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ABSTRACT

A new approach for estimating confidence in machine learn-
ing model predictions, specifically in regression tasks utiliz-
ing Earth observation data with a particular focus on mosquito
abundance (MA) estimation, is proposed here. We leverage
the Variational AutoEncoder architecture to derive a confi-
dence metric by the latent space representations of Earth ob-
servation datasets. This methodology is pivotal in establish-
ing a correlation between the Euclidean distance in latent rep-
resentations and the absolute error in individual MA predic-
tions. Our study focuses on Earth observation datasets from
the Veneto region in Italy and the Upper Rhine Valley in Ger-
many, considering areas significantly affected by mosquito
populations. A key finding is a notable correlation of 0.46 be-
tween the absolute error of MA predictions and the proposed
confidence metric. This correlation signifies a robust, new
metric for quantifying the reliability and enhancing the trust-
worthiness of the AI/ML model predictions in the context of
both Earth observation data analysis and mosquito abundance
studies.

Index Terms— Trustworthy AI, latent space represen-
tation, VAE, confidence estimation, earth observation data,
mosquito abundance.

1. INTRODUCTION

Vector-borne diseases (VBDs), transmitted through the bites
of infected vectors such as mosquitoes, contribute to over
17% of all infectious diseases, leading to upwards of 700.000
deaths each year [1]. Mosquitoes are well-known for spread-
ing illnesses such as malaria, West Nile Virus (WNV),
Chikungunya, dengue, and Zika through their bites. De-
spite significant control measures for many of these diseases,
recent decades have seen a resurgence in mosquito-borne
diseases (MBDs) [2]. Factors like changing climate and eco-
logical conditions, global travel and trade, human behavior,
and rapid, unplanned urbanization significantly affect the sea-
sonal and geographical spread of these vectors, impacting the
transmission of their pathogens [3, 4].

According to the European Center for Disease Prevention
and Control (ECDC), the number of confirmed malaria cases

reported in the European Union from 2008 to 2012 ranged be-
tween 5000 and 7000 [5], whereas in 2018 it reached almost
8500 [6]. Europe faced a WNV epidemic in 2010 with 1016
cases [7], while in 2018 the cases rose to 1516 [8]. Moreover,
dengue cases increased nearly 450% globally from 1990 to
2013 [9] with the total annual global cost of dengue illness
estimated at 9 billion USD/year [10].

In light of the surge in MBDs outbreaks, machine learn-
ing (ML) techniques and Earth Observation (EO) data are
increasingly being utilized in the combat against MBDs.
Several methods have been employed to tackle the problem.
Following a straightforward approach, [11, 12] used Support
Vector Machines to directly predict malaria and dengue hu-
man cases in India and China, respectively. Decision trees,
which offer the advantage of prediction explainability, were
employed to estimate the WNV risk across the USA on a
county level [13], while generalized additive models were
used in [14] to predict future WNV outbreaks in space and
time in northern Great Plains of the USA.

Since the abundance of vector species plays a key role in
disease outbreak emergence [15], a k-nearest neighbors re-
gression prediction model was employed in Argentina to esti-
mate the Aedes aegypti oviposition activity [16], while a sim-
ilar method using deep learning models for time series was
adopted in Madeira Island, Portugal [17]. In a more general
approach, [18] deployed an area transferable and mosquito
genus agnostic framework for predicting upcoming mosquito
populations based on an XGBoost regression.

Nevertheless, the growing reliance on ML algorithms in
critical sectors is accompanied by substantial risks. Since we
deal with limited data, such as EO and entomological data
in the field of public health-related applications, the need for
accuracy and precision in these algorithms [19] becomes in-
dispensable. Model reliability is particularly critical as the
consequences of incorrect forecasts could have a significant
impact on policy-making. A major concern is the possibil-
ity of these models to yield inaccurate predictions, especially
when they encounter situations that diverge from their train-
ing data. Effective explanations of ML models applied to EO
data, enhance usage and error identification, and are crucial
when models depend on irrelevant factors [19, 20, 21]. This
clarity is important, as users tend to distrust algorithms after
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erroneous decisions, often favoring human judgment despite
a superior algorithmic performance [21, 22].

