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Figure 1. We propose a novel spatially-aware grounding mechanism for vision-language models (VLMs) in remote sensing. Our approach
(green) integrates structured spatial information, leading to significantly improved localization capabilities compared to methods that treat
bounding boxes as text. The qualitative examples shown here highlight our model’s superior alignment with the ground truth (red) on
diverse user prompts, outperforming strong baselines like InternVL [12], CVPR’24 (orange), and EarthDial [51], CVPR’25 (yellow).

Abstract

Vision-language models (VLMs) are emerging as power-
ful generalist tools for remote sensing, capable of integrat-
ing information across diverse tasks and enabling flexible,
instruction-based interactions via a chat interface. In this
work, we enhance VLM-based visual grounding in satellite
imagery by proposing a novel structured localization mech-
anism. Our approach involves finetuning a pretrained VLM
on a diverse set of instruction-following tasks, while inter-
facing a dedicated grounding module through specialized
control tokens for localization. This method facilitates joint
reasoning over both language and spatial information, sig-
nificantly enhancing the model’s ability to precisely localize
objects in complex satellite scenes. We evaluate our frame-
work on several remote sensing benchmarks, consistently
improving the state-of-the-art, including a 24.8% relative
improvement over previous methods on visual grounding.
Our results highlight the benefits of integrating structured
spatial reasoning into VLMs, paving the way for more reli-
able real-world satellite data analysis.

1. Introduction

The rapid proliferation of Earth observation technologies
in recent years has provided unprecedented access to high-
resolution satellite imagery, enabling advanced monitoring

and analysis of the Earth’s surface. Extracting actionable
insights from this vast data depends on scalable machine
learning approaches. Open data initiatives like Landsat [60]
and Copernicus [4] have facilitated the curation of special-
ized datasets for a wide range of applications, including dis-
aster response, food security, and urban growth analysis.
These applications require models capable of performing
complex tasks, such as object recognition, temporal change
detection, and interpreting scene compositionality.

Traditional machine learning approaches tackle these
challenges by defining discriminative models for specific
tasks such as scene classification or semantic segmenta-
tion. More recently, vision-language models (VLMs) have
opened up promising new applications for multi-modal
satellite data. The advantage of such generalist models
lies in large-scale pretraining on image-text pairs and fine-
tuning on instructional prompts. Hence, they can leverage
prior knowledge about real-world scenes and reason about
their content in a dialogue-based format, allowing them
to respond to complex user queries. This conversational
paradigm, where users issue queries and AI assistants gen-
erate responses, enables the joint learning of linguistic and
visual semantics. A key question is how we can ensure nat-
ural interaction with these models while obtaining precise
and accurate information about a given satellite scene.

One common approach is visual grounding for detec-
tion, which reinforces the link between textual descrip-
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tions of objects and their corresponding visual represen-
tation. Following the pioneering approach GeoChat [26],
a number of recent works aim to leverage visual ground-
ing for remote sensing tasks through bounding box detec-
tion [39, 40, 51, 68]. A common strategy in these ap-
proaches is embedding bounding box locations into the
prompt by converting them into text form, which may also
require assigning special tokens for each possible numeric
value. This is straightforward and convenient for interfacing
off-the-shelf vision-language models, but it also has signif-
icant limitations due to the lack of geometric structure as-
sociated with such numerical tokens [48–50]. Without an
explicit spatial metric, the model does not have a notion of
proximity, decreasing its robustness to small perturbations
and out-of-distribution generalization. We show that this
can inhibit the localization performance in practice, indicat-
ing a demand for more specialized grounding approaches.

In this work, we introduce SATGround, a novel ground-
ing technique for vision-language models that integrates
multi-modal learning with a specialized localization mecha-
nism for remote sensing data. We adapt existing instruction-
following datasets by introducing special tokens which act
as anchors for bounding box prediction and localization.
Rather than converting bounding boxes into a text repre-
sentation, our LLM decoder operates simultaneously in lan-
guage space and bounding box space. This dual approach
effectively combines visual and textual semantics while fa-
cilitating communication between these two modalities.

SATGround is a generalist framework that can be
adapted to different remote sensing applications, making
it both scalable and highly flexible. Our structured vi-
sual grounding technique bridges the gap between language
and spatial reasoning, thus improving the localization ro-
bustness and consistency across diverse satellite imagery
datasets compared to existing grounding approaches. In
summary, our contributions are the following:
• We propose SATGround, a novel, spatially-aware local-

ization technique of visual grounding for Earth observa-
tion data.

• We finetune an existing generalist vision-language model
for both language and detection objectives, interfacing
these two modalities via special control tokens and a cus-
tom localization module.

• We advance the state-of-the-art on several remote sens-
ing benchmarks [13, 21, 26, 36, 51], achieving a signifi-
cant relative improvement of 24.8% in visual grounding
performance compared to existing methods.

