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Confidence Estimation in Unsupervised Deep
Change Vector Analysis

Sudipan Saha

Abstract—Unsupervised transfer learning-based change detec-
tion methods exploit the feature extraction capability of pre-
trained networks to distinguish changed pixels from the un-
changed ones. However, their performance may vary significantly
depending on several geographical and model-related aspects.
In many applications, it is of utmost importance to provide
trustworthy or confident results, even if over a subset of pixels.
The core challenge in this problem is to identify changed pixels
and confident pixels in an unsupervised manner. To address
this, we propose a two-network model - one tasked with mere
change detection and the other with confidence estimation. While
the change detection network can be used in conjunction with
popular transfer learning-based change detection methods such
as Deep Change Vector Analysis, the confidence estimation
network operates similarly to a randomized smoothing model.
By ingesting ensembles of inputs perturbed by noise, it creates
a distribution over the output and assigns confidence to each
pixel’s outcome. We tested the proposed method on three different
Earth observation sensors: optical, Synthetic Aperture Radar,
and hyperspectral sensors.

Index Terms—Change Detection, Deep Learning, Confidence
Estimation, Uncertainty, Earth Observation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Change detection (CD) in bi-temporal images is an im-
portant application in Earth observation. As our planet is
evolving rapidly, change detection plays an important role in
many downstream applications, e.g., urban monitoring [1], [2],
environmental monitoring [3], [4], and analyzing the effects
of natural disasters [5], [6]. Advancements in machine/deep
learning have propelled a diverse range of enhancements
in artificial intelligence for Earth observation, including for
change detection. However, deep learning based supervised
change detection methods are often hindered by the lack of
annotated training data. This gap is filled by deep transfer
learning based methods, e.g., Deep Change Vector Analysis
(DCVA) [1], that employs a pre-trained network as bi-temporal
zero-shot feature extractor. As shown in [7], deep transfer
learning based methods provide more trustworthy result than
the supervised ones when training data is not abundant.

Despite the above-mentioned benefits provided by the deep
transfer learning based CD methods, they show significant
variation in performance depending on the target scenes or
datasets. Furthermore, their performance is dependent on
affinity between the target scene and the dataset on which
the pre-trained network is trained [8]. They also show some
dependence on the architecture of the pre-trained network. In a
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real-life application, it might not be always possible to obtain
a pre-trained network that has characteristics suitable for the
target area. Relying on the sub-optimal results obtained using
deep transfer learning based methods may be risky for safety-
critical applications, e.g., disaster response. In such cases, it
might be more desirable to have confident output over a subset
of pixels, instead of having uncertain output over the entire
target scene.

The aforementioned desire to achieve more certain results
is not confined solely to change detection; it extends to other
problems of Earth observation, such as image classification or
semantic segmentation. Remote sensing community has shown
increased interest towards uncertainty quantification in the last
few years [9]. One significant factor contributing to the anoma-
lous behavior of deep learning models in Earth observation
tasks is the presence of out-of-distribution (OOD) data during
the testing phase. OOD data refers to data points or instances
that are substantially different from the in-domain data on
which the model was trained. Gawlikowski et al. [9] proposed
a method for supervised OOD detection for supervised image
classification. Here, supervised OOD detection denotes that
there is an additional labeled pool of OOD data in addition to
the labeled data from the in-domain dataset. However, the chal-
lenges addressed in our work, which is deep transfer learning-
based change detection, is different from traditional OOD
detection. Since our task does not involve any training process,
there is no explicit notion of distributional uncertainty between
training and test data. Our objective is not only to distinguish
changed pixels from unchanged ones but also to determine
which pixels’ output can be considered as more reliable. This
combines two tasks: the primary task of identifying changes
and the auxiliary task of identifying confident predictions, all
in an unsupervised manner. Solving this problem is important
for enhancing the overall performance and interpretability of
change detection models by empowering the model to not
only recognize changes but also communicate its level of
confidence for those predictions, as illustrated in Figure 1.