In this paper, we propose a method to characterize the
trustworthiness of predictions on health-related and EO data.
Our method is applied to estimate the upcoming MA using
EO tabular data for the areas of Veneto in Italy and Upper
Rhine Valley in Germany, yielding promising results. Specif-
ically, we leverage Latent Space (LS) representations gener-
ated by a Variational AutoEncoder to estimate the confidence
of each MA prediction based on their distance. To the best of
our knowledge, there is no extensive research in the field of
similar VAE architectures related to emerging health-related
applications, hence we propose a method that relies on the LS
distance that can be employed in related applications.

2. DATA

The dataset incorporates EO data, which are sourced from
different satellites, alongside entomological MA in situ infor-
mation. The data of this research cover two areas of interest
(AOI), namely the Veneto region in Italy and the Upper Rhine
Valley in Germany.

2.1. EO Data

EO data consists of environmental and topographic data for
each of the AOIs.

2.1.1. Environmental data

Land Surface Temperature (LST) measurements (in ◦C) from
the MODIS sensors onboard TERRA and AQUA satellites
are used. LST is estimated using the top-of-atmosphere
brightness temperatures from the infrared bands of the satel-
lite sensors. The product incorporated into the model is V6.0,
which provides day and night LST measurements from satel-
lite overpasses with a spatial resolution of 1 kilometer (km).
Sentinel 2 (10 m GSD, six-day revisit time) and Landsat
TM 7 & 8 are employed to calculate proxies for vegetation
density, changes in vegetation water content, determination
of vegetation water content, and mapping of built-up areas.
The Integrated Multi-satellite Retrievals for GPM (IMERG)
precipitation gridded dataset at a resolution of 0.1◦ × 0.1◦ is
used to extract precipitation measurements.

2.1.2. Topographic Data

The Digital Elevation Model (DEM) product that is used to
generate parameters, such as elevation, slope, and aspect, is
acquired from the Copernicus LMS with a spatial resolution
of 25 m. For each trap site, the mean elevation, slope, and
aspect are calculated within a buffer zone of 1 km around the

point. WWFHydroSHEDS1 and Copernicus land cover prod-
ucts are used to calculate hydrological features.

2.2. Entomological Data

In order to collect MA data, a systematic approach for en-
tomological monitoring has been effective since 2010 in
Europe, collecting data from stable station networks using
CDC-CO2 light traps and gravid traps roughly on an every
other week basis, identifying the total number of mosquitoes
and the number of mosquitoes that are tested positive to the
pathogen. As an example, Figure 1 depicts the entomological
network in the two AOIs.

(a) Italy (b) Germany

Fig. 1. Entomological network in the two AOIs. Each dot
represents the location of a mosquito trap.

3. PROPOSED CONFIDENCE METRIC

The objective of the paper is to define a method that character-
izes the trustworthiness of a prediction before its evaluation.
In other words, given the train set Xtrain and the predictor
P (·), we want to derive a confidence metric C that is infor-
mative regarding the prediction’s expected error ê, for each
unknown observation Xun. The confidence metric can be ex-
pressed mathematically as

C(Xun|Xtrain, P (·)) ∝ ê . (1)

Our approach capitalizes on Variational AutoEncoders
(VAEs), where the encoder Enc(·) transforms the input ob-
servation X (consisting of environmental, topological, and
other information) to a new representation, Z, in the latent
space, i.e., Enc(X) = Z. Then, the decoder Dec(·) uses the
representation Z as input to estimate the expected number
of mosquitoes D(Z) = ŷ. Therefore, the predictor can be
written as

P (X) ≡ Dec(Enc(X)) = ŷ . (2)

By taking advantage of the complex latent space represen-
tations, the key idea is to calculate C in the latent space of the
VAE (see Figure 2).

1https://www.hydrosheds.org/
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Fig. 2. The main components of our VAE architecture
.

Figure 3 shows the projections in the latent space for both
train and unknown (test) observations, once the predictor is
trained with the available Xtrain. The color code depicts the
prediction error of each observation. Additionally, in Figure
3 we observe that the spatial distribution regarding the error
follows the same trend in both train and test sets.

(a) Train Set (b) Test Set

Fig. 3. T-SNE Visualization of the latent space for both train
and test dataset for the Veneto Italy dataset.

