellites consti-
T tute a fundamental tool for remote sensing (RS) in general
and weather forecasting in particular. Actually its usage has
important implications on effective agriculture, industry, and
transportation [1]. The advanced data and images provided by
the Meteosat series span a wide range of applications: from
the above mentioned weather forecasting to applications in
hydrology, agriculture, environmental studies as well as risk
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Fig. 1. Landmarks are essential in image registration and geometric quality
assessment. Matching the landmark accurately is crucial, and this process can
be strongly impacted if the landmark is contaminated by clouds.

prevention and disaster warnings. The data collected by the
MSG constellation are routinely used for the study of meteorol-
ogy and climate change.

Even though MSG contains several major improvements with
respect to the first generation in terms of performance, there
are important and critical steps before deploying high-quality
data products.! One important bottleneck is assessing the image
geometric quality of the data. In order to assess such quality, the
image-quality ground support equipment (IQGSE) for MSG was
developed: the IQGSE is a computer system for the processing
and quality measurement of MSG images. The IQGSE is thus
used for two different purposes: First, to qualify on ground
the geometric image-quality performance of the MSG satellite
system, and second, to verify in flight the geometric image-
quality performance of the MSG satellite system during the
commissioning phase and other periods of the satellite’s design
lifetime [2]. The IQGSE architecture operates the preprocessing,
the navigation filter, the image rectification, and the landmark
processing function.

In this paper, we are concerned about the improvement of
this last step of landmark processing. Actually, landmark recog-
nition and matching is a critical step in image navigation and
registration (INR) models, as well as to maintain the geometric
quality assessment (GQA) in the instrument data processing [3].
Matching the landmark accurately is of paramount relevance,
and the process can be strongly impacted by the undetected
cloud contamination of a landmark (see Fig. 1). This paper
presents a general pattern recognition scheme for cloud de-
tection over landmarks. We will pursue the implementation of
automatic algorithms able to detect presence of clouds over

!'A “quality product” can be defined as one that meets the customers’ require-
ments, in terms of performance, reliability, durability, and usability.

1939-1404 © 2018 IEEE. Personal use is permitted, but republication/redistribution requires IEEE permission.
See http://www.ieee.org/publications_standards/publications/rights/index.html for more information.

37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64

66



67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
9
91
92
93
94
95
9%
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123

2 IEEE JOURNAL OF SELECTED TOPICS IN APPLIED EARTH OBSERVATIONS AND REMOTE SENSING

landmarks, which will be rooted on machine learning, tailored
to this particular RS application.

In a wide range of RS applications, accurate and automatic
detection of clouds in satellite images is a key issue. In particu-
lar, with no accurate cloud masking, undetected clouds are one
of the most significant sources of error when using landmarks
for accurately maintaining INR models and GQA. In the lit-
erature, cloud-detection approaches are generally based on the
assumption that clouds show some features that can be used for
their identification: clouds are usually brighter and colder than
the underlying surface, the spectral response is different from
that of the surface covers, and cloud height produces a shorter
optical path thus lowering atmospheric absorption [4].

The simplest approach to cloud detection in a scene is the
use of a set of static thresholds (e.g., over radiance or brightness
temperature) applied over pixels or over second-order moments
of a patch/region. This strategy has been followed in both mul-
tispectral and hyperspectral sensors [5]—[7], and it is the current
approach for MSG [8], [9]. These procedures cast the problem
as a binary classification task and provide a binary cloud label
for the presence or absence of cloud. The problem of cloud
identification over landmarks is also a binary one: classifiers
only try to detect the presence or absence of clouds. While one
could follow simple threshold-based strategies for detection as
well, it is generally acknowledged that the problem is nonlinear
in the representation space [4], [10]. Many machine learning
approaches have been introduced for this problem: from neu-
ral networks [11], [12], to kernel methods under supervised or
semisupervised settings [13], [14], change detection schemes
[15], [16], and maximum entropy principles of image repre-
sentation [17], [18]. Last studies try to exploit also the multi-
temporal domain to detect clouds [7], [19]-[23]. In all these
approaches, however, illustration is limited to very few images
being nonoperational.

