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Generalized Referring Expression Segmentation on
Aerial Photos

Luís Marnoto, Alexandre Bernardino, and Bruno Martins

Abstract—Referring expression segmentation is a fundamental
task in computer vision that integrates natural language un-
derstanding with precise visual localization of target regions.
Considering aerial imagery (e.g., modern aerial photos collected
through drones, historical photos from aerial archives, high-
resolution satellite imagery, etc.) presents unique challenges
because spatial resolution varies widely across datasets, the use
of color is not consistent, targets often shrink to only a few pixels,
and scenes contain very high object densities and objects with
partial occlusions. This work presents Aerial-D, a new large-scale
referring expression segmentation dataset for aerial imagery,
comprising 37,288 images with 1,522,523 referring expressions
that cover 259,709 annotated targets, spanning across individual
object instances, groups of instances, and semantic regions
covering 21 distinct classes that range from vehicles and infras-
tructure to land coverage types. The dataset was constructed
through a fully automatic pipeline that combines systematic
rule-based expression generation with a Large Language Model
(LLM) enhancement procedure that enriched both the linguistic
variety and the focus on visual details within the referring
expressions. Filters were additionally used to simulate historic
imaging conditions for each scene. We adopted the RSRefSeg
architecture, featuring a SigLIP2 vision–language encoder and
a SAM segmentation decoder, and trained models on Aerial-D
together with prior aerial datasets, yielding unified instance and
semantic segmentation from text for both modern and histor-
ical images. Results show that the combined training achieves
competitive performance on contemporary benchmarks, while
maintaining strong accuracy under monochrome, sepia, and
grainy degradations that appear in archival aerial photography.
The dataset, trained models, and complete software pipeline are
publicly available at luispl77.github.io/aerial-d.

Index Terms—Referring expression segmentation, aerial im-
agery, open-vocabulary image understanding, multimodal learn-
ing, historic aerial image analysis

I. INTRODUCTION

REFERRING expression segmentation [1], [2], [3] in-
volves taking a natural language description of a target

region and returning the corresponding segmentation mask.
Because the natural language expression can reference any
concept, the task is open-vocabulary and the target can be a
single instance, a coherent group of instances, or an entire
semantic category, such as in all roads in the image patch
or the vegetation strip along the river. The remote-sensing
literature coined the term Referring Remote Sensing Instance
Segmentation (RRSIS) [4] for a particular type of referring
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Fig. 1. Representative examples from the Aerial-D dataset, showing diverse
types of referring expressions paired together with the corresponding aerial
images and the ground truth segmentation masks.

expression segmentation tasks in aerial imagery, with early
datasets focusing on single instances. Later datasets like
NWPU-Refer [5] expanded to group-level coverage. Referring
expression segmentation is especially demanding in aerial
images because top-down perspectives compress object scales,
the use of color is not consistent, spatial resolution varies
across sensors, many targets of interest occupy only a handful
of pixels, objects frequently appear partially occluded, and the
scenes themselves contain extreme object densities.

A critical component for developing effective models for
referring expression segmentation on aerial photographs is
the access to high-quality datasets containing aerial imagery
of different types, precise segmentation masks, and natural
referring expressions using a rich vocabulary and covering
different types of targets. To address this need, this work
presents Aerial-D as a new large-scale referring expression
segmentation dataset for aerial imagery, comprising 1,522,523
expressions across 37,288 images, which is significantly larger
than prior RRSIS benchmarks [4], [6], [5]. Figure 1 highlights
how this corpus spans rural and urban scenes, different types
of objects and land coverage types, and both instances or
groups of multiple objects, while retaining unrestricted and
richly worded referring expressions tailored to each target.
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To investigate how this data can translate into a practical
referring expression segmentation model, we adopted RSRef-
Seg [7] as a baseline architecture for our experiments. We train
RSRefSeg on Aerial-D together with other existing datasets,
namely RefSegRS [4], RRSIS-D [6], NWPU-Refer [5], and
Urban1960SatSeg [8], aiming at a single model that can
respond to language queries across both contemporary and
historic imagery, achieving generalized referring expression
segmentation on aerial photos.

The key contributions of this work include: (1) a compre-
hensive set of tools that enables the production of referring ex-
pression datasets from existing instance/semantic segmentation
datasets, including a rule-based generator, methods for refining
the expressions based on Large Language Models (LLMs), and
image data augmentations; (2) the Aerial-D dataset comprising
over 1.5 million expressions across 37,288 aerial images,
created entirely through the proposed set of tools; and (3) a
unified model trained on Aerial-D alongside four additional
datasets, delivering high-quality referring expression segmen-
tation over instances, groups, land coverage and general se-
mantic classes, while maintaining reliable performance on both
modern high-resolution images and also on degraded historical
imagery typical of archival aerial surveys.

II. RELATED WORK

This section reviews datasets and recent architectural devel-
opments associated with aerial image understanding.

A. Aerial Imagery Segmentation Datasets

Reliable progress in aerial image understanding depends
on datasets, for model training and evaluation, that capture
individual objects (e.g., ships, vehicles) and semantic classes
(e.g., roads, water, vegetation), as well as datasets that test
language-based selection of specific targets.

LoveDA [9] is one of the richest datasets for semantic
segmentation of aerial images, featuring both urban and rural
environments and a total of six land-cover classes. Covering
536.15 km2 with 0.3m-resolution imagery, LoveDA enables
domain adaptation research by highlighting differences be-
tween built environments dominated by artificial structures and
rural regions characterized by natural elements.

In turn, the iSAID dataset [10] established the foundation
for instance segmentation in aerial imagery, providing 655,451
object instance annotations across 15 categories in 2,806 high-
resolution images. Building upon the DOTA dataset [11],
iSAID addressed the unique challenges of aerial imagery,
including high object densities, pronounced scale variations,
and arbitrary orientations.