2. Related work
Vision-language models. Over the last few years, multi-
modal learning for vision tasks has become an extensively
studied topic, with various approaches and applications.
We provide an overview of techniques most relevant to our

work here and refer to a recent survey [71] for a more com-
prehensive review of the broader field.

Early multi-modal approaches [25, 37, 45, 62, 64, 67]
revolve around a common paradigm where, given large-
scale text-image pairs [8, 47], the model aims to integrate
features into a joint embedding space with techniques such
as contrastive learning. Once the embeddings are learned,
this shared space is then leveraged for zero-shot learning
across a variety of tasks, such as classification [45, 67], re-
trieval [17, 32, 43, 55], object detection [3, 32]. Later, nu-
merous extensions were proposed that apply such models
to open-vocabulary detection [16, 18, 20, 38], segmenta-
tion [56, 57, 61], or 3D open-world learning [72, 78]. Most
of these methods focus on pretraining base models and thus
require additional finetuning for discriminative tasks.

More recently, models like LLaVA [34] and GPT-4 [2,
76] have introduced assistants capable of processing multi-
modal inputs, as well as generating task-specific outputs.
LLaVA [34] provides a general framework that combines
language instructions and visual embeddings into a single
sequence, enabling the use of a pretrained LLM [15, 19, 41,
54, 58] as a decoder. In this work, we adopt a similar strat-
egy, leveraging a pretrained LLM as a decoder to ground a
vision-language model for Earth observation tasks.

Grounding vision-language models. The goal of visual
grounding for localization is to improve the ability of mod-
els to identify the location of objects based on text-based
queries. Training a VLM typically consists of two stages: a
pretraining stage and a visual instruction tuning stage. Sev-
eral works have proposed to integrate grounding into this
second stage by embedding location information into a text
representation [11, 42, 59, 63]. This has led to many refined
instruction tuning datasets [11, 29, 42, 69] with a focus on
referring and grounding tasks. However, a common lim-
itation of all models trained in this way is that they lack
any explicit geometric modeling and are contingent on the
model’s ability to interpret text-based location information.
Prior work has shown [48–50] that language models often
struggle with numerical inference tasks and spatial under-
standing due to challenges arising from default tokeniza-
tion, positional encoding schemes, and limitations in multi-
step reasoning.

A number of works [28, 35, 70, 75] attempted to ad-
dress this problem by proposing more specialized ground-
ing modules. Unfortunately, these techniques are often
highly engineered and specific to common object-centric
data [32]. In contrast, we propose a simple new grounding
technique for remote sensing data – interfacing a generalist
VLM via specialized task tokens and leveraging its rich vi-
sual semantic features to predict bounding box coordinates.
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    In the satellite image,

    there is ⟨p⟩ a basketball court

      ⟨/p⟩ ⟨bb⟩⟨loc⟩ and ⟨p⟩ a

    tennis court ⟨/p⟩ ⟨bb⟩⟨loc⟩.

    "loc": [

        [43., 37., 85., 57., 88.],

        [24., 45., 60., 61., 88.]

    ]

   In the satellite image,

   there is ⟨p⟩ a basketball court

      ⟨/p⟩{⟨43⟩⟨37⟩⟨85⟩⟨57⟩⟨88⟩}

    and ⟨p⟩ a tennis court

      ⟨/p⟩{⟨24⟩⟨45⟩⟨60⟩⟨61⟩⟨88⟩}.
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B

Figure 2. Structured visual grounding. For a given user query (left), we visualize the conventional text-based visual grounding approach
(middle), compared to our structured explicit grounding format (right). For illustration purposes, we show the ground-truth bounding box
location values (red and orange) in both cases. Instead of returning bounding box coordinates as text, we model a dedicated localization
mechanism interfaced by special control tokens ⟨bb⟩ and ⟨loc⟩, see Sec. 3.2 for more details.

Vision-language models for satellite imagery. Applying
existing VLMs to Earth observation tasks presents a unique
set of challenges, as the large domain gap between satel-
lite and natural images often limits their performance on re-
mote sensing data. For an overview of recent works aimed
at adapting general multi-modal methods for satellite tasks,
we refer to the recent survey by Li et al. [31]. Such ap-
proaches leverage task-specific datasets to enhance perfor-
mance in zero-shot classification [30, 44], image caption-
ing [79], and visual question answering [6, 9, 65]. However,
these models are typically limited to specific tasks and lack
the ability to engage in instruction-following dialogues.

The pioneering work RSGPT [23] introduces the RSI-
Cap dataset to finetune multi-modal models for instruction-
following capabilities on remote sensing data, with applica-
tions such as image captioning and visual question answer-
ing (VQA). More recently, GeoChat [26] proposed to adapt
the LLaVA [34] model to remote sensing data, while inte-
grating special task tokens into the textual instructions. This
improves the zero-shot performance across a broad set of
tasks, including image and region captioning, VQA, scene
classification, and grounding descriptions. Following this
trend, similar approaches such as SkyEyeGPT [68], LHRS-
Bot [39], and VHM [40] employ comparable instruction-
following architectures. The most recent efforts, such as
EarthGPT [74] and EarthDial [51], introduce multi-modal
models and datasets that fuse multiple data forms, such as
optical, SAR, and multi-spectral.