The previous machine learning approaches have been, how-
ever, rarely exploited in real-life large-scale scenarios of cloud
detection. With the growing availability of massive and com-
plex RS data, developing automatic, robust, and scalable cloud
detection classifiers for real-time processing is an urgent need.
This problem imposes some specific questions when it comes
to MSG SEVIRI, which acquires the earth full disk (3712 x
3712 pixels) in 12 spectral channels every 15 min. The require-
ments of the problem imply that this preliminary cloud detection
should be only done at a fixed number of 200 landmarks po-
sitions of variable chip size. In order to develop accurate and
robust classifiers, we use data covering all seasonal and possible
illumination variations. The problem thus gives rise to a very
large data volume. Summarizing, the objectives of this work are
as follows: 1) Develop an automatic machine learning based
scheme for the classification of clouds over landmarks; and 2)
study the robustness and accuracy of the classification scheme,
as well as to assess its complexity, scalability, and parallelization
possibilities.

This paper introduces a complete pattern recognition process-
ing chain able to detect the presence of clouds over landmarks
using MSG SEVIRI data from the whole 2010 year. The method-
ology is based on an ensemble combination of dedicated support

vector machines (SVMs), which are configured in a divide-and-
conquer classification strategy: we develop specific SVMs per
landmark, illumination conditions, and land covers. This strat-
egy allows to train statistical classifiers with millions of ex-
amples at computationally affordable times. The archive was
composed of 200 landmarks with more than 7 million of multi-
spectral MSG image chips for training, corresponding to MSG
acquisitions during 2010. This real problem, and hence the pro-
posed scheme for cloud detection/classification over landmarks,
will require intensive data preprocessing and characterization,
perform a proper feature extraction of the existing landmarks,
evaluate classifier combination strategies over land and sea, as
well as the evaluation of state-of-the-art nonlinear classification
techniques.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section I1
describes the landmark archive used in this paper and the
specifics for preprocessing and data characterization. Section I11
introduces the proposed pattern recognition scheme, paying spe-
cial attention to the techniques used for feature extraction (both
statistical and physically based) and the proposed classifiers.
Section IV shows the experimental results, and evaluates the
proposed scheme in terms of accuracy, computational cost, ro-
bustness and scalability. Finally, we conclude in Section V with
some final remarks and further work.

II. LANDMARKS ARCHIVE

The landmark archive provided by EUMETSAT contains
MSG-SEVIRI level 1.5 acquisitions for 200 landmarks of vari-
able size for the whole year 2010, which are mainly located over
the coastline, islands, or inland waters. Acquisition frequency
is every 15 min, which produces 96 images (full disk) per day,
which resulted in 35 040 images (or chips) per landmark in
2010. Additionally, the MSG level 2 cloud products were used
as “ground truth” for each landmark observation.

Each landmark chip is stored in the database with the vari-
ables shown in Table I, which includes the optical and thermal
MSG channels, the MSG level 2 mask, and some additional
information about the landmark location and acquisition time.
Furthermore, in order to take into account the daily and seasonal
variability and the different day/night conditions, the solar el-
evation must be known for each acquisition. The sun position
(zenith and azimuth angles at the landmark location) was com-
puted for the center of the landmark as a function of the landmark
local time and geographic position [24]. The sun zenith angle
(SZA) is also stored for each landmark chip and allows us to
easily select the landmark chips to be analyzed attending to their
solar illumination or to their actual local time acquisition.

A. Preprocessing: Conversion From Radiance to Reflectance
and Brightness Temperature

The provided MSG SEVIRI level 1.5 images are corrected
for nonlinearities in the detector response, for differences in the
detector response within a given channel, and are represented
as 10 b data with no physical units but a direct relation to
the corresponding radiometric units. The conversion between
binary counts and physical radiance is defined by two linear
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TABLE I
VARIABLES STORED IN THE DATABASE FOR EACH LANDMARK CHIP (E.G., LANDMARK 0, AD DAKHLA, MOROCCO)

Name Size Bytes  Class Description

H e.g. 78 x 60 37440  double  High resolution visible SEVIRI channel

X e.g. 26 x 20 x 11 45760  double  Hypercube with optical and thermal SEVIRI channels
M e.g. 26 x 20 4160 double  MSG level 2 cloud mask

channels 1 x 13 104 double  SEVIRI channel numbers

id 1x1 8 double EUMETSAT landmark identifier

name 1x9 18 char Name assigned to the landmark geographic location
num 1x1 8 double  Sequential landmark number (0-199)

centre 1x2 16 double  Pixel coordinates of the landmark center

latlon 1x2 16 double  Geographic coordinates of the landmark center

time 1x14 28 char UTC acquisition time (format: YYYYMMDDhhmmss)

scaling parameters in the image header (slope and offset), and
the radiance for each spectral band is obtained as follows:

Physical units = offset + (slope x level 1.5 pixel count)
expressed in mWm 2sr— (cm~!)~!. It is worth noting that the
slope and offset are fixed scaling factors that will normally not
change and that are constant for all the analyzed 2010 dataset
of MSG-2 (Meteosat 9) data [25].