Randomized smoothing is a transformation of a classifier,
that is a popular technique in the context of adversarial
robustness [10]. It allows us to determine the most likely
output for an input perturbed by noise. Taking inspiration from
this paradigm, we postulate that deep transfer learning based
CD can employ two pre-trained networks simultaneously, one
tasked to identify the changed pixels and the other tasked
to obtain the confidence of output by ingesting ensembles of
input perturbed by noise.

The key contributions of this paper are as follows:
1) We propose an unsupervised method for determining
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Fig. 1. The key idea: proposed method processes pre and post-change images to obtain a CD output (black - changed, white - unchanged). Proposed method
also generates a confidence map (white - confident, black - not confident). Fusion of them produces a reliable CD output (black - confidently changed, white
- confidently unchanged, red- not confident).

the pixels for which the outcome of the deep transfer
learning based CD is more confident. To the best of our
knowledge, no existing deep unsupervised CD method
can provide such confidence score.

2) We introduce the key concept of randomized smoothing
to deep unsupervised change detection.

3) We demonstrate the proposed approach for three differ-
ent types of sensors, multi-spectral, hyperspectral, and
Synthetic Aperture Radar (SAR) sensors. This shows the
versatility of the proposed approach for different input
conditions.

II. RELATED WORKS

Considering relevance to our work, we briefly discuss
change detection (in general), transfer learning based deep
unsupervised, and pseudo-labeling based deep unsupervised
change detection methods. Additionally, we discuss uncer-
tainty quantification in deep learning (DL)-based change de-
tection and randomized smoothing.

A. Change detection

Both supervised and unsupervised methods have been pro-
posed in the literature for change detection. A significant num-
ber of supervised methods are variants of Siamese architec-
tures [11] where twin subnetworks share the same architecture
and parameters and ingest one input image each. After feature
extraction, the outputs from the twin networks are concate-
nated or combined in some way to form a single representation
for comparison. Instead of using Siamese architectures, some
supervised methods combine the inputs and process them
using a fully convolutional network [12]. Similar to semantic
segmentation in computer vision, many variations of architec-
ture and loss functions have been used in supervised change
detection [13], [14]. Despite their good performance when
suitable training data is available, supervised methods often
do not generalize well to geographic and sensory differences,
which are common in Earth observation data. Furthermore,
unsupervised change detection methods may perform better
than the supervised ones when the annotated data is scarce
[7]. Owing to this, unsupervised methods are still popular in
change detection. Two variants of unsupervised deep learning
based methods are popular, one that somehow uses a model
trained previously for some other task (transfer learning based

CD). The other variant somehow pseudolabels some data and
then uses those pseudolabels to train a model in supervised
manner (pseudo-label based CD).

Among the deep transfer learning based methods, a popular
method is DCVA [1] that extracts bi-temporal features using
pre-trained network and stacks them into a deep change
hypervector that is further processed for binary and multiple
change detection. It is mention worthy that DCVA itself is
similar in principle to the Siamese methods as both process
pre-change and post-change inputs through weight-sharing
twin networks, however different in several aspects including
that DCVA does not involve any training. Use of both sensor-
specific pre-trained model [8] and ImageNet-based pre-trained
model [15] have been attempted in the literature. Several
works have exploited the potential of replacing the pre-trained
network with networks derived from the data itself, e.g., using
self-supervised learning [16] or using untrained models [17].

Among the pseudo-label based methods, Li et al. [18] uses
spatial fuzzy clustering to generate pseudo labels that are then
used to train a change detection model in supervised manner.
Gao et al. employ a similar approach for sea ice change
detection [19].

In addition to supervised and unsupervised approaches,
other variants also exist, e.g., semi-supervised change detec-
tion methods that use both unlabeled data and few labeled
samples. Several methods have been proposed in this context,
e.g., using graph neural network [20] and multi-task learning
[21]. Pseudo-label based CD is combined with semisupervised
techniques in [22].