While these works show the promise of grounded con-
versation in remote sensing, they often struggle to ground
objects accurately due to their reliance on encoding location
context into text. In our work, we address this limitation by
introducing a dual approach that jointly models both lan-
guage and bounding box spaces, enabling more precise and
interpretable grounding in remote sensing data.

3. Method
3.1. Problem formulation
The basic framework for grounded multi-modal learning on
Earth observation data can be specified as follows:

Mvlm : (x,q) 7→ a, (1)

where the vision-language modelMvlm processes a satellite
image x ∈ RH×W×3 and a text query q ∈ VNq to produce
a textual response a ∈ VNa . We commonly assume that ad-
dressing q requires reasoning about the content of the image
x. Here, W,H ∈ N denote the spatial size of the input im-
age, while Nq, Na ∈ N correspond to the sequence length
of q and a, respectively. Both sequences specify tokens
from a common vocabulary:

V := T ∪S := {t1, . . . , t|T |}∪{⟨bos⟩, ⟨eos⟩, ⟨pad⟩}, (2)

which comprises text tokens T , as well as special control to-
kens S, such as the beginning-of-sequence token ⟨bos⟩, the
end-of-sequence token ⟨eos⟩, and the padding token ⟨pad⟩.

Motivation. Standard grounding techniques for vision-
language models on Earth observation data embed location
context within text representations, to allow implicit learn-
ing of spatial relations through next-token prediction. How-
ever, this method lacks explicit geometric modeling, which
hinders the ability of the model to capture the precise spatial
layout of satellite images.

To address this limitation, we modify the framework to
incorporate explicit geometric reasoning. Rather than re-
lying on implicit location information via next-token pre-
diction, we introduce a grounding mechanism to predict
bounding box locations directly. This model is defined as
follows:

Mloc : (x,q) 7→ (a, ℓ). (3)

Besides mapping an image x ∈ RH×W×3 and text query
q ∈ V̄Nq to a reply a ∈ V̄Na , this localization modelMloc
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Figure 3. Method overview. We summarize the different components of our model. Visual inputs are encoded using a frozen vision
backbone, ϕvisual, and a trainable adapter ϕprojector. The extracted vision tokens are then concatenated with the user query and passed to
the language model ϕlm based on LLaVA [34], which we finetune by applying LoRA [22]. The model’s response contains both standard
text tokens and occasional ⟨bb⟩ and ⟨loc⟩ tokens, see Sec. 3.2 for more details. Any resulting ⟨loc⟩ feature embeddings are passed to the
grounding module ϕgrounding which produces the final bounding box predictions and matches them by using the Hungarian algorithm.

also directly predicts the bounding box locations ℓ ∈ RL×5.
Here, ℓ represents coordinates of L ∈ N different predicted
bounding boxes, each fully specified by 5 parameters: 4 for
the location (coordinates of the top left corner, bottom right
corner) and 1 for the orientation (angle of rotation). We fur-
ther append two additional special tokens to the vocabulary:

V̄ := V ∪ {⟨bb⟩, ⟨loc⟩}, (4)

denoting bounding boxes ⟨bb⟩ and location ⟨loc⟩ tokens, re-
spectively. In Fig. 2, we visualize our bounding box rep-
resentation for a given query in comparison to the standard
text-based format. We describe in Sec. 3.2 how integrat-
ing these tokens enables structured visual grounding in our
model.

To facilitate gradient-based learning, we define Mloc
with a differentiable mapping from image x̂ and text q̂ em-
beddings1 to locations ℓ. The model thus optimizes the lan-
guage output and bounding box locations simultaneously,
enabling it to reason about how geometric details corre-
spond to textual cues.

3.2. Structured visual grounding
The vocabulary space of possible output tokens in Eq. (4)
includes text tokens, control tokens ⟨bos⟩, ⟨eos⟩, ⟨pad⟩, and
two additional special tokens ⟨bb⟩ and ⟨loc⟩. We now de-
tail the latter two, which specify a grounding interface for
regressing bounding box parameters in our model.

Bounding box and location tokens. By convention, the
two special bounding box tokens always appear in sequence

1By convention, we denote x̂ and q̂ for the embedded features in latent
space corresponding to data instances such as images x and text q.

⟨bb⟩⟨loc⟩ in a given text sample. They serve two distinct
purposes: ⟨bb⟩ indicates that the model produces a bound-
ing box as part of the current predicted sentence. ⟨loc⟩ then
provides latent features for the corresponding bounding box
parameters (i.e., its location and orientation). The design
choice of introducing two separate tokens ⟨bb⟩ and ⟨loc⟩ en-
sures a clear separation of responsibilities, and avoids shar-
ing the capacity of a single embedding vector between these
tasks. Our ablation study in Tab. 4 confirms this design
is crucial, demonstrating that the separated tokens achieve
an improved performance compared to a single-token ap-
proach.