Once we have the inputs in physical units, the conversion from
radiance to top of atmosphere (TOA) reflectance for the SEVIRI
reflective bands [VIS0.6, VIS0.8, NIR1.6, and high resolution
visible (HRV)] is carried out. The set of solar irradiance values
to be used to perform this conversion are provided for SEVIRI
on-board MSG and the conversion to TOA reflectance (with no
BRDF correction) is done as described in [26]. Analogously,
the observed effective radiance in thermal bands is converted to
equivalent brightness temperature in Kelvin as described in [27].

B. Database Characterization

1) MSG Level 2 Cloud Mask: The L2 cloud mask is used for
the generation of the training and test sets, so it is interesting to
have an estimation of the amount of cloudy pixels and wrong
values present for each chip. The pixel values of the L2 cloud
mask provided for each chip are coded as follows: “0”: space/no
data, “50”: water, “100”: land, and “200”: cloud. Additionally,
from the MSG L2 cloud mask we also generate a land-cover
(land-water) classification mask per landmark by computing the
max-vote of the mask of all cloud-free landmarks. Next, we use
the class “land” or “water” of each pixel to get a general land-
cover mask by landmark. This land/water mask by landmark is
also used to calculate a coastline mask by growing the coastline
to the adjacent pixels with a 3 x 3 spatial neighborhood.

We have analyzed basic statistics and found two differ-
ent problems with the L2 cloud mask: some landmark masks
present space/no-data values and/or false positives over coast-
lines. These possibly wrong labels force us to implement an
algorithm to detect such cases, and once they are detected, these
misleading samples are removed from the training set. Addition-
ally, we detected two landmarks with different L2 cloud mask
codification and both were discarded from the analysis (LM #91
and #98).

2) MSG Level 1.5 Data: The MSG level 1.5 radiance data
is analyzed in order to account for two main effects: the
daily/seasonal cycle and the separability among classes in the
spectral input space.

The seasonal cycle is analyzed looking at the time evolution
averaged over regions corresponding to each land cover class.
The averaged radiance temporal profiles are computed for each
image taking into account the land cover class of each acqui-
sition (MSG L2 mask) and the static land-water mask of the
landmark, which allows us to distinguish between clouds over
ocean and land. Results show that radiances follow a clear daily
cycle, especially noticeable for the visible range over land, while
the thermal bands present a more complex and noisy time series
(mostly due to undetected clouds in the MSG L2 mask).

The SEVIRI instrument also includes a HRV channel, which
covers roughly half of the full disk image and is changing its
coverage throughout the day. Statistical results show that most
of the landmarks present a huge amount of chips without us-
able HRV information. Therefore, the HRV band was finally
discarded as input for classification.

III. PROPOSED SCHEME/METHOD

Cloud detection over landmarks is tackled as a pixel-based
classification problem following the requirements of providing
a cloud mask prediction for each landmark chip. However, a
global cloud detection classifier working for all considered test
sites becomes computationally demanding, and usually only a
limited number of samples (pixels) could be used for training
such classifier. In order to alleviate this problem, we decided
to follow a “divide-and-conquer” strategy and developed differ-
ent landmark-specific classifiers, which are trained for specific
subproblems depending on the time-of-day. This allows us to
reduce the complexity of the classification problem and to ex-
ploit the local characteristics of each particular landmark. We
would like to remark that this approach meets the requirement
of detecting clouds over landmarks. MSG landmark sites are
selected attending to geographical features that must be easily
recognized from satellite images, such as coastlines, islands, or
inland waters, mainly in midlatitudes and low latitudes. This
allows us to avoid the development of global cloud detection al-
gorithms dealing with all critical cloud detection scenarios. For
example, at midlatitudes the surface is rarely covered by snow
and, in case of having a landmark presenting snow covers, the
proposed landmark-specific classifier approach simplifies the
cloud detection problem since it exploits the local characteris-
tics of the landmark and adapts well to the particular problems:
snow, ice, sand on coastlines, etc. This way we obtain simple
and accurate models at a landmark level. The proposed scheme
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Fig. 2. Proposed scheme of a classification system for cloud detection over
landmarks depending on the time-of-day.
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TABLE II
SELECTED FEATURES FOR PIXEL-BASED CLASSIFICATION

Features

R1 VIS 0.6 um
R2 VIS 0.8 um
R3 NIR 1.6 um
R4 IR 3.9 pm

BT7 IR 8.7 um
BT9 IR 10.8 pum
BT10 IR 12.0 pum
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is shown in Fig. 2, and we review the processing steps in the
following sections.