Research on remote sensing referring expression segmenta-
tion began with RefSegRS [4], which introduced 4,420 image–
language–mask triplets and formalized the Referring Remote
Sensing Instance Segmentation (RRSIS) problem. The dataset
highlighted specific challenges associated to aerial images,
namely the small and densely packed targets or the cluttered
layouts, where competent natural language processing is cru-
cial for disambiguating between visually similar instances.

RRSIS-D [6] expanded both scale and annotation effi-
ciency with 17,402 image–caption–mask triplets, generated
through a semi-automated pipeline using the Segment Any-
thing Model [12] (SAM) to generate segmentation masks. The
imagery in this dataset originated from the DIOR dataset [13],
grounding RRSIS-D in a broad remote-sensing corpus while
leveraging automated mask generation. Beyond size, RRSIS-D
targets several aerial-specific phenomena, namely broad spatial
scales and diverse object orientations across 20 categories
and seven attribute dimensions, enabling richer evaluation of
language-guided selection in overhead scenes.

NWPU-Refer [5] further broadened coverage with 15,003
high-resolution images and 49,745 annotated targets span-
ning more than 30 countries. In contrast to semi-automated
pipelines, NWPU-Refer emphasized purely manual annotation
quality and explicitly supports single-object, multi-object, and
non-object scenarios across 32 categories.

All the aforementioned datasets feature modern RGB im-
ages, although collected through different procedures and at
different resolutions. Despite the many interesting potential
applications, few previous studies have focused on the analysis
of historical aerial imagery, and no previous studies have
specifically focused on referring expression segmentation. An-
alyzing historical aerial photographs introduces practical com-
plications, e.g. related to reduced contrast, grayscale capture,
film artifacts, and geometric distortions. Urban1960SatSeg [8]
is one of the few existing exceptions, featuring professionally
annotated semantic segmentation masks for four classes over
1,240 km2 of declassified mid-20th-century imagery. By con-
centrating on degraded visual conditions, this dataset provides
a reference point for methods that must remain robust when
handling archival aerial data.

Beyond Urban1960SatSeg, Sertel et al. [14] assembled a
benchmark of historic panchromatic aerial photographs span-
ning populous regions in Turkey and Bulgaria from the 1950s
through the 1970s. The author also demonstrated the suitability
of the resulting dataset for land-use/land-cover segmentation
by training U-Net++ and Deeplabv3 models with carefully
tuned backbones. The results show that contemporary deep
architectures can recover reliable land coverage maps from
monochrome archival imagery, underscoring the viability of
deep learning on historic aerial photographs.

B. Neural Network Architectures for RRSIS

Neural architectures for referring expression segmentation
in aerial imagery combine vision backbones, language en-
coders, and fusion mechanisms that translate textual cues into
pixel-level masks. Several proposals have been advanced in
the recent literature. For instance, the Rotated Multi-Scale
Interaction Network (RMSIN) [6] is a representative design
that builds on a Swin Transformer [15] visual encoder and
a BERT [16] language backbone. It also features an intra-
scale interaction module that refines fine-grained details with
Transformer blocks, a cross-scale interaction module that
aligns multi-resolution features through cross-attention, and an
adaptive rotated convolution module that injects rotation-aware
convolutional filters to handle arbitrary object orientations.
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MRSNet [5] also adopts a Swin–BERT backbone pairing,
but alters how features interact. Instead of RMSIN’s triplet
of modules, this architecture instead employs an hierarchical
fusion approach that first consolidates information within each
scale before exchanging context across scales, leading to
a more progressive flow of visual detail toward the mask
decoder. The shift in interaction pattern highlights how archi-
tectural variants largely differ in their feature fusion strategies
rather than wholesale backbone changes.

RSRefSeg [7] illustrates the alternative of leaning fully on
large vision–language models. It replaces separately trained
encoders with CLIP [17] or SigLIP [18] dual encoders for
multimodal feature extraction, at the same time also inte-
grating SAM as the segmentation decoder. A lightweight
AttnPrompter module converts language-conditioned features
into sparse and dense prompts for SAM, while LoRA adapters
fine-tune both the CLIP/SigLIP encoders and the SAM vision
encoder to aerial imagery. Figure 2 illustrates this configura-
tion and highlights how the prompts interface with SAM. The
original work presents two model scales: RSRefSeg-B pairs
AttnPrompter with SAM-ViT-Base, whereas RSRefSeg-L in-
stead uses SAM-ViT-Large. In our work, we retain this layout,
reimplementing the architecture in PyTorch and training both
variants on Aerial-D together with other external datasets,
using originally published hyperparameters. The only change
is that we double the LoRA rank for the SigLIP and SAM
encoders in RSRefSeg-L, to handle the larger multi-dataset
training schedule.

III. AERIAL-D DATASET CONSTRUCTION

This section details our approach to constructing Aerial-
D, i.e. a large-scale referring expression segmentation dataset
for aerial imagery. Our methodology combines rule-based ex-
pression generation with a LLM-based expression refinement
component, aiming at both scale and linguistic diversity.

A. Sources of Data

The Aerial-D dataset was constructed from two complemen-
tary aerial image segmentation datasets with different annota-
tion styles, namely iSAID with instance segmentation annota-
tions, and LoveDA with semantic segmentation annotations.
Together, these source datasets feature 21 distinct classes,
with iSAID contributing 15 instance categories (e.g., vehicles,
ships, or buildings) and LoveDA contributing 6 semantic land
coverage classes (e.g., farmland, forest, or water).

Independently of the source, images in Aerial-D have a
uniform size of 480 × 480 pixels, which keeps small iSAID
objects large enough to describe and segment, while fitting
the input expectations of the common vision encoders used in
our model (i.e., the CLIP/SigLIP image encoding towers and
SAM segmentation backbones [17], [18], [12]).