Training. During training, our model naturally produces
bounding box tokens at = ⟨bb⟩ as part of the output se-
quence a ∈ V̄Na via standard next-token prediction. In con-
trast, the location tokens ⟨loc⟩ are masked out when com-
puting the cross-entropy token loss2, analogous to padding
tokens ⟨pad⟩. Instead, we pass the latent embeddings ât ∈
RD associated with at = ⟨loc⟩ with latent embedding di-
mensionality D to a separate grounding module:

ϕgrounding :

{
RL×D → RL×5

{ât ∈ RD|at = ⟨loc⟩} 7→ ℓ
(5)

which predicts the bounding box coordinates ℓ ∈ RL×5. In
practice ϕgrounding is defined as a shallow MLP. The goal is
to accurately predict the location of a specific object while
interfacing the VLM’s language capabilities. We provide
a graphical representation of our approach in Fig. 3. To

2Since ⟨loc⟩ always appears right after ⟨bb⟩ in a fully deterministic
manner, it carries no information for next-token prediction (zero entropy).
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finetune the model (see Sec. 3.3 for details), we optimize
for both the language modeling task and the location task
simultaneously:

L = λtextLCE + λbbLground, (6)

where LCE represents the cross-entropy loss for predicting
the next token in the sequence, Lground is the grounding loss
for regressing the bounding box coordinates, and λtext, λbb
are hyperparameters indicating their relative weights.

Since the model may output the bounding boxes ℓ of
multiple objects in arbitrary order, we enforce permuta-
tion invariance of Lground by computing a bipartite match-
ing of ℓ ∈ RL×5 to the reference bounding box coordi-
nates k ∈ RK×5. Following standard practice in the litera-
ture [7, 52], this is formulated as a linear sum assignment:

Lground(ℓ, k) := min
ρ∈PL,K

L∑
i=1

K∑
j=1

ρi,j∥ℓi − k j∥2, (7)

which can be efficiently solved using the Hungarian algo-
rithm [27]. Here, ρ ∈ PL,K ⊂ {0, 1}L×K denotes a par-
tial permutation matrix that defines an optimal one-to-one
matching between a subset of the predicted and reference
boxes, allowing for unmatched predictions or ground-truth
boxes when their counts differ.

Inference. To produce an answer sequence (at)1≤t≤Na

during inference, we apply standard next-token prediction
in a greedy sampling scheme. When the model produces a
⟨bb⟩ token, we append ⟨loc⟩ immediately afterwards. More-
over, the corresponding embeddings ât ∈ RD for occur-
rences of at = ⟨loc⟩ are again passed to the grounding
module ϕgrounding to predict 5-D bounding box parameter
vectors. We provide a detailed description of our inference-
time sampling algorithm in Appendix Sec. 7.

3.3. Implementation details
Datasets. Our main motivation is to finetune a general-
ist VLM that can be applied to different downstream visual
perception tasks on remote sensing data. To this end, we
utilize the GeoChat [26] and EarthDial [51] multi-modal
datasets for finetuning our model. These datasets are aggre-
gated from a variety of sources [14, 36, 46] for a range of
tasks, including visual question answering (VQA), ground-
ing description, detailed description, multi-turn conversa-
tion, region captioning, referring expression, and scene
classification. Training on such a large suite of problems
helps to instill a holistic understanding of relevant data in-
stances into the model.

We preprocess each training sample by normalizing the
5 entries of the bounding box parameters to the interval
[0, 100]. We further adapt the considered datasets by insert-
ing the special tokens for bounding boxes ⟨bb⟩ and locations
⟨loc⟩ required by our approach.

Architecture details. Our model’s core architecture con-
sists of a pretrained, frozen ViT visual encoder [45] and a
language decoder. We also employ a 2-layer MLP projec-
tor, which is responsible for mapping our location embed-
dings (ât ∈ RD associated with at = ⟨loc⟩) for grounding,
as detailed in Sec. 3.2. To ensure a fair comparison with
the GeoChat and EarthDial baseline approaches, our exper-
iments use the same respective language decoder. Specifi-
cally, we use the Vicuna-v1.5 [15] model for the GeoChat
comparison and the Phi-3-mini [1] model for EarthDial. For
data processing on GeoChat, we use 504x504 image inputs
with interpolated positional embeddings. For the Earth-
Dial benchmark, we employ the multi-modal (i.e., multi-
spectral, SAR, temporal) and multi-resolution data fusion
strategy detailed in [51]. Unless stated otherwise, all fol-
lowing experiments use this EarthDial setting.

4. Experiments
We evaluate our method on several tasks, including refer-
ring expression detection, grounding description, and two
visual question answering benchmarks. For several of these
tasks, we also assess generalization to different datasets in
a zero-shot manner.