A. Feature Extraction

Having a good set of features is of crucial importance be-
cause this information is directly fed to the classification al-
gorithm. As explained in the previous section, TOA reflectance
and brightness temperature are computed from the raw channels
acquired by the satellite. Table II shows the selected features for
day and night to build the classifiers. Note that visible chan-
nels and derived features from them are discarded at night. The
VIS0.6 and VISO0.8 visible channels help in the discrimination of
clouds from the surface due to their higher intensity. The IR3.9,
IR8.7,1R10.8, and IR12.0 channels help providing temperature
of clouds, land, and sea surfaces. The NIR1.6 channel is partic-
ularly useful to discriminate between clouds and snow, and the
IR3.9 channel also helps to detect fog and very low clouds at
night. In addition, some extra informative features for cloud de-
tection are also extracted, such as a band ratio to enhance clouds,
a normalized difference spectral index specifically designed to
improve the discrimination of clouds from snow, and the normal-
ized difference vegetation index (NDVI), which helps discarding
vegetation covers over land [8], [9]. Finally, contextual informa-
tion and spatial homogeneity are taken into account by second-
order spatial statistics (mean and standard deviation) at two
different scales (spatial windows of 3 x 3 and 5 x 5 pixels). Cer-
tainly, nonlinear classifiers, such as SVMs, might learn complex

feature mappings directly from the MSG-SEVIRI channels
when enough labeled data is available. However, including addi-
tional features that enhance the separability between classes sim-
plifies the training of the classifiers and usually improves results.

B. Divide-and-Congquer: Splitting the Day Into Four Periods
According to Light Conditions

The problem of cloud detection over landmarks is tackled
following a divide-and-conquer strategy. Among the main ad-
vantages of this approach, we should mention the following:

1) local models are smaller in size, thus faster to train and

use in the prediction phase;

2) local models are accurate in their defined regions, usually
better than global models that try to cover all possible
situations;

3) itis straightforward to obtain a parallel implementation;

4) local models are often simpler and easier to interpret.

Therefore, we follow this strategy to divide the cloud detec-
tion problem in different subproblems and train different clas-
sifiers with reduced datasets: specific classifiers per landmark
and time-of-day (see Fig. 2). This approach, besides exploiting
the local characteristics of each particular landmark, allows us
to deal with this large-scale problem and to train our scheme
using millions of MSG multispectral image chips.

The division of the problem to solve into different day peri-
ods is based on the study of the different illumination conditions
over the landmarks. Previous studies [8], [9] showed that when
SZA is taken into account in the cloud detection process, results
are typically improved. However, a tradeoff between the num-
ber of subproblems and number of available training samples
per subproblem exists. The proposed approach provides a good
compromise between complexity and accuracy by splitting the
day in four ranges (subproblems) according to the following
solar zenith angle values:

1) high-light conditions (midday sun): SZA < SZA,,;

2) medium-light conditions: SZA,, < SZA < 80°;

3) low-light conditions (sunrise/twilight): 80° < SZA < 90°;

4) night: SZA > 90°.

The SZA curve presents a similar trend for all landmarks, but
the minimum SZA value (maximum-light condition) for each
landmark depends on its latitude (see Fig. 3). The low-light
threshold is fixed to 80° following [8] in order to deal with low
radiance values in the visible channels, which can mislead the
classifiers. The remaining SZA angles from 0° to 80° depend
on a threshold, SZA,,,, that is different for each landmark. This
threshold is selected to split all acquired chips in 2010 for this
landmark during daytime (0° < SZA < 80°) in two sets of equal
size (50%), i.e., SZA,, is the median value of all SZA below
80°. It allows us to divide the problem into high and medium
light conditions while taking into account the sun illumination
dependence on the landmark latitude. Fig. 3 shows clearly the
dependence of this threshold on latitude for different landmarks.

C. Machine Learning Classifier

During the last decades, machine learning (and the related
fields of pattern recognition and statistics) has deeply advanced
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LMO Ad Dakhla (lat = 23.73)

LM83 Scotland (lat = 56.78)
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Fig.3. Daytime SZA values (SZA < 90°) for landmarks LMO [left], LM83 [middle] including the different thresholds, and SZA,,, threshold for all the landmarks

versus their latitude [right]. The landmarks LMO and LM83 are marked with big dots.

in developing automatic techniques for data classification. The
field of supervised classification is a very active one and many
algorithms are currently available, from standard neural net-
works [28], nearest neighbors [29], random forest [30], [31],
and kernel methods like SVMs [32], [33]. SVMs for example
have found a wide application and acceptance in RS data/image
classification in general [34]-[37] and for cloud detection in
particular [4], [13], [14], [16], [22], [38]. In this particular ap-
plication, we select the SVM classifier for the cloud detection
over landmarks, which usually provides a very good results in
terms of accuracy and robustness.