B. Notion of uncertainty in change detection

The notion of uncertainty in change detection is often
used in the works that employ pre-classification for change
detection. As an example, Li et al. [18] use a pre-classification
scheme to obtain initial clusters of changed and unchanged
pixel with a degree of membership (similar to confidence)
assigned to each pixel. Similarly, Zhan et al. [23] use initial
classification of changing superpixels that are categorized by
uncertainty and used to train a supervised classifier. A system-
atic study on trustworthiness of supervised vs. unsupervised
change detection models is conducted in [7]. The idea that a
form of ensembles could be used to produce uncertainty score
for unsupervised hyperspectral CD is discussed in [24].
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C. Randomized smoothing

Deep neural network based models are often found to be
susceptible to minor, however adversarial perturbations. Many
certification techniques, such as randomized smoothing, have
been proposed in this context as a certified defense against
such perturbations. Unlike deterministic certification methods,
randomized smoothing [10] provides robustness certification
with probabilistic guarantees. Though there may be variation
in the functioning of randomized smoothing, in following we
describe how it produces certified ℓ2 robustness. For a given
classification model, f , that maps inputs in Rd to Y classes,
the randomized smoothing framework transforms the f into a
smoothed classifier h. For a given input x ∈ Rd, the smoothed
classifier h returns the most probable class under isotropic
Gaussian noises. Though our work is not related to adversarial
robustness, we model the uncertainty quantification for our
problem statement by taking cues from randomized smoothing.

Proposed work directly extends the DCVA [1], a transfer
learning based change detection method, incorporating un-
certainty notions into it. However, any other method could
also be extended following similar principle with minimal
modifications. To incorporate uncertainty notions into DCVA,
proposed method uses concepts similar to randomized smooth-
ing [10]. Proposed method is also somewhat similar to deep
ensembles [25], however different in its use of primary and
secondary model. Furthermore, the confident pixels chosen
by the proposed method can be used as pseudo-label to train
supervised architectures similar to pseudo-label based change
detection methods [18], [23].

III. PROPOSED METHOD

Let us assume that we have a pair of co-registered bi-
temporal images X1 and X2. No additional change detection
dataset or any training label is available with us. However, we
have access to suitable image feature extractor models F1 and
F2, which might have been originally trained for some other
tasks, e.g., image classification or semantic segmentation on
different datasets. Our task is to mark each pixel in the given
scene as either changed or unchanged and simultaneously
classify each pixel as confident or not confident. While the
bi-temporal features extracted using F1 are compared using
DCVA [1] to identify changed/unchanged pixels, the other
model F2 is used to compute confidence using a strategy
inspired from randomized smoothing. The way in which F1

and F2 are employed designates them as the primary and
secondary models in the proposed method.

A. Change detection

The primary model F1 is applied separately to X1 and X2 to
extract a unique set of deep features for each pixel in the scene,
as described in [1]. Using the same model for both images
ensures that similar inputs (pixels) are mapped to comparable
representations in the feature space, while dissimilar pixels
are mapped to distinct feature representations. This occurs
because they undergo processing through the same set of
functions. Deep features are then extracted from a set of
layers of the network to create a pixel-wise deep change

hypervector denoted as G [1]. This hypervector is derived
as the differences in deep features between X1 and X2. The
components of G, denoted as gd (d = 1, ..., D), tend towards
zero for unchanged pixels (ωnc), while they tend towards
larger values (either positive or negative) for the changed
pixels (Ωc). To distinguish between Ωc and ωnc, we calculate
the deep change magnitude denoted by ρ for each pixel,
defined as the Euclidean norm of G. The ρ transforms the
D-dimensional G into a single 1-dimensional index, while
still preserving the key characteristics of the changes. Pix-
els that remain unchanged typically exhibit lower values of
ρ, compared to pixels that have undergone a change. This
inherent property forms the basis for distinguishing between
two sets of pixels: Ωc and ωnc. To make this discrimination,
a threshold, denoted as τ , is employed. This threshold is
computed using a thresholding mechanism applied across the
entire scene, as outlined by Otsu’s method [26]. While the
specific details of the thresholding method are not the central
focus of the current study, it is important to acknowledge
that different thresholding mechanisms exist. Nevertheless, it
has been demonstrated in [17] that the results obtained using
various thresholding mechanisms show minimal variation. Any
pixel with a ρ greater than τ is assigned to the set of changed
pixels (Ωc), and conversely, pixels with a ρ less than or equal
to τ are assigned to the set of unchanged pixels (ωnc).