4.1. Grounding and referring expression detection
Dataset. We evaluate our model on the GeoChat [26] test
set, and further assess zero-shot performance on NWPU
VHR-10 [13], Swimming Pool [51] and Urban Tree Crown
Detection [66]. These four datasets comprise 7,593, 1,601,
5,697, and 1,279 instances, respectively, all of which fea-
ture a mix of single and multi-object queries. The bench-
marks differ in their task definition: by design, GeoChat
categorizes queries into distinct “Grounding” and “Refer-
ring” groups based on object attributes, while the remaining
three benchmarks feature a single, holistic “Referring” task.

Task. The objective here is to precisely localize the visual
objects specified by a text query q within an input image
x, outputting their corresponding bounding box locations
ℓ. The queries in the considered benchmarks refer to di-
verse objects of interest, including storage tanks, cars, and
airplanes, swimming pools, as well as larger objects such
as football fields and bridges. We follow the prior conven-
tion [26, 51] of reporting the acc@0.5 score as the main
evaluation score, defined as the fraction of correct predic-
tions with an IoU score larger than 0.5.

Discussion. We report quantitative results on the GeoChat
test set in Tab. 1. The table details two finetuning experi-
ments. In both cases, our method demonstrates clear per-
formance gains: on the GeoChat dataset, we achieve 24.5%
accuracy, outperforming the strongest baseline EarthDial
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Object Size Grounding Referring
Overall

Model Small Medium Large Single Multi Avg. Single Multi Avg.

Finetuned on GeoChat
LHRS-Bot [39] 0.2 1.9 9.4 18.6 3.8 5.2 3.2 1.2 2.5 2.7
MiniGPTv2 [10] 1.7 9.9 21.9 9.1 3.6 2.6 – – 8.2 7.6
GeoChat [26] 2.9 13.6 21.7 16.0 4.3 11.8 – – 10.5 10.6
TeoChat [24] 2.3 11.6 29.0 32.2 9.3 10.6 15.1 4.8 11.2 11.1
InternVL2-4B [12] 7.0 22.3 33.5 24.4 11.5 12.5 25.6 8.4 18.9 18.2
EarthDial [51] 6.8 23.8 32.9 25.9 13.0 13.9 26.0 8.4 19.3 18.6
Ours 9.1 30.5 44.1 37.3 17.4 18.7 33.8 10.0 25.1 24.5

Finetuned on EarthDial
EarthDial [51] 11.4 31.7 39.1 28.2 18.1 18.8 34.4 12.0 25.8 25.0
Ours 11.5 36.6 57.5 32.0 29.1 29.5 37.5 10.9 31.3 31.2

Table 1. Quantitative results for visual grounding and referring on the GeoChat benchmark. We report the accuracy (%) score.
Performance is broken down by object size (Small, Medium, Large) and task type. For the Grounding and Referring tasks, we evaluate
performance on prompts with single vs. multiple objects. The Avg. column shows the mean score for each task category.

NWPU VHR-10 [13] Swimming Pool Dataset [51] Urban Tree Crown Detection [66]
Object Size Referring Object Size Referring Object Size Referring

Model Small Medium Large Single Multi Small Medium Large Single Multi Small Medium Large Single Multi
GeoChat [26] 2.5 3.2 14.7 13.2 1.9 - 3.1 7.3 1.2 0.6 - 1.8 8.9 2.9 3.1
InternVL2-4B [12] 7.1 12.7 25.5 23.0 8.1 0.6 6.6 8.9 4.5 0.9 - 3.2 13.4 5.9 3.1
InternVL2-8B [12] 4.3 11.8 20.7 21.7 5.9 0.3 4.7 18.3 7.6 0.5 0.6 4.0 17.1 7.9 3.9
EarthDial [51] 11.7 14.2 23.1 25.4 8.9 1.0 7.4 24.9 8.4 1.0 1.1 7.0 25.7 11.1 6.7
Ours 14.6 22.9 36.7 29.3 14.9 2.9 8.4 27.2 9.6 3.0 0.3 4.9 15.4 6.1 6.1

Table 2. Quantitative results for zero-shot referring object detection. We compare our model’s generalization performance against
several baselines on three datasets: NWPU VHR-10 [13], Swimming Pool [51], and Urban Tree Crown Detection [66].

by 5.9%. When finetuning on the EarthDial dataset, our
model improves the overall accuracy by a sizable margin of
6.2% (=̂ relative improvement of 24.8%). This robust per-
formance further translates to the zero-shot setting shown
in Tab. 2, where our model outperforms baseline methods
on two out of three considered downstream tasks (NWPU
VHR-10 and Swimming Pools), while remaining competi-
tive on Tree Crown Detection. We further provide several
qualitative examples in Fig. 4.

4.2. Grounding description
Datasets. We evaluate the grounding description capabil-
ities of our model in a zero-shot setting on four benchmarks:
HIT-UAV [53], NWPU VHR-10 [13], Swimming Pool [51],
and UCAS-AOD [77]. These datasets cover diverse object
categories and data types ranging from standard imagery to
thermal data.