The SVM is a nonparametric kernel method that separates the
classes fitting an optimal linear hyperplane in a higher dimen-
sional representation (feature) space. To do this, the method
maximizes the margin (separation between samples of differ-
ent classes, which is related to the norm of the classification
hyperplane) while minimizing the classification error. This in-
troduces a hyperparameter to be tuned, the so-called regular-
ization, or cost, parameter C. Since this classification is done
in a projected space, the mapping function needs to be defined.
The advantage of SVMs over other nonlinear, yet parametric,
classifiers is that the mapping function is defined implicitly.
In practice, samples are never mapped explicitly to the feature
space. It can be shown that only the similarity between samples
in the mapped space is needed to construct the classifier, and this
can be actually computed through a similarity function (called
kernel function) that takes two samples and returns a scalar.
Such kernel function needs to be parametrized, and hence the
associated hyperparameters to be tuned. In summary, to obtain
an SVM classifier one needs to optimize two parameters: 1) C'in
order to adjust the level of regularization (prevent overfitting);
and 2) kernel function parameters (mapping space dimension-
ality). SVMs are typically fast to train and apply in moderate
sized problems, but slow with many labeled examples (usually
more than 10 000 examples).

D. Setup for Classification

The proposed classification scheme is developed with a lim-
ited number of training samples for the selected classifiers.
Hence, sample selection is a critical issue that directly affects

the performance of the trained classifiers. We adopted differ-
ent strategies to alleviate this issue, and also to account for the
land-cover types in each landmark.

We select samples that cover all months/dates with a balanced
number of cloud-free and cloudy samples over land, water, and
coastline pixels using the L2 cloud mask and the calculated land-
cover map for each landmark. For all the analyzed subproblems,
we split the labeled dataset into two disjoint sets: the so-called
training and testing sets. For tuning the SVM parameters only
the training set is used, and the test set is only used to report the
classification performance in such unseen data by the classifier.
Training the classifiers was done through standard v-fold cross
validation, i.e. the training set is split in v folds and v different
classifiers are obtained for several combinations of parameters.
The best combination of parameters in terms of average accuracy
over all folds is selected and used to generate the final classifier
for each subproblem.

The validation scheme assesses model performance on data
never used in the training procedure (testing set). The essence
of statistical learning is to derive algorithms that can general-
ize well to unseen situations (data). The performance is thus
evaluated in the test sets using statistical classification scores:
confusion matrices, overall accuracy (OA), and the estimated
Cohen'’s kappa statistic.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

As previously mentioned, different landmark-specific classi-
fiers are developed in order to provide a cloud mask per image
chip. Therefore, this section presents the cloud detection re-
sults over landmarks of the proposed pool of dedicated SVMs
trained for particular light conditions depending on the time of
the day (SZA). In order to set the final experimental setup, some
critical parameters have been empirically studied. A prelimi-
nary experimentation has been designed taking into account a
subset consisting of 12 representative landmarks. Among them
we include the most cloudy test site (Grampian, in Scotland),
deserts (Ad Dakhla, in Morocco; Aqaba2, in Saudi Arabia; and
Nasser lake, in Egypt), islands (Azores; Rhodes, in Greece; and
Tenerife island, in Spain), and the Nasser lake that is the less
cloudy test site. We assess cloud detection performance in the
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TABLE III
KAPPA STATISTICS AND OVERALL ACCURACY [k (OA%)] FOR THE SELECTED LANDMARKS