We first resize the 1024× 1024 LoveDA images directly to
480×480 pixels while preserving the semantic masks. iSAID
has uniquely high-resolution imagery with varying aspect
ratios, so we instead slide a 480× 480 window, with a stride
of 384 pixels across each source image, and keep the tiles
that contain valid segmentation instances. After these resizing

steps, we run connected-component analysis on LoveDA to
turn buildings and water into pseudo-instance targets, noting
that these categories tend to appear as isolated structures or
bounded water bodies, thus making them natural candidates for
creating additional instance-level descriptions. The remaining
land coverage classes (e.g., farmland or forest) behave as
contiguous surfaces, so we keep them as semantic regions and
describe them holistically as in the example all agricultural
land in the image.

B. Rule-Based Expression Generation

After consolidating the images and annotations from both
source datasets, we introduce the rule-based stage that pro-
duces deterministic referring expressions for the annotation
masks. This stage first requires a precise definition of the
targets that are to be described: (1) individual object instances;
(2) compact same-category clusters obtained by running DB-
SCAN [19] on individual object regions, measuring their
minimum edge-to-edge distance, and capping each cluster at
eight members; and (3) class-level groups that aggregate every
instance sharing a label within the patch.

The core challenge in building Aerial-D relates to figuring
out how to describe the target objects using only what we
know from the segmentation masks and categories. We use
a set of rules to extract different types of cues, from which
an expression is then generated. We first use bounding box
coordinates derived from the masks to understand where each
object sits within the complete image patch. As shown in
Figure 3, we divide each patch into a three-by-three grid
marked with dotted lines, so we can say that an object is
in the top-right or in the center. When we have multiple
objects of the same type, we also check if any of them are
in extreme positions, like the topmost or leftmost instance of
that category.

From the masks for each object instance, we can also
analyze the corresponding pixel colors by looking at Hue–
Saturation–Value (HSV) distributions, to distinguish between
light and dark objects, and between a small controlled palette
of chromatic colors. We require at least 70% dominance for
achromatic labels ("light" or "dark") and a single hue to occupy
at least 60% of the chromatic pixels, before we commit to a
specific color for an object. When neither threshold is met, no
color descriptor is assigned and the cue is discarded. These
thresholds allow us to handle ambiguous multi-hue regions,
and help us ignore noisy signals that would otherwise mislead
the language generation. We also avoid using color descriptors
for buildings and water, since these typically show mixed
colors that we consider to not be useful for identification.

We also create relationships between nearby objects by
calculating angles between their positions, allowing us to
generate expressions like the ship to the left of the harbor or
the vehicle above the building. We consider eight directional
relationships, namely above, below, to the left of, to the right
of, and the four diagonal directions.

All the aforementioned rules combine to generate various
referring expressions for each object instance, as demonstrated
in Figure 3 where a single plane generates multiple possible
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Fig. 2. Overview of the RSRefSeg architecture [7], which couples a pre-trained vision–language encoder with a segmentation decoder via a learned bridge.

descriptions, including the plane in the top-right, the light
plane in the top-right, and versions with relational descrip-
tions. However, a significant challenge emerges when multiple
objects end up with identical characteristics from which we
then generate the exact same expressions, creating ambiguous
references where one phrase could describe multiple different
objects. We solve this problem by taking the set of all
expressions for every target in each image, matching them to
find duplicates, and discarding any referring expression that
appears more than once as ambiguous.

C. LLM Expression Generation

While rule-based expression generation provides a solid
foundation, the expressions that are produced have significant
limitations in language variation and visual detail coverage,
lacking the ability to reference contextual elements beyond
predefined source dataset categories. To address these limita-
tions, we employ a multimodal Large Language Model (LLM)
to enhance our dataset, providing both images and expressions
as inputs to the model, and asking it to rewrite and improve
the original referring expressions. We specifically prompt the
LLM with two complementary tasks, as shown in Figure 4.
The first task focuses on linguistic variation, creating natural
language alternatives for each rule-based expression, without
heavy reliance on visual cues. The second task uses visual
information, asking the model to examine surrounding features
in the image around the target object.

We overlap the target region with red bounding boxes to
guide the model during the first task, and pair each prompt
with a focused close-up crop so that small or dense targets stay
visible. For land coverage categories that lack crisp bounding
boxes, we supply a dual-image prompt consisting of a masked

overlay and the clean image, which helps the model anchor
the relevant region. This combination of bounding box over-
lays, dual images, and mask prompts keeps the enhancement
grounded on the correct area of the scene.

The dual-task prompting strategy transforms basic expres-
sions, like the group of 4 large vehicles in the top center, into
linguistically diverse alternatives, such as the cluster of four
big vehicles at the upper middle region and visually detailed
descriptions like the four large vehicles lined up side by side
just below the pale paved strip at the top-center, as shown
in Figure 4. The model identifies and references contextual
elements not captured in the original datasets, such as the pale
paved strip and the grassy area.

While we noted that a frontier LLM such as OpenAI o3
could produce highly accurate results, the application to a very
large dataset produced with our rule-based approach would
be prohibitive. For instance, our full dataset from the rule-
based stage contains 259,709 captured targets, including both
objects and groups. To generate refined expressions we require
processing each target individually, leading to at least 259,709
separate LLM requests, and an estimated cost of thousands of
dollars with OpenAI o3, as outlined in Table VI. We therefore
considered a knowledge distillation [20] approach, which uses
500 high-quality outputs from OpenAI o3 on a representative
random subset of targets from the initial dataset, as training
data for supervised fine-tuning using the parameter-efficient
QLoRA method [21] on Gemma3-12B [22].