B. Confidence assignment

The secondary model F2 is used for confidence computa-
tion. Similar to principles governing randomized smoothing,
we introduce variation in our input data, creating multiple
perturbed or noisy renditions of X1 and X2. More specifically,
Gaussian noise is added similar to [10]. Let us denote one such
noisy instance as Xk

1 and Xk
2 . Processing them using F2 fol-

lowing same steps as in Section III-A, we obtain deep change
magnitude ρ for each pixel of these perturbed instances, which
is thresholded to assign each pixel as changed or unchanged.
It’s important to note that this entire process is iteratively
performed K (number of smoothing iterations) times, each
iteration using different instances of perturbed input data. In
the iterative process, a particular pixel is identified as changed
in a given iteration, let’s denote this count as K ′, where
K ′ ≤ K. This signifies that out of the K times the analysis is
performed with different perturbed instances of input images,
the pixel in question is detected as changed as K ′ times. Since
different perturbed versions of X1 and X2 are expected to
represent the same information as X1 and X2, we expect their
output to be same as change detection output obtained from
X1 and X2 using F1. Ideally, for a pixel to be confidently
considered as changed/unchanged, it should be predicted as
changed/unchanged both by model F1 and in K runs using
model F2. More specifically, a pixel predicted as changed
by F1 and obtained value of K ′ equal to K using F2, is a
confident changed pixel. On the other hand, a pixel predicted
as unchanged by F1 and obtained value of K ′ equal to 0 from
F2, is a confident unchanged pixel.

However, in practice, one can expect some variation among
results produced in different runs of F2. So, we introduce an
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. . .

. . .
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Fig. 2. Proposed mechanism for computing confidence map given X1, X2, F1, F2

additional hyperparameter, confidence threshold Kτ ∈ (0, 1]
that is an indicator of expectation of consensus among the
results obtained from F2. For a given pixel, if the outputs
obtained from F2 with different noisy input instances agree
at least Kτ × K times with the output obtained from F1,
we categorize the pixel’s output as confident; otherwise, it
is deemed not confident. Even if the outputs obtained from
F2 exhibit the required level of agreement among themselves,
the pixel is not considered confident if this output does not
align with the output obtained from F1. The alignment or
divergence between the outputs obtained using two different
models provide insights into the confidence level of the
prediction. Another way of looking at this is that the outputs
obtained from secondary model F2 are merely validating the
output obtained from the primary model F1, similar to the
certification process in randomized smoothing. It’s important
to emphasize that although our confidence detection approach
shares conceptual similarity with randomized smoothing, it
does not incorporate any training phase, unlike randomized
smoothing [10].

Figure 2 visually summarizes the steps of the proposed
confidence map computation.

C. Hyperparameters w.r.t. confidence assignment

The confidence detection strategy partly depends on a set
of hyperparameters. It is well known that hyperparameters
are important for functioning of any deep learning model.
However, this is more challenging in our case as we do not
have any training/validation data and any training/validation
phase. Going with the usual assumption of unsupervised
change detection, one cannot merely use a validation set to find
the best values for such parameters. Furthermore, one set of

parameter that works for one dataset may not work for another
dataset. In the following we discuss some hyperparameters and
some heuristics that can be used to fix their values:

1) Noise level: The noise level refers to the magnitude or
intensity of the added random noise. The noise level
is an essential parameter in randomized smoothing and
needs to be selected and fine-tuned based on the nature
of the data. Similar to the randomized smoothing, noise
level also plays an important role in our case. Cohen et
al. [10] states that noise level can be higher for higher
resolution images, as they can tolerate higher level of
noise before class-distinguishing features get destroyed.
In our case, we draw noise from Gaussian distribution
and use same reasoning as [10] to decide the noise level.