3.1. Confidence metric C calculation

Once the spatial distribution of the error is similar in both train
and test representations in the latent space, we consider that
the unknown observations that are closer to representations of
training points Ztrain and do have prediction error less than a
predefined threshold T , e.g., T =< êtrain >, are more trust-
worthy. We split the overall train representations according to
their error as follows:

Z+
train = Ztrain : ∥D(Ztrain)− y∥ ≤ T

Z−
train = Ztrain : ∥D(Ztrain)− y∥ > T .

(3)

Regarding the confidence distance metric C, which should
be informative regarding the prediction error, we calculate the
distance of j-th unknown representation zjun ∈ Zun by taking
the set of nearest M representations that belongs in Z+

train.
Thus, Z+

j = {z+j,1, z
+
j,2, ..., z

+
j,M} ∈ Z+

train.

So the distance C for the j-th unknown observation can be
written as

Cj ≡
1

M

M∑
m=1

∥∥zjun − z+j,m
∥∥
2

. (4)

3.2. Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate if the proposed confidence metric C is informative
with the error, we measure its correlation

r = corr(C, ê) . (5)

Additionally, we measure the average error of the top 20%
of the unknown observations with the highest confidence and
the average error of the bottom 20% that we characterize as
unreliable.

4. RESULTS

As mentioned above, the performance of our methodology
is assessed on two AOI, namely Veneto in Italy and Upper
Rhine Valley in Germany. In both AOIs, we train our mod-
els with historical data (2010-2020) and predict the upcoming
MA population for the observations of 2021. The selection of
the year 2021 as a testing period is not random and has to do
with the fact that the summer of that year was predominantly
marked by unusually high levels of rainfall and subsequent
flooding in Germany, leading to extreme MA values. The
exceptional weather conditions during that period adversely
affected the model’s predictive performance resulting in more
uncertain estimations of MA.

Once the training process is over, we choose the threshold
T =< êtrain > and the number of nearest representations
M = 3 to calculate the C for each unknown observation.

In order to compare the effectiveness of our confidence
metric in the Latent Space (LS) in assessing the confidence
of the predictions, besides LS distance, two more metrics are
calculated in the Geographical Space (GS) and the Feature
Space (FS).

Geographical Euclidean Distance, GS: measures how
close the test data points are to the training data in terms of
geographical location. It calculates the Euclidean distances
based on the geographical coordinates of the points. This met-
ric is commonly used in practical EO applications.

Feature Space Distance, FS: measures how similar the
test data points are to the training data in the original feature
space. This involves calculating Euclidean distances again,
but this time based on the feature vectors of the data points.

Table 1 compares the MAE and its correlation with the
distance in the three different spaces for the datasets of Italy
and Germany.

Ranking the predictions based on their GS distance led
to poor separation between the two groups in terms of MAE,
which is also indicated by the nearly zero correlation between



Italy Germany
Distance GS FS LS GS FS LS
Overall MAE 124.41 124.41 124.41 273.66 273.66 273.66
MAE most reliable 20% of samples 120.96 104.10 59.33 150.2 100.5 5.1
MAE most unreliable 20% of samples 99.87 128.41 264.31 152.37 292.92 780.02
Correlation -0.02 0.01 0.36 -0.05 0.09 0.46

Table 1. Results in the dataset of Italy and Germany. The testing samples are sorted by distance in ascending order. MAE on
the first 20% of samples (low distance samples) and the last 20% of samples (high distance samples) is calculated, as well as
the correlation between the distance and the absolute error of the predicted MA.

(a) Italy (b) Germany

Fig. 4. The corresponding absolute error and confidence C for
the unknown observations.

the GS distance and the absolute error. Based on the afore-
mentioned results, it can be concluded that the geographical
location is irrelevant to the accuracy of the prediction. A sim-
ilar behavior is indicated by the distance in the FS, as the cor-
relation remains low.

In sharp contrast, the correlation of the LS distance with
absolute error is significantly higher, 0.36 and 0.46 in Italy
and Germany, respectively, indicating that the higher the dis-
tance, the larger the error. Moreover, Figure 4 illustrates the
error for increasing distance in LS. An increasing trend of
error is observed as the distance increases. Measuring the Eu-
clidean distance in the constructed latent space enables us to
rank the predictions based on their validity.