During fine-tuning, we apply LoRA adapters across both
the text decoder and the SigLIP vision encoder embedded in
Gemma3, which improves instruction adherence, suppresses
hallucinations, and stabilizes the two-task output schema. The
custom-tailored Gemma3 model was then used to process all
259,709 targets on a single GPU, while honoring the dual-
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Rule Type Example Instance

Category plane
Grid Position in the top-right
Extreme Position No
Color Classification light
Directional Relations to the bottom-right of a plane

to the top-right of a plane

Final Expressions
the plane in the top-right
the light plane in the top-right
the plane in the top-right to the bottom-right of a plane
the light plane in the top-right to the bottom-right of a plane
the plane in the top-right to the top-right of a plane
the light plane in the top-right to the top-right of a plane

Fig. 3. An example illustrating rule-based generation for a single instance. The highlighted plane in the top-right section demonstrates how the system assigns
spatial, visual, and relational cues that will later be combined into referring expressions.

task prompt structure. Notably, a qualitative inspection of
the produced results showed that the distilled model’s output
quality approaches that of OpenAI o3, once fine-tuned. The
qualitative comparisons in Figure 11 show closely matched
enhancements, with markedly reduced hallucinations relative
to the base Gemma3 model.

D. Historic Image Filter Augmentation

In order to improve robustness when processing historical
imagery, we propose training with three parametric transfor-
mations that reproduce characteristic degradations of historical
aerial photographs (Figure 5). These filters are applied on the
fly during training, rather than baked into the dataset, so that
each mini-batch can include either a clean or an historically
degraded view of the same image.

Let Io(x) ∈ [0, 255]3 denote the RGB image contents at
pixel x, and let clip(·) clamp values to [0, 255]. We simulate
grayscale image captures by converting the RGB values to
luminance, as shown in Eq.(1):

Ibw(x) = 0.299 Io(x)[R] + 0.587 Io(x)[G] + 0.114 Io(x)[B].
(1)

To emulate film response and grain, we first apply a mild
gamma adjustment as shown in Eq.(2), then a linear contrast
change around the mean as shown in Eq.(3), and finally add
Gaussian noise according to Eq.(4):

Iγ(x) = 255
(
Ibw(x)/255

)γ
. (2)

Ic(x) =
(
Iγ(x)− µ

)
c+ µ. (3)

Ig(x) = clip
(
Ic(x) + η(x)

)
, η(x) ∼ N (0, σ2). (4)

We use γ = 1.2, c = 0.8, and σ = 0.1× 255 to produce mild
contrast loss and film grain.

Finally, we apply a fixed sepia transform defined according
to Eq.(5), followed by uniform sensor noise Eq.(6):

[
S(x)

]
= clip

0.272 0.534 0.131
0.349 0.686 0.168
0.393 0.769 0.189

Io(x)[R]
Io(x)[G]
Io(x)[B]

 .

(5)
Is(x) = clip

(
S(x) + ξ(x)

)
, ξ(x) ∼ U(0, 50). (6)

These effects mimic tonal range reduction, film grain,
and scanning artifacts typical of aerial photography, while
preserving the spatial structure that segmentation relies on.
Figure 5 illustrates the visual impact of each transformation.

E. Final Dataset Statistics

The rule-based generation process yields 506,194 referring
expressions and identifies 259,709 annotated targets across the
considered data (Table II). Building on this base, the LLM
enhancement procedure is prompted to produce one language
variation for each original expression, and two unique visual-
detail expressions for each target, respectively adding 496,895
and 519,434 expressions, and resulting in a total of 1,522,523
expressions. Of these, 1,278,453 expressions describe discrete
instances or groups, while 244,070 reflect the land coverage
classes that remain at the semantic level. Figure 6 illustrates
the vocabulary used in the resulting set of expressions.

Table I compares Aerial-D with prior RRSIS datasets, show-
ing that Aerial-D contains nearly three times as many images
as previous datasets. Each image typically includes many
segmented targets, and each target is paired with multiple
referring expressions. The table also clarifies how the corpus
splits between the 1.28 million instance-level expressions and
the 244 thousand semantic expressions, with these latter being
absent from earlier RRSIS datasets. Beyond its scale, we note
that Aerial-D relies on a fully automatic pipeline that can
also be applied to more data sources, combining rule-based
generation with LLM enhancement, supporting both single-
object and multi-object references, and preserving the original
category balance, as illustrated in Figure 7.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

This section presents a comprehensive experimental evalu-
ation for the usefulness of Aerial-D, spanning model training,
cross-dataset generalization, and targeted ablations. We begin
by outlining the RSRefSeg model used in our study and its
training configuration. Then, we report cross-dataset results
on established aerial referring expression segmentation bench-
marks. Beyond aggregate performance, we also include: (i) ab-
lations on the expression enhancement strategies; (ii) ablations
on historic filter training; and (iii) qualitative comparisons
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Expression Type Example

Rule-Based the group of 4 large vehicles in the top-center

LLM Language Variation the cluster of four big vehicles at the upper-middle region

LLM Visual Variation the four large vehicles lined up side by side just below the pale
paved strip at the very top-middle

LLM Visual Variation the set of four big vehicles parked in a single row in the upper-
center beside the grassy area to the right

Fig. 4. An example illustrating the complete expression generation and enhancement pipeline. Starting from the aerial image (left), the rule-based approach
generates initial expressions, which the LLM then refines into language variations and visual variations that incorporate additional contextual details (right).

Fig. 5. Ilustration for the application of filters used for simulating historical images. The image shows the original RGB capture (far left), grayscale conversion,
grayscale with grain, and sepia toning with sensor noise. Each variant preserves structure while introducing degradations representative of archival imagery.

TABLE I
COMPARISON BETWEEN AERIAL-D AND OTHER EXISTING RRSIS DATASETS.

Dataset Image Resolution Images Instance Expr. Semantic Expr. Single-object Multi-object Image Size Annotation Generation

RefSegRS 0.13m 4,420 4,420 – ✓ × 512 Manual
RRSIS-D 0.5m–30m 17,402 17,402 – ✓ × 800 Semi-automatic
NWPU-Refer 0.12m–0.5m 15,003 49,745 – ✓ ✓ 1,024–2,048 Manual

Aerial-D 0.3m–4.5m 37,288 1,278,453 244,070 ✓ ✓ 480 Automated + LLM

Fig. 6. Word cloud visualization for the most frequent terms in the Aerial-D
referring expressions, highlighting the domain-specific vocabulary and spatial
positioning descriptors that are characteristic of aerial imagery features.

across language models for expression enhancement (OpenAI
o3, the base Gemma3 model, and our distilled Gemma3
model), coupled with a cost analysis of these alternatives.