2) Choice of F1 and F2: It is well known that any deep
learning system depend on the chosen model architec-
ture. While this is true for our case as well, the proposed
method can work for any choice of F1 and F2. Given
that F1 is tasked to perform the primary task, i.e., change
detection and is applied only once on the bi-temporal
images, it is reasonable to choose a deeper architecture
as F1, compared to the architecture for F2 that needs to
be applied repeatedly on the target images. Ideally, one
could use the same model for both F1 and F2; however,
doing so would diminish the variability that the proposed
method leverages to its advantage.

3) Value of K: Each output of F2 essentially represents
a different realization of random noise added to the
actual inputs X1 and X2. The outputs from K runs
are computed, and these outputs are subsequently com-
pared with the output from F1 to compute confidence.
Therefore, the choice of the value for K can influence
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the characteristics of the proposed model. While an
exceedingly large value of K would be ideal in theory, it
comes at the cost of increased computational demands.
To strike a balance between these two factors, it is
necessary to select a moderate value for K.

4) Confidence threshold (Kτ ): The choice of the confi-
dence threshold can significantly impact the results. A
higher confidence threshold implies that only pixels with
very high confidence levels are designated as confident.
This approach results in a more conservative selection,
yielding a smaller number of confident pixels. While
this selection may be characterized by a high degree
of reliability, it might also miss out on some confident
pixels that are slightly below the very high threshold.
Conversely, opting for a lower confidence threshold re-
sults in a broader acceptance of pixels as confident. This
leads to a larger set of confident pixels, but selected pix-
els may have lower confidence values, making them less
reliable in comparison to those selected with a higher
threshold. A higher threshold prioritizes reliability but
may overlook some confident pixels, while a lower
threshold captures a larger number of confident pixels
but with a potential trade-off in reliability. We argue
that choice of Kτ is also dependent on the sensor under
consideration. For sensors that capture comparatively
noisy images, e.g., SAR, Kτ value can be kept lower
in comparison to its value for optical sensors.

IV. RESULTS

A. Datasets

We conduct experiments on following datasets:

1) Onera Satellite Change Detection (OSCD) dataset [27] is
popular in the context of unsupervised change detection
evaluation [7]. We use the OSCD test set that contains 10
bi-temporal optical multispectral (Sentinel-2) scenes. All
scenes are acquired over different locations in the Earth.
This dataset is generally considered as challenging and
contains complex urban (and surrounding) changes, in-
cluding buiding changes, road work, flooding, devege-
tation, and deforestation.

2) The (ascending order) SAR dataset proposed in [24]
is a SAR dataset using the same locations as in the
above-mentioned optical OSCD dataset. Thus, the test
set contains 10 bi-temporal SAR (Sentinel-1) scenes. We
will simply refer this dataset as “OSCD SAR”. Previous
works [28] show that change detection performance
is significantly lower in OSCD SAR compared to its
optical version.

3) The Santa Barbara dataset hyperspectral dataset [29],
[30] is a pair of 224 spectral bands, 984 × 740 pixel
images from 2013 and 2014.

Thus, our experiments cover three different Earth observation
sensors that show significantly different characteristics. It is
widely acknowledged that methods suitable for one sensor
type may not generalize well to others, especially considering
the inherent differences between optical and SAR images.

Similarly, due to the rich spectral information present in hy-
perspectral images, specialized algorithms are often necessary.
Hence, our experiments deliberately span a broad range of
sensor diversity.

B. Compared methods

We recall from our discussion in Section I that confident
pixel identification is relatively new topic in context of deep
transfer learning based change detection. To verify the effec-
tiveness of the proposed method, we compare it to following
confident pixel detection mechanisms:

1) Firstly, we compare to the DCVA without any confident
pixel detection.

