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Abstract

Remote sensing semantic segmentation (RSS) is an es-
sential task in Earth Observation missions. Due to data
privacy concerns, high-quality remote sensing images with
annotations cannot be well shared among institutions, mak-
ing it difficult to fully utilize RSS data to train a general-
ized model. Federated Learning (FL), a privacy-preserving
collaborative learning technology, is a potential solution.
However, the current research on how to effectively apply
FL in RSS is still scarce and requires further investiga-
tion. Remote sensing images in various institutions often ex-
hibit strong geographical heterogeneity. More specifically,
it is reflected in terms of class-distribution heterogeneity
and object-appearance heterogeneity. Unfortunately, most
existing FL studies show inadequate focus on geograph-
ical heterogeneity, thus leading to performance degrada-
tion in the global model. Considering the aforementioned
issues, we propose a novel Geographic Heterogeneity-
Aware Federated Learning (GeoFed) framework to address
privacy-preserving RSS. Through Global Feature Extension
and Tail Regeneration modules, class-distribution hetero-
geneity is alleviated. Additionally, we design an Essential
Feature Mining strategy to alleviate object-appearance het-
erogeneity by constructing essential features. Extensive ex-
periments on three datasets (i.e., FBP, CASID, Inria) show
that our GeoFed consistently outperforms the current state-
of-the-art methods. The code will be available publicly.

1. Introduction
Remote sensing semantic segmentation (RSS) is a prevalent
solution in the automatic land use and land cover mapping
(LULC) [10, 35, 37, 52]. It requires a large amount of dense
and diverse annotations to train deep models in large-scale
scenarios. However, high-quality remote sensing images
with annotations tend to be distributed across institutions,
thus data sharing is still hindered by geospatial informa-
tion security and industry competitions [43]. In the con-
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Figure 1. (a) Illustration of FL for RSS. Institutions only trans-
mit model parameters, without disclosing their private data, there-
fore achieving privacy-preserving collaborative learning. (b) Tra-
ditional FL applied in RSS encounters geographic heterogene-
ity. The coexistence of class-distribution heterogeneity and object-
appearance heterogeneity limits the global model performance.

text of data islands, local data on the islands face the chal-
lenge of scarcity. Federated learning (FL) is a decentralized
paradigm to train a generalized global model. In FL, each
institution only needs to train and exchange models locally
without sharing its private data, thus pursuing the approxi-
mation of centralized learning on large-scale data [25, 44].
Hence, FL is promising to address the challenges of remote
sensing data islands but is scarcely explored in RSS.

As the second law of geography says, geographic vari-
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ables exhibit uncontrolled variance [12]. The formation of
geographical landscapes is a complex interplay of various
factors, such as climate, geology, hydrology, biodiversity,
and human activities. These factors contribute to shaping
the unique characteristics of different regions [30, 51]. Re-
mote sensing data from various institutions are typically
collected from different regions, resulting in geographic
heterogeneity among institutions. Therefore, when optimiz-
ing locally, each institution tends to focus on its own lo-
cal optimum, which is inconsistent with the direction of the
global model constructed through FL, making it difficult for
the FL model to converge to the global optimum. In Fig. 1,
we present the application of FL in RSS and the challenges
brought about by geographic heterogeneity. Recently, lots
of studies [3, 19, 26, 27] are dedicated to addressing the is-
sue of heterogeneity. However, the existing research on the
effective application of FL in RSS remains insufficient and
calls for further investigation. Therefore, the advantages of
FL in RSS are not well demonstrated. Most of the works do
not fully take into account the data characteristics in RSS.
From a more comprehensive perspective, there exists both
class-distribution heterogeneity and object-appearance het-
erogeneity in the RSS data among the institutions. A de-
tailed explanation of how these two types of heterogeneity
are reflected in RSS is as follows:

Class-distribution heterogeneity: As is shown in the
left part of Fig. 1b, each local dataset grapples with a class
imbalance problem. Moreover, local class distributions vary
and do not align with the global class distribution. Addi-
tionally, class imbalance in remote sensing images typically
presents as a long-tailed distribution [49]. In extreme cases,
some institution datasets may lack certain classes. This
situation intensifies the problem of class imbalance, espe-
cially for minority class samples [10, 20]. (For example,
due to a combination of various regional factors, the num-
ber of common geographical features significantly outnum-
bers uncommon ones. institutions in tropical regions may
have an abundance of forests but little to no snow. Con-
versely, polar regions may have more snow. From a global
perspective, snow then becomes a minority category.)