A. Model Architecture

Evaluating the use of Aerial-D demands a segmentation
model that preserves the link between natural-language in-
structions and precise masks, while handling densely packed

TABLE II
REFERRING EXPRESSION DISTRIBUTION BY SOURCE AND TARGET TYPE.

Expression Source Train Test Total

Rule-Based Expressions 371,360 134,834 506,194
LLM Language Variations 364,396 132,499 496,895
LLM Visual Variations 382,038 137,396 519,434

Instances 944,224 334,229 1,278,453
Semantic Classes 173,570 70,500 244,070

Total Expressions 1,117,794 404,729 1,522,523

aerial targets. RSRefSeg [7] meets these requirements and it
already demonstrated state-of-the-art results on the RRSIS-
D [6] dataset. We reimplemented this architecture in Py-
Torch [23] and verified the RRSIS-D results before extending
the experiments to Aerial-D, which confirmed that the neural
network design transfers reliably to new datasets.

Our reimplementation of RSRefSeg mirrors the original
component pairing, with SigLIP2 [24] supplying the image–
text encoder and SAM [12] providing the mask decoder. We
fine-tune both modules with Low-Rank Adaptation [25] layers
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Fig. 7. An analysis on the distribution across categories for the referring expressions on the Aerial-D dataset. The left plot shows the distribution of grouped
and semantic targets, showing the prevalence of region-level categories in the dataset. The right plot shows the overall distribution of individual instance
annotations across semantic categories, demonstrating the dataset’s coverage of aerial object types.

placed on the query and value projections of each vision
Transformer [26] encoder block, and on the query, key, value,
and output projections of the text encoder. Two checkpoints
appear throughout the experiments. RSRefSeg-B keeps SAM-
ViT-Base and LoRA rank r = 16 for a lighter configuration,
whereas RSRefSeg-L upgrades to SAM-ViT-Large with rank
r = 32 to maximize capacity while preserving the same
training recipe. In both cases, the SigLIP2 model corresponds
to the SigLIP2-SO400M variant, as made available through
HuggingFace, with an input resolution of 384x384 pixels.

B. Experimental Setup

Experiments focused on assessing the usefulness of Aerial-
D together with four other datasets in the area. Model training
adhered to the original RSRefSeg recipe, so that eventual
differences arise from the data mixture rather than from
custom optimization. Batches contain four samples with gra-
dient accumulation of two steps, yielding an effective batch
size of eight instances. All experiments were executed on a
single NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPU. We employ AdamW [27]
with a learning rate of 1 × 10−4, weight decay of 0.01,
polynomial decay with power of 0.9, mixed precision [28]
training, and gradient clipping at 1.0 to mirror the original
training dynamics. During training, we also apply one of the
three historic filters, selected with equal probability, to 20% of
the training images in each non-historic dataset. Note that the
Urban1960SatSeg dataset is inherently composed of historic
imagery, so it receives no additional filtering and provides
direct supervision for historical conditions.

In order to keep the cross-dataset mixture balanced, Aerial-
D contributes only with the LLM Visual Variations subset
highlighted in Section IV-D. An ablation shows that this subset
carries the strongest signal while still covering every target. We
thus have that limiting Aerial-D to these expressions keeps the
millions of available sentences from overwhelming the other
four public datasets, each of which supplying only tens of
thousands of annotations. The combined run therefore spans
Aerial-D (LLM Visual Variations), RRSIS-D [6], NWPU-
Refer [5], RefSegRS [4], and Urban1960SatSeg [8].

Model testing follows the original dataset splits, and Aerial-
D relies on the full test split (405K expressions), which is

further broken down into instance targets and semantic regions,
as shown in Table III.

To probe robustness we also evaluate fully filtered test
sets for Aerial-D, RRSIS-D, NWPU-Refer, and RefSegRS, by
converting every image with one of the three historic filters.
Historic scores appear in italics alongside the original scores.

C. Evaluation Results

Tables III and IV report results for the combined model
trained jointly on all datasets. Both tables focus on the mean
IoU [29] and overall IoU evaluation metrics for the original
test splits, alongside results from the filtered counterparts that
simulate historical conditions.

Table III isolates Aerial-D and reports performance by target
type. Instance targets correspond to explicit objects or groups,
while the "All Targets" column aggregates both instance-
level and semantic-level references across the full 405K test
expressions. These values serve as baseline checkpoints for
future work that evaluates new neural network architectures
on Aerial-D.

Across the external datasets featured in Table IV, our
RSRefSeg-B and RSRefSeg-L model checkpoints remain com-
petitive with previously published results, despite being trained
within a single unified pipeline. This comparison is particularly
noteworthy because the published models were trained on
individual target datasets, which avoids interference from
multi-dataset mixing and does not include historic filter aug-
mentation. In contrast, our training recipe blends five datasets,
applies historic filters to more than 20% of the training images,
and supervises both instance-level and semantic-level targets
drawn from Aerial-D. The historic columns illustrate that
the LoRA-tuned RSRefSeg-L model retains accuracy under
simulated degradations, closing the gap between clean and his-
toric imagery without requiring dataset-specific adjustments.
Table IV also foregrounds how the larger model checkpoint
strengthens overall IoU on the more recent NWPU-Refer
dataset, while maintaining the strong RRSIS-D performance
reported in prior work.