High light Medium light Low light Night

Name M| o A< SZA  SZAm < SZA <80 80 < SZA <90  SZA > 90 Global
Ad Dakhla (Moroceo) |0 062 (83.29) 0.7 (87.03) 063 (8351) 0,65 (85.78) | 0.66 (8535
Aqaba2 (Saudi Arabia) | 14 | 0.50 (82.74) 0.56 (83.34) 057 (84.95)  0.65 (90.06) | 0.59 (86.65)
AzoresS (Portugal) 17 | 0728761 0.64 (86.20) 0.56 (80.98)  0.56 (79.86) | 0.61 (32.94)
Chad? (Chad) 48 | 076 (87.94) 0.74 (87.09) 0.64 (81.97) 058 (78.75) | 0.65 (82.83)
Danger (South Africa) | 63 | 0.82 (90.89) 0.81 (90.36) 0.68 (8422)  0.63 (81.57) | 0.71 (85.64)
Grampian (Scotland) | 83 | 0.70 (89.99) 0.69 (88.90) 057 (81.92) 048 (78.32) | 0.57 (82.95)
Libreville (Gabon) 107 | 069 (87.93) 0.73 (89.52) 0.69 (8734) 068 (88.25) | 0.69 (88.40)
Messina (Sicilia) 120 | 0.80 (90.09) 0.80 (89.92) 0.73 (8647)  0.71(85.73) | 0.75 (87.61)
Nasser2 (Egypt) 131 | 057 (89.16) 0.59 (88.33) 0.63 (90.08) 071 (94.17) | 0.64 (91.52)
Rhodes (Greece) 154 | 080 (91.54) 0.77 (88.73) 072 (86.44) 072 (86.50) | 0.75 (88.05)
Tenerife (Spain) 177 | 077 (88.46) 0.71 (85.41) 0.63 (8130)  0.67 (83.18) | 0.69 (34.68)
Valencia (Spain) 190 | 083 (91.59) 0.84 (92.18) 0.76 (87.88) 073 (86.72) | 0.78 (89.01)

Best results are highlighted in bold.

selected landmarks in terms of classification accuracy, depen-
dence on the SZA associated to the acquired chip, day of the
year, and seasonal variations of the obtained accuracy, as well
as dependence on the land cover (predictions over land, water,
and coastlines) both numerically and visually. For the interested
reader, we additionally provide illustrative videos with the re-
sults for a set of representative landmarks in a dedicated web
page (http://isp.uv.es/code/landmarks.html).?

A. Experimental Setup

Data normalization or feature scaling is one preprocessing
step to scale (or standardize) the range of the features so that each
one contributes proportionately to the final decision function
implemented by the classifier. Commonly, the values of each
feature in the data are scaled between minimum and maximum
values, or standardized to have zero-mean and unit-variance. For
the cloud detection problem, the features that fed the classifiers
are scaled in the 0—1 range. Note that this normalization step
should be applied just before the training or test of each partic-
ular classifier. Hence, it is applied to the features extracted after
the conversion of input radiance to TOA reflectance and bright-
ness temperature, and after the “divide-and-conquer” strategy
to train independent classifiers per landmark and SZA range.

Then, we split the labeled dataset for each subproblem ac-
cording to the SZA into the trained and testing sets with fixed
sizes of 10000 and 100000 pixels, respectively. Training was
done through the standard v-fold cross validation with v = 10.
In this setting, each model is obtained as follows. The training
set is split into v = 10 subsets, where 9 are used for training the
model parameters and the other for validation. This process is
repeated ten times. The combination of parameters that obtained
the best results during the tenfolds is selected to train the final
model with the full training set. Finally, classification results are
computed on the (unseen) test set of 100 000 pixels.

B. Classification Results

Table III shows the main results for the selected landmarks.
We highlight in blue and red the best and worst results, respec-

2Source code is available under request.

tively. The main conclusions at this point are summarized as
follows.

1) In general terms, good and consistent results are obtained
across the different landmarks.

2) Uneven results are obtained when comparing the OA and
the kappa statistic. This may lead to the idea that some
systematic bias of the classifiers seems to overpredict one
class (cloudy) versus the other (cloud-free). This observa-
tion is further studied in the following sections.

3) Finally, as expected, it is also observed that lower results
are obtained for night and twilight times (SZA > 80).

This is a consequence of developing classifiers with a lower

number of features (only thermal channels can be used at night)
with a poorer discrimination capability. It is well-known the fact
that classification at night constitutes a more challenging prob-
lem because the lack of the optical channels, but also because
atmospheric-land energy exchanges and dropouts in tempera-
ture.

C. Results as a Function of the Illumination Conditions

In this section, we show the results obtained as a function
of the illumination conditions. Results are shown in Fig. 4.
We can see that the obtained average accuracy is higher than
80% in almost all situations and landmarks. We also observe a
lower detection accuracy for higher SZA values, i.e., with low
light conditions, similarly to the results obtained in Table III
and, as expected, for the twilight and night cases. However, in
landmarks LMO (Morocco), LM14 (Saudi Arabia), and LM131
(Egypt), the accuracy is lower for high lighting conditions. These
landmarks are located in desert areas with very high radiance
values over sand in the coastline, and the L2 mask used as
ground truth in this work systematically classified these pixels
as clouds. A further analysis of the spatial patterns and the L2
mask consistency is done in the following sections.