Object-appearance heterogeneity: In the right part
of Fig. 1b, different regions have different characteristics for
the same land cover category, which becomes more evident
in coarse-grained classification systems [14, 36, 37, 52].
For example, in rainy areas, there is a tendency to construct
houses with pointed roofs for better drainage compared to
dry areas. As a result, the overall feature representations
of the buildings differ across different institutions. The
global model needs to learn the essential features (e.g. reg-
ular shape of buildings) while also maintaining robustness
to diverse institution-specific features (e.g. flat or pointed
roofs) [45]. The complexity increases further as geographic
heterogeneity is often characterized by the coexistence of

class-distribution heterogeneity and object-appearance het-
erogeneity.

Considering the aforementioned challenges, we pro-
pose a Geographic Heterogeneity-Aware Federated Learn-
ing (GeoFed) framework to formulate a novel paradigm for
privacy-preserving collaborative RSS. Through Global Fea-
ture Extension (GFE) and Tail Regeneration (TR) modules,
class-distribution heterogeneity is alleviated. Additionally,
we design an Essential Feature Mining (EFM) strategy to al-
leviate object-appearance heterogeneity by constructing es-
sential features. Our main contributions are summarized as
follows:
• We propose a novel privacy-preserving RSS framework

by geographic heterogeneity-aware federated learning,
which is a general framework that can support both CNN
and Transformer.

• This paper comprehensively considers RSS-oriented geo-
graphic heterogeneity in privacy-preserving learning. We
propose GFE and TR to alleviate class-distribution het-
erogeneity. An EFM strategy is proposed to alleviate
object-appearance heterogeneity.

• Extensive experiments on three public datasets (i.e., FBP,
CASID, Inria) with typical geographical heterogeneity
show our GeoFed framework outperforms state-of-the-art
methods on three datasets, simultaneously.

2. Related Work

2.1. Federated Learning

The pioneering FedAvg [25] trains a global model by ag-
gregating local model parameters. In each communication
round, all institutions receive the aggregated model param-
eters and conduct the Local Update procedure in parallel.
Subsequently, the server aggregates the optimized model
parameters from institutions into a single model which is
used in the next communication round.

However, in scenarios with heterogeneous data, its per-
formance will significantly decrease [3, 18, 31, 45]. Re-
cently, many studies have proposed methods to deal with
this challenge from different perspectives. FedSeg [27]
proposes a framework to address the class heterogeneity
in FSS, but it focuses more on addressing the foreground-
background inconsistency problem, which is not a key issue
in remote sensing semantic segmentation. FISS [9] studies
how to achieve incremental learning in federated seman-
tic segmentation, with a particular focus on addressing the
catastrophic forgetting issue caused by heterogeneous data.
Some other methods adopt strategies from domain gener-
alization [11, 15, 21, 38]. GBME [46] designs a proxy
as the class prior for re-balancing algorithms without re-
quiring additional private information, but it can not be ap-
plied to the more challenging semantic segmentation task.
Some studies utilize prototype learning to solve the prob-
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Figure 2. An overview of our proposed GeoFed framework. It mainly contains three components as shown in the figure. Firstly, class-
distribution heterogeneity is alleviated through the utilization of the Global Feature Extension and Tail Regeneration modules. GFE expands
the feature diversity of local models under the global class distribution, and TR restores the knowledge of the global model on all classes.
Next, an Essential Feature Mining strategy containing intra & inter contrastive loss is applied to alleviate object-appearance heterogeneity.

lem [16, 28]. Some studies investigate the architecture of
federated models, and observe that heterogeneity can be al-
leviated by Transformers [5, 29]. Moreover, Some other
works focus on the aggregation procedures. Elastic aggre-
gation [4] reduces the magnitudes of updates to the more
sensitive parameters to prevent the server model from drift-
ing to any one institution distribution, and conversely boosts
updates to the less sensitive parameters to better explore dif-
ferent institution distributions.