2) As discussed in Section III-C, proposed approach uses
two pre-trained models, one that is tasked for change
detection only (F1) and the other that assists in the
confident pixel selection (F2). However, both models
can even be same, i.e, F2 can be same as F1. The
main limitation here is that it reduces variability in
the uncertainty quantification. To thoroughly investigate
this hypothesis, we compare the proposed dual-model
system to a baseline scenario where F1 is used for
both change detection and confident pixel selection,
essentially treating F1 as F2. In this configuration, the
model is referred to as the ”Unified”.

3) The F2 need not be deep learning model, it can also
be traditional change detection model. Thus, we created
a baseline using a similar strategy to the proposed
method, however instead of F2 based secondary change
detection, using a traditional method, e.g., robust change
vector analysis (RCVA) [31]. Henceforth, we refer to
this mechanism as simply “Conf-RCVA”.

4) Though originally DCVA and related works do not
explicitly explore the idea of uncertainty detection, the
concept of confident pixel detection is somewhat em-
bedded within the framework of DCVA [1], through
the deep change magnitude parameter, denoted as ρ.
We established a baseline by exclusively using the con-
ventional DCVA model and employing the deep change
magnitude (ρ) as a criterion for identifying confident
pixels. Changed pixels with high ρ value and unchanged
pixels with low ρ value are selected as confident pixels.
To implement this, for each pixel in the analyzed scene
we derive ρ′ as absolute value of difference between its ρ
and τ (threshold between changed pixels and unchanged
pixels). Following this, we simply compute a threshold
[26] on ρ′ values in the analyzed scene and pixels
with ρ′ values higher than this threshold are considered
confident. Henceforth, we refer to this mechanism as
simply “deep magnitude”.

C. Comparison indices

Results are compared in terms of precision, accuracy com-
puted over changed pixels (sensitivtiy), accuracy computed
over unchanged pixels (specificity), F1 score computed over
changed pixels (denoted as F1 ch in Tables), F1 macro
(denoted as F1 mac. in Tables) , and percentage of pixels
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retained as confident by the proposed method. All evaluation
indices are shown in the range 0− 100, even if some of their
traditional definition might be in the range 0− 1.

D. Feature extraction models

Models F1 and F2 are selected based on the specific char-
acteristics of each sensor, e.g., for OSCD we use ResNet-18
[32] trained on EuroSAT [33] and ImageNet [34]. For OSCD
SAR, we use ResNet-18 models trained on BigEarthNet (SAR)
[35] and MSTAR [36]. For hyperspectral, we use the models
in [17]. We emphasize that although the selection of F1 and
F2 can influence the output of change detection, this work’s
primary findings are not overly dependent on their specific
selection. This work demonstrates that the collaborative use of
two feature extractor models, denoted as F1 and F2, according
to the proposed methodology, allows us to design a confident
pixel selection mechanism and improves the reliability of the
results compared to the exclusive use of DCVA with F1. This
underlying principle holds true regardless of the exact choice
of F1 and F2.

E. Experiments

OSCD: Table I provides a detailed overview of the experi-
mental results for the OSCD dataset, with a noise standard
deviation level set at 0.1 for the methods that incorporate
noise. The proposed method exhibits a significant enhance-
ment in various evaluation metrics compared to DCVA when
no confident pixel selection is applied. For instance, when the
proposed method employs a single iteration and a confidence
threshold of one, the F1 macro score improves by more than
5 points. This improvement, however, comes at the cost of
approximately 22.39% pixel loss. Increasing the number of
iterations to 10 further enhances the F1 macro score by 3.29
point, albeit at an additional pixel loss of around 9%. In
comparison to the variant of the proposed method with shared
model (”unified” approach), proposed method consistently
obtains superior performance. This shows that indeed having
some variation between F1 and F2 is helpful. Similarly, the
proposed method outperforms Conf-RCVA. We observe that
this gap between the proposed method and compared methods
increase with increasing number of smoothing iterations. This
observation holds true also for deep magnitude based baseline,
which is also outperformed by the proposed with smoothing
iteration set as 10.