The performance gap on the RefSegRS dataset deserves par-
ticular attention. While the previous RMSIN model achieves
59.96% mIoU, RSRefSeg-L reaches 44.52%. This gap reflects
an important distribution shift, as RefSegRS contains referring
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Fig. 8. An image depicting the Melbourne riverside district and showing
RSRefSeg tracking all building areas in the image across a 1945 grayscale
photograph (top), and across a contemporary RGB capture (bottom). Left:
original images; right: predicted segmentation masks.

patterns (e.g., vehicles along specific roads that are referenced
through expressions in the plural form) that differ significantly
from Aerial-D, RRSIS-D, and NWPU-Refer. Multi-dataset
training biases the resulting models toward the majority distri-
bution, causing lower performance on the out-of-distribution,
and in some cases conflicting, RefSegRS samples.

Overall, the combined evaluation shows competitive results
against published studies across every previous dataset, while
providing reproducible Aerial-D baselines. The modest gap
between the original and historic images confirms that inject-
ing filtered imagery during training delivers robustness without
eroding accuracy on contemporary photographs.

Beyond the quantitative results, Figures 8, 9, and 10
demonstrate qualitative performance on real historical imagery.
Figure 8 shows the model segmenting all building areas in the
image across both a 1945 grayscale photograph and a con-
temporary RGB capture of Melbourne’s riverside district [30],
enabling tracking of urban change over decades. Figure 9
evaluates the model on Aleppo, Syria [31], using two distinct
expressions (i.e., the building in the bottom-right and the
roundabout in the center intersection) on U-2 reconnaissance
imagery and the corresponding modern counterpart. Most
notably, Figure 10 demonstrates zero-shot generalization on an
image from the CHAI WWII archive [32], where the model
correctly segments crater fortifications despite never encoun-
tering such targets during training. The model follows complex
relational expressions such as the crater to the bottom-left of
a group of three craters and the square hole next to the road,
confirming that the spatial relationships learned from Aerial-D
can transfer to entirely unseen object categories.

Fig. 9. An image depicting Aleppo, in Syria, and showing RSRefSeg adapting
to two distinct expressions across U-2 reconnaissance footage (top row:
the building at the bottom-right) and a modern capture (bottom row: the
roundabout in the center intersection). Left: original images; right: predicted
segmentation masks.

D. Ablating LLM Expression Refinement

To measure how synthetic language affects segmentation
quality, we retrained the RSRefSeg model on Aerial-D while
isolating the different expression sources. The goal was to
contrast the original rule-generated sentences against those
produced by the LLM method, and determine which variants
provide the strongest supervision signal. We adopt the lighter
RSRefSeg-B configuration, with SAM-ViT-Base and LoRA
rank r = 16, so that each run completes quickly while
preserving the optimization settings from Section IV-B.

Using this setup, we trained four separate models, each
exposed to a distinct slice of Aerial-D: (i) Rule-based Only
retains the deterministic descriptions produced by the rule-
based method; (ii) LLM Language Variations relies on rewrites
that diversify the wording while preserving the target; (iii)
LLM Visual Variations selects LLM augmentations that inject
alternative visual cues; Finally, (iv) Combined combines the
three sources. Figure 4 illustrates how the enhanced variants
expand the phrasing beyond the rule-based baseline. We
evaluate the resulting checkpoints on four test sets without
additional tuning: Aerial-D (using the full 405K-expression
validation split) and three external datasets, namely RefSegRS,
RRSIS-D, and NWPU-Refer, to observe how each expression
type supports generalization beyond the training distribution.

Table V summarizes the obtained results and explicitly
reports both the number of Samples and Epochs used per

1Published models were trained on individual target datasets without multi-
dataset mixing or historic augmentation, as reported in their respective papers.
Our models employ unified training across five datasets (Aerial-D, RefSegRS,
RRSIS-D, NWPU-Refer, and Urban1960SatSeg) with 20% historic filter
augmentation applied during training.
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TABLE III
BASELINE PERFORMANCE OF RSREFSEG VARIANTS ON THE AERIAL-D VALIDATION SPLIT. HISTORIC SCORES ARE SHOWN IN ITALICS.

Model
Instance Targets Semantic Targets All Targets

mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU Pass@0.5 Pass@0.7 Pass@0.9

RSRefSeg-B 45.63% 60.54% 54.07% 64.10% 47.10% / 39.77% 62.40% / 56.60% 53.78% 36.15% 6.60%
RSRefSeg-L 48.66% 62.97% 55.28% 64.82% 49.81% / 42.18% 63.29% / 58.41% 57.66% 40.13% 7.67%

TABLE IV
CROSS-DATASET VALIDATION RESULTS FOR OUR RSREFSEG VARIANTS AND FOR OTHER PUBLISHED MODELS1 . HISTORIC SCORES ARE SHOWN IN

ITALICS, AND "–" INDICATES MEASUREMENTS THAT ARE NOT REPORTED IN THE CITED WORK.

Model
RefSegRS RRSIS-D NWPU-Refer Urban1960SatSeg

mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU

RMSIN1[6], [5], [7] 59.96% 76.81% 62.27% 76.50% 41.75% 62.66% – –
RSRefSeg-B1 [7] – – 63.68% 76.05% – – – –
RSRefSeg-L1 [7] – – 64.67% 77.24% – – – –
MRSNet1 [5] – – – – 44.86% 63.59% – –
Urban1960SatUSM1 [8] – – – – – – 68.80% –
FIANet1 [33] 68.67% 78.32% 64.01% 76.91% – – – –
SBANet1 [34] 62.73% 79.86% 65.52% 79.22% – – – –
BTDNet1 [35] 67.09% 80.57% 66.04% 79.23% – – – –
SegEarth-R11 [36] 72.45% 79.00% 66.40% 78.01% – – – –
RS2-SAM21 [37] 73.90% 80.87% 66.72% 78.99% – – – –

RSRefSeg-B (ours) 24.81% / 17.54% 40.89% / 29.41% 64.37% / 61.16% 76.83% / 75.44% 39.42% / 33.15% 59.52% / 56.56% 70.65% 88.86%
RSRefSeg-L (ours) 44.52% / 36.03% 55.74% / 45.74% 65.37% / 62.61% 76.33% / 76.03% 45.75% / 39.11% 62.75% / 55.29% 69.74% 88.73%