Most of the aforementioned works do not fully take into
account the data characteristics in RSS.

2.2. Privacy-Preserving RS Interpretation

Remote sensing interpretation requires a large amount of
sensitive geospatial data. Privacy protection in remote
sensing interpretation has gradually brought attention along
with the application of deep learning techniques [43].

In literature, some pioneering studies build FL frame-
works on Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) swarms, which
enables different devices to collaboratively monitor with-
out sharing raw data [7, 23, 50]. SACDF [2] proposes
an improved FL for the hyperspectral classification task,
using the multidimensional spatial details of hyperspectral
images to perceive decision boundaries. Some studies ex-
plore the application of FL in remote sensing image classi-
fication [33, 34], but these methods consider classification
tasks rather than the more challenging semantic segmenta-
tion tasks. Some recent studies validate FL on RSS datasets,

but they neglect the geographical heterogeneity of remote
sensing images [17, 47, 48]. FedPM [48] proposes an FL
method based on prototype matching for object extraction
in remote sensing, but it does not consider the problem of
multi-class segmentation and ignores the class-distribution
heterogeneity in RSS.

Different from these existing privacy-preserving RS in-
terpretation works, our GeoFed framework demonstrates a
strong awareness of geographical heterogeneity, enabling
effective improvement in collaborative RSS performance.

3. Method
3.1. Preliminaries

Suppose there are a total of n institutions participating
in FL, and the i-th institution has its private RSS dataset
Di: {xi

m, yim}|D
i|

m=1. Each pixel xi
m has a corresponding

class label yim. The entire dataset can be expressed as
D = {D1,D2, · · · ,Dn}. Assume there are a total of C cat-
egories in the dataset, and let f i

c denote the label frequency
of class c in the i-th institution.

In the traditional paradigm, the whole dataset D is di-
rectly utilized to conduct centralized training. In the FL
paradigm, our goal is for each institution to train a seman-
tic segmentation model w with good generalization without
transferring the local dataset Di. The loss function can be
formulated:

3



argmin
w

L(w) =
n∑

i=1

|Di|
|D|

Li(w), (1)

where |D| denotes the number of samples in D, Li(w) de-
notes the empirical loss of institution i :

Li(w) = E(x,y)∈Diℓi[(x,y);w], (2)

where ℓi is the local loss of the model w in institution i for
the satellite image x and its corresponding mask y in the
local dataset D⟩.

The data distribution of the i-th institution is denoted
as Pi(x, y) which can be rewritten as Pi(x|y)Pi(y). For
class-distribution heterogeneity, Pi1(y) ̸= Pi2(y)(i1 ̸=
i2), in extreme cases, some institutions may lack cate-
gories. For object-appearance heterogeneity, Pi1(x|y) ̸=
Pi2(x|y)(i1 ̸= i2), this means that objects of the same cat-
egory present different appearance in different institutions.

3.2. Overview

An overview of our GeoFed is presented in Fig. 2. To
alleviate the issue of class-distribution heterogeneity, we
propose the Global Feature Extension module (Sec. 3.3),
which enables institutions to learn more diverse features
and aligns them with the global class distribution, thus mit-
igating class imbalance. We propose a Tail Regeneration
strategy (Sec. 3.4), analogous to the anti-forgetting mecha-
nism, which effectively integrates the knowledge of a more
knowledgeable global model and an institution model, miti-
gating the performance degradation of some classes caused
by class-distribution heterogeneity. To address the problem
of object-appearance heterogeneity, we propose the Essen-
tial Feature Mining strategy (Sec. 3.5), which utilizes con-
trastive loss to facilitate the learning of more compact and
discriminative features by institution models and encour-
ages the discovery of common essential features across in-
stitutions. These modules will be elaborated in detail in the
following sections.