Additionally, we observe that in general the accuracy drift is
well captured by the SZA thresholds, indicating that the strategy
for selecting the threshold, which is dependent of the particular
landmark, is adequate. It is also noted that in some cases the
standard deviation of the detection accuracy increases at higher
SZA for some landmarks, such as LM48 (Chad lake), LM63
(South Africa), and LM83 (Scotland). These landmarks present
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LMO: Ad Dakhla (Morocco) LM14: Agaba2 (Saudi Arabia)

LM 17: Azores5 (Portugal) LMA48: Chad2 Lake (Chad)
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Overall accuracy considering the different illumination conditions according to different values of SZA. The vertical lines divide the daytime in 4 parts,

and are landmark-specific, which correspond to the four trained SVM classifiers. The green and black lines correspond to SZA = 80 and 90, respectively. The red
line is the median SZA value (from 0° < SZA < 80°) of all the chips by landmark.

alot of vegetation and clouds. Note that LM83 is the most cloudy
landmark in the database. As night classifiers present usually a
lower performance that the day classifiers to detect clouds, this
higher probability of having clouds explains the lower OA and
higher standard deviation. The relation of these results with the
type of land cover and the landmark spatial patterns is further
analyzed in the following sections.

D. Results as a Function of the Land Cover

In this section, we show the results obtained as a function of
the land cover in each particular landmark. For the analysis, we
have included also the coastline pixels, and they are analyzed
separately. Results are shown in Fig. 5. The four bar groups on
the x-axis correspond to the four trained classifiers with different
illumination conditions according to the SZA. Each bar group
provides the global agreement between the predicted and the
level-2 mask for all the chips of this landmark. Then, we analyze
the OA only considering land and water areas without including
the coastline (3 pixels width). Finally, OA for coastline pixels
over water and land is also calculated.

The main conclusions at this point are summarized as follows.
In general, lower accuracy is obtained at night and twilight, as
expected. This is observed for almost all landmarks considered

in this study. For some landmarks (LMs 0, 14, 131), we observed
a poor performance at coastline pixels with high illumination
conditions, which is mainly due to errors in the L2 mask that
labels bright pixels in desert areas over the coastline as cloudy
pixels systematically. The proposed cloud mask properly la-
bel these pixels as cloud-free, and thus disagree with the L2
mask, decreasing the OA. Finally, similar accuracy is generally
achieved over land and over water, and hence there is not a bias
in the classification accuracy with regard to the specific land
cover heterogeneity of the landmark.

E. Analysis of the Averaged Accuracy in the Spatial Domain

In this section, we further analyze the obtained results, but in
this case in the spatial domain by paying attention to the aver-
age classification accuracy per pixel throughout the year 2010.
Results are shown in Fig. 6 for the 12 considered landmarks.
Clear spatial patterns of the classification error can be observed
in almost all landmarks. The OA patterns match the coastline
in most cases, which agrees with previous results regarding the
illumination conditions (Fig. 4) and land cover (Fig. 5) at high
light intensity conditions near the coastlines. For the LMs 0, 14,
and 131, these poor results in coastline areas are probably due
to the misclassification of bright sand. Additionally, we should
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Fig. 5.

stress that these spatial patterns on the OA maps are noticeable
for some landmarks also at night times and during twilight, es-
pecially over coastlines (e.g., LMs 83, 120, and 190) and islands
with high mountains (e.g., LMs 120, 154, and 177). For this lat-
ter case, in LM 120 (Etna Volcano, 3.350 m, Sicily) and LM 154
(Mount Attavyros, 1.216 m, Rhodes), we observe spots on the
middle of the islands, especially at night. In the case of Tenerife
(LM177), we observe similar patterns but in all the center of the
island (from 1000 m altitude) and not only at the Teide Volcano
(3.718 m). These errors in the L2 mask are further analyzed in
next section, since it poses the crucial question about the trust-
worthiness of the L2 cloud mask over the coastlines and islands.
In particular, we present some examples showing such eventual
errors in the L2 mask (used as ground truth), and hence also in
the classifier predictions.