A higher correlation in LS implies that the distances in
this space are more meaningful and representative of the ac-
tual relationships between data points. The model seems to
be more ’confident’ in its predictions when the LS distance
is smaller, indicating a stronger and more reliable relation-
ship between test and training sets in LS as compared to FS.
The higher correlation in the LS suggests that the model is
effectively capturing the underlying structure of the data. The
latent space, being a lower-dimensional representation, likely
distills the essential features of the data, leading to more
meaningful and reliable distances.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This work aimed to address the pressing need for confidence
and trustworthiness in machine learning predictions, partic-

ularly within the scope of health-related and earth observa-
tion data. By designing and implementing a VAE model, we
have demonstrated the capability of this model to distill com-
plex data into a meaningful latent space. Our results distinctly
highlight the correlation in latent space, which underpins the
model’s enhanced ability to capture the essential features of
data and to provide a reliable confidence measure.

More importantly, our findings suggest that the distances
within the latent space are more than mere numerical values;
they are indicative of the underlying data structure and bear
significant implications for prediction confidence. This is par-
ticularly evident when comparing the latent space correlation
with that of the feature space, with the former showing higher
values.

Our proposed methodology shows a new potential use of
latent spaces, not only as a method for dimensionality reduc-
tion but also as a cornerstone for trustworthiness in AI/ML
systems. It serves as a bridge between raw data and inter-
pretable, trustworthy predictions, fostering user confidence
and paving the way for the deployment of AI in sensitive do-
mains.

Future work will aim to refine this approach, exploring the
scalability of the method to other forms of data and regression
tasks.

6. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I. Pitsiorlas and M. Kountouris have been supported by the
SNS JU project ROBUST-6G under the EU’s Horizon pro-
gramme Grant Agreement No. 101139068. A. Tsantalidou,
G. Arvanitakis, and Ch. Kontoes thank the EYWA Project
Consortium for its overall support.

7. REFERENCES

[1] “Global vector control response 2017–2030 — who.int,”
https://www.who.int/publications/i/i
tem/9789241512978, [Accessed 08-01-2024].

[2] D. Gubler, “Dengue, urbanization and globalization:
The unholy trinity of the 21 century,” Tropical medicine
and health, vol. 39, pp. 3–11, 12 2011.

https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241512978
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241512978


[3] Parselia E., Kontoes Ch., Tsouni A., Hadjichristodoulou
C., Kioutsioukis I., Magiorkinis G., and Stilianakis
N., “Satellite earth observation data in epidemiologi-
cal modeling of malaria, dengue and west Nile virus: A
scoping review,” REMOTE SENSING, vol. 11, no. 16,
pp. 1862, 2019.

[4] A. Tsantalidou, G. Arvanitakis, A. K. Georgoulias,
D. Akritidis, P. Zanis, D. Fornasiero, D. Wohlgemuth,
and Ch. Kontoes, “A data driven approach for analyzing
the effect of climate change on mosquito abundance in
europe,” Remote Sensing, vol. 15, no. 24, 2023.

[5] “Number and rates of confirmed malaria reported cases,
eu/eea 2008–2012 - ecdc.europa.eu,” https://www.
ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/
number-and-rates-confirmed-malaria-r
eported-cases-eueea-2008-2012, [Accessed
10-01-2024].

[6] “Malaria - annual epidemiological report for 2018 -
ecdc.europa.eu,” https://www.ecdc.europa.
eu/en/publications-data/malaria-annua
l-epidemiological-report-2018, [Accessed
10-01-2024].

[7] S. Paz and J. C. Semenza, “Environmental drivers of
west Nile fever epidemiology in europe and western
asia—a review,” International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, vol. 10, no. 8, pp. 3543–
3562, 2013.

[8] “West Nile virus infection - annual epidemiological re-
port for 2018 - ecdc.europa.eu,” https://www.ecdc
.europa.eu/en/publications-data/west
-nile-virus-infection-annual-epidemi
ological-report-2018, [Accessed 10-01-2024].

[9] A. L. Wilson, O. Courtenay, L. A. Kelly-Hope, T. W.
Scott, W. Takken, S. J. Torr, and S. W. Lindsay, “The
importance of vector control for the control and elimina-
tion of vector-borne diseases,” PLOS Neglected Tropical
Diseases, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 1–31, 01 2020.

[10] D. Shepard, E. Undurraga, Y. Halasa, and J. Stanaway,
“The global economic burden of dengue: A systematic
analysis,” The Lancet Infectious Diseases, vol. 16, 04
2016.