The total objective for the proposed GeoFed framework
is written as follows:

L = LCE + λ1Linter + λ2Lintra, (3)

where LCE is from the the Global Feature Extension mod-
ule. The details of Linter and Lintra will be elaborated in
the Essential Feature Mining strategy. Moreover, λ1 and
λ2 are hyper-parameters used to control the weights of the
inter-contrastive loss and intra-contrastive loss. The Tail
Regeneration module does not involve optimizing the loss
function.

3.3. Global Feature Extension

Classes with fewer labels often lack robust feature repre-
sentations due to the insufficient sample size. On the insti-

Algorithm 1: Our GeoFed framework
Input : Total number of institutions n, total number of

communication rounds T , local learning rate η,
local training epoch E

Output: global RSS model ω.
1 Initialization: Randomly initialize the global model ω.
2 Local Update:
3 for E = 0 to E − 1 do
4 Download global model ω
5 Calculate local class frequency Eq. (4)
6 Global fc←MPC()
7 LCE ← Perturbations. Eq. (5)
8 Online essential feature update. Eqs. (10) and (11)
9 Lintra, Lintra← Contrastive Eqs. (12) and (13)

10 L = LCE + λ1Linter + λ2Lintra Eq. (3)
11 Tail Regeneration. Eq. (8)
12 end
13 Server Execution:
14 for t = 0 to T − 1 do
15 Distribute the current global model ω to each

institution.
16 for institution i = 1 to m in parallel do
17 Updated model ωt

i ← LocalUpdate(i, ω)
18 Essential features← LocalUpdate(i, ω)
19 end
20 ω =

∑n
i=1

|Di|
|D| ω

t
i

21 end

tutional side, we propose diversity enhancement for global
tail categories. Firstly, we calculate the class frequency vec-
tor of each institution using the following formula:

fc =

∑N
i=1

∑H×W
j=1 yi,j,c

N ×H ×W
, (4)

where N , W , H denote the number of batches, width,
and height of the image, respectively. The global class
frequency fc can be obtained by calculating the local fre-
quency vectors of each institution.

Each pixel corresponds to a feature vector qi and a true
class label yci . We assign smaller Gaussian perturbations
to head categories and larger Gaussian perturbations to tail
categories. The formula is as follows:

q
′

i = qi + wc|δ(σ)|, (5)

where δ(σ) follows a Gaussian distribution with mean 0 and
standard deviation σ. We denote fc′ = 1

fc+ϵ , ϵ is for ensure
not divided by zero. wc is the perturbation scale, and is
normalized by Eq. (6):

wc =
efc′∑C
c=1 e

fc′
. (6)

The loss is computed using the conventional Cross-
Entropy loss on the feature map after applying Gaussian
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perturbations, as shown in Eq. (7),

LCE = −
C∑

c=1

yic log p
i. (7)

It is worth noting that privacy leakage of local class dis-
tribution is not a concern here, as the global frequency vec-
tor can be easily obtained without leaking local frequency
vector information using Secure Multi-party Computation
(MPC) technology [1].

3.4. Tail Regeneration

The most extreme manifestation of the long-tail distribu-
tion is the phenomenon of “Broken Tail”, where some insti-
tutions experience category absence, thereby exacerbating
the issue of class imbalance. For a given institution m, we
regard categories with a total pixel percentage less than τ
as “Broken Tail”. The number of remaining categories is
signified as Mresidue.

Drawing inspiration from EWF [40], we design a sim-
ple yet efficient Tail Regeneration (TR) strategy to combat
the issue of “Broken Tail”. For every aggregated global
model (θglobal), the model becomes more experienced via
the process of aggregation and generally possesses a better
recognition ability for each category. The updated model
(θupdate) post-local training at the institution’s end tends to
overfit the remaining categories. We introduce the parame-
ter α to preserve the original global model’s insights. The
TR strategy can be expressed as

θTR = αθupdate + (1− α)θglobal, (8)

where α is defined as follows:

α =

√
Cresidue

C + Cresidue
. (9)

3.5. Essential Feature Mining

The essential feature of the category c in the i-th institution
is obtained using masked average pooling [32] based on the
representation of pixel j, denoted as Pi(j).

ptc,i =

∑
j Pi(j)1 [yi(j) = c]∑

j 1 [yi(j) = c]
, (10)

where 1 is the indicator function, and t is the number of
communication round. The essential features ptc,i are up-
dated online and initialized as a vector following the Gaus-
sian distribution of N (0,1). The formula for online updating
is as follows:

ptc,i = γptc,i + (1− γ)pt−1
c,i (11)

To better explore essential features and promote the
model to learn common features, we design intra-
contrastive loss and inter-contrastive loss.