Fig. 10. Zero-shot generalization on images from the CHAI WWII archive.
Top row: the crater to the bottom-left of a group of 3 craters; bottom row:
the square hole next to the road. Despite never encountering craters during
training, the model follows the relational spatial instructions learned from
Aerial-D. Left: original 1944 imagery; right: predicted segmentation masks.

configuration. Looking across datasets, several consistent pat-
terns emerge. On Aerial-D, the Combined All configuration
achieves the best accuracy, which is expected given that the
validation distribution matches that training mixture. For the
three external datasets, different subsets yield the strongest
generalization: on RRSIS-D, the LLM Language Variations

run delivers the highest scores; on NWPU-Refer, emphasizing
varied visual cues through LLM Visual Variations is most
beneficial; on RefSegRS, combining the three sources provides
the best results. These outcomes highlight the breadth of
ways to phrase referring expressions, and show that leveraging
LLMs to introduce targeted variety in training data mixtures
can improve cross-dataset generalization.

In order to keep early stopping responsive to each subset,
we monitored the validation loss across the four runs and
halted training as soon as it begins to rebound. Because the
Combined subset is roughly three times larger than the others,
its validation loss ticks upward immediately after the second
epoch, so we stop that run at two epochs. The three smaller
subsets continue improving through the fourth epoch before
showing the same rise, allowing four full passes over the data.
This schedule means that the language-variation and visual-
variation models actually process fewer total samples than
the combined run, but still they surpass it on RRSIS-D and
NWPU-Refer. This outcome reveals that curated expression
subsets can be more sample efficient than the full mixture,
which is why the combined model in Section IV-C draws on
the LLM Visual Variations split of Aerial-D. Beyond sample
efficiency, constraining Aerial-D to that subset keeps the cross-
dataset mixture from being dominated by a single corpus,
whose referring expression pool would otherwise reach into
the millions of training instances.

To further assess the unique challenges introduced by
Aerial-D, we trained two additional models. The first model
trains exclusively on the three other benchmark datasets,
namely RefSegRS, RRSIS-D, and NWPU-Refer, without any
Aerial-D supervision. The Other Datasets row in Table V
shows that this model achieves strong performance on the
original benchmarks, reaching 61.63% mIoU on RRSIS-D,
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49.65% on RefSegRS, and 44.51% on NWPU-Refer, demon-
strating effective learning from these established corpora.
However, when evaluated on Aerial-D, performance drops
sharply to only 14.47% mIoU and 17.77% oIoU. This sub-
stantial degradation underscores the distinct challenges that
Aerial-D introduces, including novel semantic categories and
instance groups, particularly challenging referring expressions
with complex spatial and relational cues from both rule-based
generation and LLM enhancement, small-scale instances, and
extreme object densities. Conversely, the LLM Visual Vari-
ations + Other Datasets configuration combines Aerial-D
supervision with the three external benchmarks. This com-
bined training delivers improvements on RRSIS-D compared
to training without Aerial-D, while showing performance
trade-offs on RefSegRS and NWPU-Refer, demonstrating that
Aerial-D contributes additional supervision signals that can
benefit certain dataset characteristics.

E. Comparing Gemma3 and OpenAI o3

We also attempted to see how different generator choices,
inside the LLM enhancement stage, can affect expression
quality and overall cost. We compared three options for
producing the enhanced expressions: OpenAI’s o3, the off-the-
shelf Gemma3-12B model, and the distilled Gemma3-Aerial
model described in Section III-C. Finally, we include qualita-
tive visualizations to illustrate how RSRefSeg-L responds to
historic images and their contemporary counterparts.

All three LLMs are prompted in the same way and used with
the same decoding strategy, so that differences stem from the
generator rather than the interface. The base Gemma3 model
frequently ignores the dual-task schema, hallucinates objects
that are not present, and references the guiding bounding
boxes inside the expression, which undermines segmentation
training. Distillation sharply reduces these errors, producing
grounded descriptions that resemble the outputs from OpenAI
o3, while remaining accessible on local hardware.

Table VI quantifies the practical impact. Running o3 across
259,709 targets would cost roughly $5.38K, whereas the
distilled Gemma3 produces comparable guidance for about
$22. Figure 11 illustrates how the distilled model mirrors the
grounded detail that OpenAI o3 provides, while avoiding the
hallucinations seen in the base Gemma3 outputs.

F. Ablating the Historic Filters

In order to understand how much the historic image fil-
ters, described in Section III-D, contribute to robustness,
we repeated the combined training without injecting those
filters. This ablation test also used the RSRefSeg-B variant.
Models that only encounter clean, contemporary imagery
typically falter when historic photographs suddenly introduce
monochrome toning or sepia casts.

1Cost calculations based on API pricing at the time of making the study–
OpenAI o3 with 2.00 per million input tokens, and 8.00 per million output
tokens (OpenAI API platform); Gemma3-12B with 0.035 per million input
tokens, and 0.141 per million output tokens (OpenRouter inference provider).
Average tokens per request for OpenAI o3 at 1,670.8 input and 2,173.3
output tokens, and Gemma3 with 1,330.0 input and 284.7 output tokens.
Calculations based on 15 sample requests.