[11] Sudheer Ch., S.K. Sohani, D. Kumar, A. Malik, B.R.
Chahar, A.K. Nema, B.K. Panigrahi, and R.C. Dhiman,
“A support vector machine-firefly algorithm based fore-
casting model to determine malaria transmission,” Neu-
rocomputing, vol. 129, pp. 279–288, 2014.

[12] P. Guo, T. Liu, Q. Zhang, L. Wang, J. Xiao, Q. Zhang,
G. Luo, Z. Li, J. He, Y. Zhang, and W. Ma, “Developing

a dengue forecast model using machine learning: A case
study in china,” PLOS Neglected Tropical Diseases, vol.
11, no. 10, pp. 1–22, 10 2017.

[13] S. G. Young, J. A. Tullis, and J. Cothren, “A re-
mote sensing and gis-assisted landscape epidemiology
approach to west Nile virus,” Applied Geography, vol.
45, pp. 241–249, 2013.

[14] T.W. Chuang and M. C. Wimberly, “Remote sensing of
climatic anomalies and west Nile virus incidence in the
northern great plains of the united states,” PLOS ONE,
vol. 7, no. 10, pp. 1–10, 10 2012.

[15] P. Cailly, A. Tran, T. Balenghien, G. L’Ambert, C. Toty,
and P. Ezanno, “A climate-driven abundance model to
assess mosquito control strategies,” Ecological Mod-
elling, vol. 227, pp. 7–17, 2012.

[16] J. M. Scavuzzo, F. Trucco, M. Espinosa, C. B. Tauro,
M. Abril, C. M. Scavuzzo, and A. C. Frery, “Mod-
eling dengue vector population using remotely sensed
data and machine learning,” Acta Tropica, vol. 185, pp.
167–175, 2018.

[17] A. Ceia-Hasse, C. A. Sousa, B. R. Gouveia, and C. Cap-
inha, “Forecasting the abundance of disease vectors
with deep learning,” Ecological Informatics, vol. 78,
pp. 102272, 2023.

[18] A. Tsantalidou, E. Parselia, G. Arvanitakis, K. Kyratzi,
S. Gewehr, A. Vakali, and Ch. Kontoes, “Mamoth: An
earth observational data-driven model for mosquitoes
abundance prediction,” Remote Sensing, vol. 13, no. 13,
2021.

[19] K. de Bie, A. Lucic, and H. Haned, “To trust or not to
trust a regressor: Estimating and explaining trustworthi-
ness of regression predictions,” 2021.

[20] F. Doshi-Velez and B. Kim, “Towards a rigorous science
of interpretable machine learning,” 2017.

[21] M.T. Ribeiro, S. Singh, and C. Guestrin, “Why should I
trust you?: Explaining the predictions of any classifier,”
in Proceedings of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD International
Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining,
New York, NY, USA, 2016, KDD ’16, p. 1135–1144,
Association for Computing Machinery.

[22] B. Dietvorst, J. Simmons, and C. Massey, “Algorithm
aversion: People erroneously avoid algorithms after see-
ing them err,” Journal of experimental psychology. Gen-
eral, vol. 144, 11 2014.

https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/number-and-rates-confirmed-malaria-reported-cases-eueea-2008-2012
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/number-and-rates-confirmed-malaria-reported-cases-eueea-2008-2012
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/number-and-rates-confirmed-malaria-reported-cases-eueea-2008-2012
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/number-and-rates-confirmed-malaria-reported-cases-eueea-2008-2012
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/malaria-annual-epidemiological-report-2018
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/malaria-annual-epidemiological-report-2018
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/malaria-annual-epidemiological-report-2018
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/west-nile-virus-infection-annual-epidemiological-report-2018
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/west-nile-virus-infection-annual-epidemiological-report-2018
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/west-nile-virus-infection-annual-epidemiological-report-2018
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/en/publications-data/west-nile-virus-infection-annual-epidemiological-report-2018

	 Introduction
	 Data
	 EO Data
	 Environmental data
	 Topographic Data

	 Entomological Data

	 Proposed Confidence Metric
	 Confidence metric C calculation
	 Evaluation Metrics

	 Results
	 Discussion and Conclusions
	 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	 References