Task. Grounding description is a challenging task, where
the model predicts both a natural language response a and
corresponding bounding box locations ℓ. This dual-output
structure requires an integrated capacity for both high-level
linguistic reasoning and precise localization. We evaluate

localization using the accuracy score analogous to our pre-
vious grounding experiments (IoU > 0.5 and 0.25), and
assess the text quality using ROUGE-1 (R-1), ROUGE-L
(R-L), and METEOR (MT) scores.

Discussion. We provide quantitative comparisons for
zero-shot grounding description in Tab. 3. Our model
achieves the most consistent performance overall, while
outperforming the baseline approaches on text-based met-
rics across all four benchmarks. This improvement is par-
ticularly notable on UCAS-AOD, where our model achieves
a 35.4% R-1 score, a +14.2% absolute gain over the best
baseline EarthDial.

4.3. Visual question answering
Datasets. We evaluate the performance of our method on
visual question answering (VQA) for remote sensing using
the HRBEN and LRBEN benchmarks [36]. Both datasets
focus on answering natural language questions about the
content of aerial images. On HRBEN, we provide com-
parisons on the default test set, which contains 62,554
question-answer pairs. All these evaluations are performed
in a zero-shot manner, i.e., without finetuning on HRBEN’s
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison for visual grounding. These instances correspond to the quantitative results from Tab. 1. For each
sample, we provide predictions by our approach in green, InternVL [12] in orange, and EarthDial [51] in yellow. The ground truth bounding
boxes are shown in red.

HIT-UAV [53] NWPU VHR-10 [13] Swimming Pool Dataset [51] UCAS-AOD [77]

Model @0.5 @0.25 R-1 R-L MT @0.5 @0.25 R-1 R-L MT @0.5 @0.25 R-1 R-L MT @0.5 @0.25 R-1 R-L MT

GPT-4o 0.1 0.7 14.2 10.6 7.2 0.7 6.1 14.7 10.8 9.4 0.1 1.2 12.9 10.1 7.8 0.1 1.3 14.7 11.1 6.0
InternVL2-4B [12] 0.6 6.4 28.1 27.7 24.0 10.6 29.9 30.7 29.1 21.9 0.8 4.2 28.3 28.1 24.6 4.6 31.8 21.0 20.0 11.6
GeoChat [26] 0.8 8.0 22.8 22.2 22.3 2.2 15.3 21.5 20.7 21.4 1.8 8.8 21.4 21.1 24.0 1.4 13.6 20.0 18.8 14.2
EarthDial [51] 2.6 13.9 28.3 28.1 22.2 17.1 41.0 27.0 26.3 23.1 1.9 7.4 29.7 29.3 22.8 8.5 34.0 21.2 20.3 13.0
Ours 1.7 17.9 33.8 32.6 24.6 19.9 37.8 36.3 34.8 26.6 1.2 7.7 31.5 30.4 25.3 2.7 20.8 35.4 32.8 15.7

Table 3. Quantitative results for zero-shot grounding description. We evaluate our model’s ability to generate both textual descriptions
and corresponding bounding boxes for given text queries and images. Performance is reported with ROUGE-1 (R-1), ROUGE-L (R-L),
METEOR (M-T) scores, and accuracy (%) for bounding box prediction (IoU > 0.5 and 0.25).

training set. In contrast, generalist approaches such as
ours are implicitly finetuned on the LRBEN training set,
since this is one of the datasets comprising the general
instruction-tuning dataset GeoChat [26] (∼ 18.3% of the
training samples). Specialist methods such as RSGPT are
finetuned on the training set of the specific benchmark to
achieve an optimal performance [23].

Tasks. We consider two question types (presence, com-
parison) for HRBEN and three types (presence, compar-
ison, rural/urban classification) for LRBEN, in alignment
with prior work [23, 26, 39]. The goal of presence ques-
tions is classifying whether a specific instance is part of an
image (e.g., “Is there a grass area on the right of a com-
mercial building?”). Comparison questions require estimat-
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Hungarian With ⟨bb⟩ Small Medium Large Grounding Referring Overall

✓ 7.9 21.0 39.8 17.1 19.3 19.2
✓ 8.3 27.4 39.1 18.1 22.2 21.8

✓ ✓ 9.1 30.5 44.1 18.7 25.1 24.5

(a) Impact of Hungarian matching and ⟨bb⟩.

λbb Small Medium Large Grounding Referring Overall

5 9.1 28.1 42.6 20.0 23.3 23.0
10 9.1 30.5 44.1 18.7 25.1 24.5
20 8.7 27.0 43.0 20.3 23.0 22.7

(b) Impact of grounding loss weight λbb.

Table 4. Ablation study. (a) We assess the role of the Hungarian matching in our grounding module. Moreover, we evaluate how our
two-token design compares to a variant where we remove ⟨bb⟩ and merge both tasks into a single token. (b) We further quantify the impact
of the loss weight λbb on the visual grounding accuracy. Specifically, we analyze the impact on small, medium, and large object detection,
as well as grounding and referring tasks. These results confirm the necessity of all components for an optimal performance.