Figure 3. Visualization of the heterogeneous class distribution in
the FBP dataset. The larger the bubble size, the greater the propor-
tion of pixels corresponding to that class in the institution.

For intra-contrastive loss, the objective is to promote
the proximity of feature representations belonging to the
same categories within each institution, fostering a cohe-
sive grouping. Simultaneously, the loss seeks to maximize
the separation between feature representations correspond-
ing to distinct categories, emphasizing distinctiveness.

Lintra =
∑

−log
exp(pjpc+/τ)

exp(pjpc+/τ) +
∑

pc−
exp(pjpc−/τ)

,

(12)
For inter-contrastive loss, we aim to make the pixel fea-

ture representations of a certain category in one institution
close to the essential features of the same category in other
institutions, while being far from the essential features of
different categories in other institutions. This enables each
institution to optimize towards the global essential features
and alleviates the issue of object-appearance heterogeneity.

Linter =
1

n

n∑
i=1

−log
exp(pijpc+/τ)

exp(pijpc+/τ) +
∑

pc−
exp(pijpc−/τ)

,

(13)
where pij denotes the normalized representation vector of a
sample pixel in the i-th institution. pc+ denotes the essential
feature of the same class, and pc− is of the different classes.
τ is the temperature parameter.

The overall algorithm of our GeoFed framework is
shown in Algorithm 1.

4. Experiments
4.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. We conduct experiments on three public datasets
to validate our framework. They are FBP [37], CASID [22]
and Inria [24]. FBP is annotated according to a 24-category
system and contains a total of 150 satellite images from
China with a size of 6800×7200 pixels. Based on the ge-
ographical divisions of China, we divide the dataset into
six regions(i.e., Northeast, North, Northwest, Central, East,

5



Centralized Solo FedAvg[25] FedProx[19] FedSM[42] FedReF[31] Elastic[4] GeoFed(Ours)

FBP

Northeast 73.82 66.62 66.62 64.91 67.57 62.21 68.42 69.02
North 66.30 59.74 58.62 57.28 60.34 58.12 62.34 62.20

Northwest 66.92 63.43 60.11 61.33 63.20 60.17 64.32 65.21
East 71.09 66.50 65.82 65.19 66.34 61.33 68.10 68.89

Central 68.61 66.68 64.95 64.68 67.21 65.21 67.43 68.11
South 72.28 61.01 62.08 61.59 66.54 61.98 65.33 65.78

Average 69.84 64.00 63.03 62.50 65.20 61.50 65.99 66.54

CASID

TemMs 48.56 41.33 44.54 43.17 45.63 43.15 45.48 46.33
SubMs 65.89 59.12 62.66 62.48 63.43 62.87 64.26 63.30
TroMs 62.54 57.27 58.47 58.80 59.52 56.98 60.54 61.27
TroRf 56.01 49.54 51.08 50.21 51.07 50.97 51.25 52.11

Average 58.25 51.82 54.19 53.67 54.91 53.49 55.38 55.75

Inria

Austin 57.51 53.14 55.27 54.42 55.10 55.39 56.14 56.32
Chicago 48.06 45.69 46.56 46.87 47.00 46.13 47.71 47.74
Kitsap 49.18 39.90 44.42 43.17 44.55 45.22 47.64 48.08

West Tyrol 57.60 51.16 54.76 54.92 54.12 51.73 55.27 55.41
Vienna 56.37 49.37 53.88 54.17 50.18 51.42 54.70 54.86
Average 53.74 47.85 50.98 50.71 50.19 49.98 52.29 52.49