FE. Visual Analysis of L2 Mask Consistency and Errors
Over Coastlines

Here, we analyze the issue of consistency of the L2 mask,
paying special attention to the performance of the classification
scheme in the case of very low rate of clouds over coastlines.
Fig. 7 shows the land cover type, the RGB composite (or band
9 for night acquisitions), the L2 cloud masks used as ground
truth (best available proxy), and the predictions from the pro-
posed scheme based on SVMs. We can essentially conclude
that the L2 cloud mask contains clear mistakes, especially over

Overall Accuracy (%)

3 3
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3 & 3 & 8 &

@
a
a

50
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Overall accuracy considering the different land covers (water, land) and coastline over water/land.

coastlines (as was observed before). This can be clearly noted by
comparing the L2 mask with the corresponding RGB (or band 9
atnight). See, for example, results for LMs 0, 14, 48, 63, 83, 120,
131, 154, 177, and 190 where there are no clouds in the scenes.

In some of the previous cases, the SVM classifiers gener-
ally commit less errors (e.g., LMs 0, 17, 63, 83, 120, 131, 154,
177, and 190), thus confirming the suitability of the proposed
approach. In other cases, the SVM scheme commits larger mis-
classifications (e.g., LMs 14, 48, and 131), yet probably due to
the fact that SVMs are learning the L2 mask errors in these LMs.
Furthermore, note that the SVM classifier shows less false pos-
itives over islands or isolated land masses in some cases (e.g.,
120, 154, and 177). Particularly, the few pixels detected wrongly
as clouds on the predicted mask agree with the volcano peaks
(LMs 120 and 177).

G. Evaluation of Global Results

The proposed classification processing chain for cloud detec-
tion was applied to the whole landmarks database. Internally, the
proposed scheme is built on four classification models that are
trained for each landmark depending on the illumination con-
ditions. In order to obtain new predictions, the system loads a
chip image, extracts the required features, and, depending on the
SZA for the landmark, applies one of the four trained SVM clas-
sifiers for this landmark. Global classification results for the 200
landmarks are shown in Fig. 8. We can observe that we obtained

567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581

582

583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591



592
593
594
595
596
597
598

PEREZ-SUAY et al.: PATTERN RECOGNITION SCHEME FOR LARGE-SCALE CLOUD DETECTION OVER LANDMARKS

LM Land cover SZA < SZA,, SZA,, < SZA < 80 80 < SZA < 90
WATER 1

SZA > 90

<

Ly ——

—
-

-
=

—
'S
<
3 «®©
- 1 P . . i g S - 0

=
w

oo
w

—
153
<

W w

[
=3
N}

=
b4
<

Fig. 6. Averaged accuracy maps over the whole time series for different
landmarks (rows) and different SZA ranges (columns).

more than 85% OA in more than 82% of the landmarks, and
approximately 70% of them exceeded 0.75 of Kappa’s statistic.
Fig. 9 shows the histograms of the global classification results
over these 200 landmarks. As we can see, the designed system
has obtained good results in both OA and Kappa statistic. As we
have mentioned, results are concentrated around 87% of global
accuracy and 0.8 of Kappa.

LM Land cover RGB/Band 9 L2 mask Prediction
i .

LAND

>

.
-

17

-
=)

’ iy |
u

63

83

107

120

131

154

177

190

Fig. 7. Classification maps for particular chips with low cloud coverage,
potentially over coastline. Mask color code: “cloud-free” in black and “cloudy”
in white.
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the histograms of the global classification results over the 200 landmarks (LM)
of the database. Landmarks LM91 and LM98 were excluded of the analysis due
to wrong labels on the L2 cloud mask.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced a general scheme for the identifi-
cation of cloudy pixels over landmarks in MSG SEVIRI images,
which is based on a pattern recognition scheme especially tai-
lored to the problem. This automatic machine learning scheme
achieves an improved performance in landmark recognition and
matching, which are critical steps in INR models, as well as to
maintain the GQA in the instrument data processing.

The proposed methodology is based on the combination of
dedicated SVMs for particular landmarks and illumination con-
ditions. This divide and conquer strategy is revealed as highly
efficient to tackle this large-scale problem with millions of MSG
multispectral image chips. The results were analyzed quantita-
tively (in terms of detection accuracy) and qualitatively by vi-
sual inspection of the predicted cloud masks. The scheme can
be actually extended in several ways. First, one may be inter-
ested in detecting cloudy chips rather than individual predictions
per pixel, so we intend to pursue this strategy in the future as
a complementary module for the pixel-based cloudy detector.
The most evident advantage is the computational cost, which
comes at the price of extracting relevant and discriminant fea-
tures at chip level. Second, the module has to be improved for
predictions over the coastlines. Last but not least, the recogni-
tion scheme can be made adaptive over time: this would avoid
the need for retraining, and would adapt to seasonal and year
changes. All these are matters of on-going research.
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