As the number of smoothing iterations increases, the pro-
posed method selects fewer pixels but achieves superior re-
sults for the selected pixels. Conversely, when the number
of iterations is kept constant (e.g., set to 10), reducing the
confidence threshold allows the proposed method to select
more pixels, though with a slight reduction in quality. Table
I shows two different values of confidence threshold, 1 and
0.9. Additionally, the variation of F1 macro score with the
confidence threshold, while keeping other parameters fixed,
is shown in Figure 3. Performance experiences a slight boost
when introducing more noise during the smoothing process,
as illustrated in Figure 4. However, it’s worth noting that

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
67

68

69

70

Confidence threshold

F1
(m

ac
ro

)

Fig. 3. As less pixels are selected with stronger confidence threshold, accuracy
improves (OSCD dataset).

the number of pixels selected as confident drops significantly
when higher noise levels are introduced.

OSCD SAR: Table II shows the results on the SAR
dataset for two different confidence thresholds with number of
smoothing iterations set as 10. The proposed method identifies
confident pixels and obtains better accuracy indices over the
chosen pixels. However, the performance gain (approx. 5 point
F1 macro) is less prominent in comparison to the performance
gain in the optical dataset, which can be attributed to the
fact that the change detection in the SAR dataset is relatively
challenging [28]. This is also evident from the fact that
deep magnitude based baseline performs poorly in comparison
to its performance on the optical dataset. Proposed method
outperforms two compared methods and obtains similar result
to Conf-RCVA.

Hyperspectral: Table III shows result for a fixed value
of smoothing iterations and confidence threshold. Proposed
method improves performance over DCVA without confident
pixel detection. Though the improvement is less prominent
compared to other datasets, partly because DCVA already
produces high performance indices. While performance im-
provement is less prominent, proposed approach also selects
higher percentage of pixels for this dataset compared to the
other datasets, i.e., the proposed method is confident about its
prediction for a large fraction of pixels. Additionally, proposed
method outperforms the compared methods, including unified
approach and deep magnitude.

F. Result visualization

Figure 5 shows the reference map and result of the pro-
posed method with confident pixel selection for scene of
three different scenes (Dubai,Montpellier, Las Vegas) from
OSCD dataset. It is evident that the proposed method indeed
filters out pixels/objects with wrong prediction, thus improving
quantitative result. In addition to many entire isolated objects,
proposed method filters out unreliable predictions lying at the
edge or boundary of changed/unchanged regions.
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TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE OSCD DATASET.

Parameters Method Prec. Sens. Spec. F1 ch. F1 mac. Pixel %
No conf. est. 20.86 73.49 84.80 32.50 61.78 100
Proposed 26.77 72.17 90.88 39.05 66.82 77.61

Iterations = 1 Unified 24.89 70.94 90.14 36.85 65.50 77.92
Conf. thresh. = 1 Conf-RCVA 26.08 55.65 94.79 35.51 66.05 70.36

Proposed 30.26 71.74 93.02 42.56 69.17 71.59
Iterations = 5 Unified 28.03 70.05 92.34 40.33 67.71 71.54

Conf. thresh. = 1 Conf-RCVA 27.54 54.00 95.47 36.47 66.71 67.46
Proposed 31.84 71.61 93.67 44.08 70.11 68.63

Iterations = 10 Unified 28.95 69.53 93.08 40.88 68.34 68.41
Conf. thresh. = 1 Conf-RCVA 28.22 53.47 95.72 36.93 67.01 66.64

Proposed 30.11 71.38 92.90 42.35 69.03 73.17
Iterations = 10 Unified 27.37 69.69 92.20 39.29 67.30 73.26

Conf. thresh. = 0.9 Conf-RCVA 27.21 54.14 95.36 36.21 66.55 67.88
Deep magn. 30.15 78.82 93.07 43.61 69.81 65.40

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE OSCD SAR DATASET.