Model Pres. Comp. Avg.

Zero-shot
Qwen-VL [5] 66.4 60.4 63.1
LLaVA-1.5 [33] 69.8 67.3 68.4
MiniGPTv2 [10] 40.8 50.9 46.5
GeoChat [26] 58.5 83.2 72.3
EarthGPT [73] 62.8 79.5 72.1
EarthDial [51] 58.9 83.1 72.4
Ours 63.0 84.1 74.9

Model Pres. Comp. R/U Avg.

Zero-shot
Qwen-VL [5] 38.6 67.6 61.0 55.4
LLaVA-1.5 [33] 55.5 68.2 59.0 62.8
MiniGPTv2 [10] 55.2 55.5 39.0 55.0
Specialist
RSVQA 87.5 81.5 90.0 86.3
RSGPT 91.2 91.7 94.0 92.3
Generalist
LHRS-Bot [39] 88.5 90.0 89.1 89.4
GeoChat [26] 91.1 90.3 94.0 90.7
EarthDial [51] 92.6 92.7 94.0 92.7
Ours 91.7 92.6 93.0 92.2

Table 5. Quantitative VQA results on HRBEN (left) and LR-
BEN (right). On HRBEN, we evaluate our method in a zero-shot
setting; while not specifically designed for this task, our method
achieves the best overall performance compared to the considered
baselines. The LRBEN evaluation compares three classes of meth-
ods: zero-shot, specialist (finetuned for this benchmark), and gen-
eralist (finetuned for multiple tasks). The columns report the ac-
curacy for Presence, Comparison, and Rural/Urban question types,
along with the average scores.

ing and contrasting two quantities (e.g., “Are there more
water areas than commercial buildings?” or “Is the number
of buildings equal to the number of roads?”). While pres-
ence questions primarily rely on object detection, compar-
ison questions involve both object detection and numerical
reasoning, making them inherently more challenging. Ru-
ral/urban classification predicts whether an area is urban or
rural based on visual criteria such as building density (e.g.,
“Is this a rural or urban area?”), thus involving scene-level
classification rather than object detection.

Discussion. In Tab. 5, we provide quantitative compar-
isons for both HRBEN and LRBEN. Our method achieves
the best overall zero-shot generalization performance on
HRBEN, while obtaining the second best performance af-
ter EarthDial [51] on LRBEN among generalist methods.
While LRBEN is fairly saturated and the gap is small
(−0.5% average accuracy), our method advances the state-
of-the-art on HRBEN by a sizable margin of +2.5%, hence
obtaining the best overall performance across all settings.
Both approaches advance the state-of-the-art while match-
ing specialist approaches, even slightly outperforming RS-
GPT [23] on the “presence” and “comparison” questions.

4.4. Ablation study
In Sec. 3.2, we introduce our dual visual grounding module,
combining next-token prediction and bounding box detec-
tion. Here, we assess the impact of key components on the
overall performance, see Tab. 4 for a summary. We conduct
all ablations using the GeoChat setting.
Two token design. We compare our two-token design to
a setup where we do not use the ⟨bb⟩ token, and instead
merge both responsibilities (predicting bounding boxes in
the response, producing bounding box coordinates) into a
single ⟨loc⟩ token. As shown in Tab. 4a, this leads to a de-
creased performance, since it requires sharing the capacity
of a single embedding vector between these tasks.
Hungarian matching. We further investigate the role of
the Hungarian algorithm in bounding box regression. As
shown in the second row of Tab. 4a, disabling Hungarian
matching leads to reduced overall performance (24.5% vs.
21.8%). This underscores the importance of permutation-
invariant matching for precise localization.
Loss weight. Lastly, we explore the effect of different val-
ues for λbb, which specifies the weight of the grounding loss
Lground defined in Eq. (6). We find that setting λbb = 10
yields the best overall performance, see Tab. 4b. Lowering
λbb to 5, or increasing to 20 reduces the accuracy, particu-
larly in medium and large object categories.

5. Conclusion
We present SATGround, a novel approach for spatially-
aware visual grounding in remote sensing. Our method inte-
grates multi-modal learning with a specialized localization
mechanism, enabling precise alignment of textual queries
with visual semantics in satellite imagery. By finetuning a
generalist vision-language model with specialized control
tokens and a custom grounding module, we bridge the gap
between language and spatial reasoning. Our experiments
demonstrate that our model outperforms existing techniques
across multiple benchmarks, including referring expression
detection, grounding description, and visual question an-
swering. Notably, we achieve a significant 24.8% relative
improvement in visual grounding accuracy over prior meth-
ods, underscoring the effectiveness of our structured local-
ization approach for real-world satellite data analysis.
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Laura Leal-Taixé. The group loss++: A deeper look into
group loss for deep metric learning. tPAMI, 2023. 2