Table VII summarises three ablation configurations. Each
row lists the clean mIoU scores (Orig.), the historic coun-
terpart (Hist.), and the percentage-point delta relative to
the full-training baseline presented in Table IV. The first
row removes synthetic historic filters while maintaining Ur-
ban1960SatSeg supervision. As expected, performance de-
creases on the historic variants of RRSIS-D and NWPU-Refer,
dropping four and one percentage points, respectively, while
Urban1960SatSeg also shows a modest decline. The second
row excludes Urban1960SatSeg entirely while retaining the
synthetic filters. Here, the Urban1960SatSeg score collapses
to below 5% mIoU, reflecting the substantial distribution
shift between Urban1960SatSeg and the remaining datasets.
It should be noted that Urban1960SatSeg emphasizes land
coverage classes rather than discrete instances, and its imagery
exhibits higher brightness and lower resolution characteristics
that somewhat diverge from the synthetic historic filters ap-
plied to the modern datasets. The RRSIS-D historic score
remains unchanged relative to the baseline, demonstrating
that synthetic filters alone provide sufficient robustness for
this dataset. Interestingly, RefSegRS shows substantial gains
on the historic variant in both the first and second rows.
These increases likely reflect two compounding factors. First,
applying historic filters to 20% of the training images removes
valuable clean data that would otherwise support RefSegRS,
which exhibits distribution characteristics distinct from the
other datasets. Second, the Urban1960SatSeg supervision may
conflict with RefSegRS patterns, and excluding it allows the
model to adjust more effectively to the filtered images despite
the reduction in overall training data. The third row combines
both ablations, removing filters and Urban1960SatSeg data
simultaneously, and produces results similar to the first row
on RRSIS-D and NWPU-Refer, while maintaining the severe
degradation on Urban1960SatSeg. The slightly larger drop on
Urban1960SatSeg, seen in this configuration, underscores the
compounded effect of eliminating both real historic data and
synthetic augmentation.

Values in parentheses denote percentage-point change rel-
ative to the baseline combined model in Table IV, while
italicised values denote historic-filtered validation scores.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This work introduced the Aerial-D dataset together with
an end-to-end methodology that converts existing aerial seg-
mentation datasets into referring expression segmentation data.
The data processing pipeline features a rule-driven generator
that translates segmentation masks into natural language de-
scriptions grounded on absolute positioning, appearance, and
relational cues. The rule-based expressions are also refined
through LLM rewriting, while keeping costs manageable via
a distilled Gemma3 annotator. The resulting corpus enables
the training of a generalized RSRefSeg model, establishing
reproducible baselines on Aerial-D and remaining competitive
with published results on RRSIS-D, NWPU-Refer, RefSegRS,
and Urban1960SatSeg. By pairing these evaluations with ab-
lations on expression sources and historic image filters, we
demonstrate that Aerial-D delivers a challenging and useful
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TABLE V
RESULTS FOR ABLATION TESTS ON THE EXPRESSION ENHANCEMENT COMPONENT ACROSS FOUR DATASETS.

Training Configuration Samples Epochs
Aerial-D RefSegRS RRSIS-D NWPU-Refer

mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU mIoU oIoU

Rule-based Only 371K 4 34.57% 39.31% 3.73% 0.55% 34.22% 36.46% 16.78% 13.70%
LLM Language Variations 364K 4 46.45% 56.99% 5.75% 4.99% 41.63% 42.48% 21.89% 16.68%
LLM Visual Variations 382K 4 46.54% 63.02% 18.32% 8.37% 31.78% 33.73% 24.68% 29.22%
Combined 1,118K 2 49.33% 64.30% 18.80% 8.58% 34.07% 34.80% 24.57% 28.27%

Other Datasets 71.6K 14 14.47% 17.77% 49.65% 67.90% 61.63% 76.46% 44.51% 64.22%
LLM Visual Variations + Other Datasets 453.6K 3 45.59% 62.75% 42.36% 56.98% 63.09% 76.75% 38.18% 59.60%

Expression Type Example

Original the orange baseball diamond in the top-left

OpenAI o3 the orange baseball diamond with the light pole near
home plate in the upper-left region

Gemma3 Base the bright orange baseball diamond to the left of another
similar baseball diamond in the top-left

Gemma3-Aerial-12B the orange baseball field with a chainlink fence sur-
rounded by grass to the north and trees to the west

Fig. 11. Qualitative comparison between OpenAI o3, the base Gemma3 model, and our fine-tuned Gemma3 model on the same aerial scene. Each model
receives the same rule-based expression, prompt, and decoding setup, revealing how the rewritten expressions differ under matched conditions.

TABLE VI
COST ANALYSIS COMPARING GEMMA3 AGAINST THE OPENAI O3 MODEL

FOR LARGE-SCALE ANNOTATION1 .

Model Cost per request Cost for 259,709 requests

OpenAI o3 $0.020728 $5,382.98
Distilled Gemma3 $0.000087 $22.80

Savings 238× cheaper $5,360.18 (99.6%)

dataset for referring expression segmentation in aerial photos,
and highlights the specific ingredients that improve robustness.

Future work can extend this foundation in several promising
directions. First, the expression enhancement tool can be
applied directly to the native captions supplied with public
datasets such as RRSIS-D and NWPU-Refer, enriching their
language with additional visual details and linguistic diversity,
while preserving the original referring intent, creating a more
varied training mixture across the RRSIS ecosystem. Second,
achieving state-of-the-art performance on Aerial-D represents
a challenging endeavor requiring strong architectures capable
of handling dense object distributions, diverse target types,
and the complexity of the referring expressions themselves.
The interaction between nuanced language and subtle vi-
sual cues makes precise grounding particularly difficult, as
models must parse intricate spatial descriptions while attend-
ing to fine-grained details that distinguish similar objects in
crowded scenes. Developing novel architectures, inspired by
recent developments [38] and exploring more powerful vision
backbones, or incorporating specialized modules for handling
small objects and ambiguous spatial relationships could unlock

significant performance gains. Third, multilingual variants of
these expressions can also be produced while preserving full
automation, by pairing high-quality translation models with
our recipe—either prompting OpenAI o3 to translate into
different languages and training a Gemma3 student to mimic
those translations, or seeding the process with dedicated trans-
lation models such as Tower Instruct [39]. Finally, emerging
multimodal systems like Gemini 2.5 [40] can already output
full segmentation masks and bounding boxes. Proper filtering
and integration of these results could expand Aerial-D with
additional targets derived from the same imagery, which can
then be described with our expression-generation stages to
unlock richer open-vocabulary supervision.
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