Parameters Method Prec. Sens. Spec. F1 ch. F1 mac. Pixel %
No conf. est. 12.30 48.06 81.33 19.58 53.95 100
Proposed 17.73 32.99 93.22 23.06 59.04 66.84

Iterations = 10 Unified 16.97 35.30 92.02 22.91 58.64 63.01
Conf. thresh. = 1 Conf-RCVA 20.80 21.93 96.61 21.35 59.03 66.68

Proposed 17.46 33.34 92.97 22.92 58.91 67.92
Iterations = 10 Unified 15.90 36.79 90.85 22.20 57.97 67.91

Conf. thresh. = 0.9 Conf-RCVA 19.82 22.95 96.21 21.27 58.90 68.86
Deep magn. 12.30 56.41 78.42 20.20 53.48 66.77

TABLE III
QUANTITATIVE PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE HYPERSPECTRAL DATASET.

Method Prec. Sens. Spec. F1 ch. F1 mac. Pixel %
No conf. est. 97.83 82.18 98.82 89.32 91.63 100
Proposed 98.39 84.93 99.14 91.16 93.13 91.02
Unified 98.58 81.48 99.27 89.21 91.69 90.59
Conf-RCVA 99.46 81.39 99.76 89.52 92.31 83.99
Deep magn. 98.27 83.63 99.06 90.36 92.48 91.09
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Fig. 4. Performance variation with different levels of noise when confidence
threshold is fixed at 1 (OSCD dataset).

V. LIMITATIONS

Results of the proposed model may depend on several
factors including choice of F1 and F2. Like in case of any

other change detection model, incorrect result may mislead
decision-makers, leading to inappropriate actions. As an ex-
ample, identifying an area as unchanged when it has actually
experienced significant environmental degradation might result
in delayed intervention. However, such risks in our model are
reduced in comparison to the majority of existing models that
do not account for uncertainty.

One limitation of the proposed method is the relatively mod-
est increase in required computational resources. However, it
is essential to recognize that in the majority of applications,
change detection tasks are typically performed offline, allow-
ing for a larger allocation of computational resources. In this
context, the additional computational expenses incurred by the
proposed method are justified, especially when considering the
improvement in the reliability and accuracy of the results it
provides. Using a Nvidia V100 GPU, our method is capable
of processing the each scene of OSCD dataset in a short time
frame (50 seconds).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The concept of quantifying uncertainty in deep models,
particularly within the domain of remote sensing, has gained
significant attention in recent years. At the same time, change
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(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f)

Fig. 5. Result visulization on three different scenes (Dubai, Montpellier, Las Vegas, in that order) from OSCD dataset. Subfigures (a),(c),(e) show reference
map (black: changed, white: unchanged). Sufigures (b), (d), (f) show corresponding result of the proposed method (black: changed, white: unchanged, red:
not confident).

detection stands out as one of the most extensively studied
and well-established areas in this field. Our paper resides at
the intersection of these two topics. In our study, we take the
innovative approach of harnessing a secondary model designed
for confidence estimation.

Through a series of experiments conducted across different
remote sensing sensors, we have demonstrated the effective-
ness of our proposed methodology. Our findings show that
integrating a confidence estimation model with deep learning
techniques enhances the accuracy and reliability of change
detection in remote sensing applications.

The quantitative results of our proposed method typically
outperform those of the compared methods, albeit not con-
sistently. It’s important to note that our method represents the
first example of a deep unsupervised CD method that generates
confidence scores. Additionally, the compared methods have
been somewhat tailored by us for this task, drawing upon
suitable techniques from existing literature. Therefore, it’s
important not to solely assess the novelty and significance of
our work based on quantitative comparisons alone.

In future, we would like to investigate potential of using
confident pixels chosen from the proposed method as pseudo
samples to train supervised-like change detection models. The
choice of the machine learning-based classifier model to train
the model is flexible and depends on the the nature of the
dataset. Furthermore, we envision extending the proposed
method to tackle the challenges of confidence estimation in
semantic (multiple) change detection [37], [1]. This research
direction holds promise for improving the accuracy and in-
terpretability of task-specific change detection, opening up
new possibilities for a wide range of applications, from urban
planning to environmental conservation. Additionally, we aim
to explore the potential of offering a probabilistic guarantee
for our confidence map.
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