[18] Vladimir Fomenko, Ismail Elezi, Deva Ramanan, Laura
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6. Analysis of grounding and referring expres-
sion detection

In Fig. 6, we provide a detailed breakdown of the quantita-
tive visual grounding results reported in Tab. 1 of the main
paper. For each respective category, we provide a cumula-
tive distribution curve of the IoU quantiles per fraction of
samples, where higher curves are better. The cumulative
curves allow for more fine-grained insights into the visual
grounding results. They further confirm that our method
outperforms the text token-based grounding methods In-
ternVL and Earthdial for any considered quantile on all of
the respective categories. For instance, for “Large” objects,
our method has ≈ 54% samples with an IoU score smaller
than 0.5, compared to ≈ 67% for InternVL and Earthdial.
The performance disparity is particularly visible in the “Re-
ferring: Multi” and “Grounding: Single” categories. The
baseline models, InternVL and EarthDial, yield an IoU of
0 for ≈ 40% of the samples within these challenging sub-
sets. In contrast, our method successfully establishes spatial
overlap (IoU > 0) significantly earlier in the distribution.

7. Inference-time sampling
We specify our visual grounding approach based on the cus-
tom control tokens ⟨bb⟩, ⟨loc⟩ in Sec. 3.2 of the main paper.
During inference time, we apply a greedy sampling scheme
to obtain an answer sequence a ∈ VNa and bounding box
coordinates ℓ ∈ RL×5 from the model for a given query se-
quence q ∈ VNq and reference image x ∈ RH×W×3. We
provide a detailed description of this inference-time algo-
rithm in Fig. 5. Whenever the model produces a ⟨bb⟩ token,
we do not query the LLM and instead produce a ⟨loc⟩ token
in a fully deterministic manner. We further register any such
occurrences of ⟨loc⟩ tokens and use the resulting features to
query our grounding module ϕgrounding at the very end.

8. Additional qualitative results
We provide additional qualitative comparisons for ground-
ing localization in Figs. 7 to 9, analogous to Fig. 4 in the
main paper. In each instance, we depict predictions from
our approach, InternVL, EarthDial, and the ground-truth
bounding boxes, which are visualized in green, orange, yel-
low, and red, respectively.

These comparisons clearly highlight the benefits of vi-
sual grounding over conventional detection approaches, al-

Algorithm 1 Greedy sampling

Input: Image x ∈ RH×W×3, query q ∈ VNq

Returns: Answer tokens (a1, ...,aNa) ∈ VNa ,
bounding box parameters ℓ ∈ RL×5

1: // Compute visual x̂ and textual q̂ embeddings:
x̂← ϕprojector ◦ ϕvisual(x) ∈ RP×D

q̂← ϕembed(q) ∈ RNq×D

2: a0 ← ∅
3: for t = 1 to Na do // Iteratively generate tokens
4: if at−1 = ⟨eos⟩ then
5: Break // Stop generation after EOS
6: else if at−1 = ⟨bb⟩ then
7: // Deterministic ⟨loc⟩ after ⟨bb⟩ token:

at ← ⟨loc⟩
8: else
9: // Query next token from the LM:

ât ← ϕlm(x̂, q̂|a:t)
at ← ϕlm-head(ât) ∈ V̄

10: end if
11: end for
12: // Extract location tokens, query grounding mod-

ule:
âloc ← {ât ∈ RD|at = ⟨loc⟩} ∈ RL×D

ℓ← ϕgrounding(âloc)
13: return a, ℓ

Figure 5. Pseudocode for greedy sampling in our model. The
model’s LM head ϕlm-head selects the most probable token at each
step without randomness. After all answer tokens are generated,
we additionally query the grounding module ϕgrounding to predict a
set of bounding box parameters for each instance of a predicted
location token at = ⟨loc⟩.

lowing to query the model conveniently in a chat-based
manner and enabling open vocabulary object detection. For
a given image, we can provide precise context about the
object such as the model number of an airplane, or disam-
biguate multiple objects by providing the relative location
(“1 harbor at the right” vs. “‘2 large harbors, at the top left
of the image”).

This qualitative analysis further confirms that, on av-
erage, our method significantly improves the accuracy of
the obtained bounding boxes compared to those of the text
token-based grounding approaches.
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Figure 6. Cumulative visual grounding IoU curves. We provide a detailed analysis of the results reported in Tab. 1. For each entry in the
table, we show the cumulative curve of the IoU quantile per fraction of samples; higher curves are better.
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Figure 7. Visualization of additional qualitative visual grounding instances (1/3), showing predictions from our approach (green), InternVL
(orange), and EarthDial (yellow) alongside the ground truth (red).
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Figure 8. Visualization of additional qualitative visual grounding instances (2/3), showing predictions from our approach (green), InternVL
(orange), and EarthDial (yellow) alongside the ground truth (red).
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Figure 9. Visualization of additional qualitative visual grounding instances (3/3), showing predictions from our approach (green), InternVL
(orange), and EarthDial (yellow) alongside the ground truth (red).
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