Table 1. Comparisons with previous SOTA Methods under the mIoU (%) metric on three datasets. Each row represents the performance
of various methods in the corresponding institution test set of that row. The best results are marked in bold. The same applies to the
subsequent tables.
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Figure 4. Comparison of Centralized, Solo, FedAvg and our Ge-
oFed for each class.

and South). We present the severe class-distribution hetero-
geneity in Fig. 3. CASID contains a total of 980 images
with a size of 5000×5000 pixels, from four typical climatic
zones (i.e., temperate monsoon, subtropical monsoon, trop-
ical monsoon, and tropical rainforest). Due to climate being
an important factor in land cover features, there is a high ge-
ographic heterogeneity among the four institutions. Inria is
an aerial image dataset for building extraction. It contains
180 images of size 5000×5000 pixels. The data is divided
into five different cities (i.e., Austin, Chicago, Kitsap, West
Tyrol, and Vienna), with significant heterogeneity in archi-
tectural styles between institutions.

Evaluation metrics. The mean intersection-over-union
(mIoU) metric is adopted to evaluate the segmentation per-

formance of the FBP and CASID datasets. Additionally, for
the Inria dataset, the IoU metric is utilized for performance
evaluation.
Implementation details. The experiments simulate the FL
process with PyTorch using a single NVIDIA RTX Titan
GPU with 24-GB GPU memory in a serial manner. Due
to memory limitations, all images are cropped to patches
with a size of 512 × 512 pixels. Unless otherwise speci-
fied, all experiments use DeepLabv3+ [6]as the segmenta-
tion model. The ResNet-50 [13] pretrained on ImageNet[8]
is used as the backbone. The optimizer is SGD with an ini-
tial learning rate of 0.001 and the batch size is set to 4. We
employ a poly learning rate scheduler. The server performs
100 aggregation operations to ensure convergence, and lo-
cal institutions update themselves with 1 epoch. In the ex-
periments, we set λ2 and λ2 as 0.4 and 0.6. The temperature
τ is set as 0.05. The update ratio of essential features γ is
set as 0.8.

4.2. Comparison with State-of-the-arts

In this section, we compare our method with previous SOTA
methods focusing on addressing data heterogeneity issues:
FedProx[19], FedSM[42], FedReF[31], Elastic[4]. FedAvg
serves as the baseline method for the experiments. We re-
port the zone-wise performance of our method and other
methods in Tab. 1.

Solo refers to a scenario where each institution trains its
model solely using its local private data and evaluates the
model locally. This approach is akin to the method men-
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tioned in Sec. 2, where each institution independently trains
its model and produces local maps, eventually merging all
results to obtain a large-scale remote sensing semantic seg-
mentation map. Centralized refers to aggregating all data
together and training on the entire dataset. It should be
noted that this approach violates data privacy assumptions.
However, it can be anticipated that this provides a potential
performance upper limit reference for FL. Our goal is to ap-
proach or even surpass this reference as closely as possible.

We observe that our proposed GeoFed framework
achieves state-of-the-art performance on three datasets and
is very close to the results of centralized training. Our
method surpasses the Solo method by 2.54%, 3.93%, and
4.64% on the three datasets, respectively, demonstrating the
advantages of FL over partition-based mapping and the ef-
fective aggregation of knowledge from different regions.
Additionally, the gaps between our method and the Cen-
tralized method are 3.30%, 2.50%, and 1.25% on the three
datasets, respectively. Due to the geographic heterogene-
ity issues in the FBP and CASID datasets, which involve
multi-class semantic segmentation, the challenge posed is
more severe compared to Inria, resulting in larger gaps.

On the FBP dataset, our method outperforms the base-
line method FedAvg by 3.51%, confirming the effectiveness
of our geographic heterogeneity-aware method in alleviat-
ing performance loss caused by heterogeneous data. Fur-
thermore, our method surpasses the previous state-of-the-
art method Elastic by 0.55%. It’s worth noting that in the
experimental results, FedAvg, FedProx, and FedReF were

Train
Test

NE N NW E C S Avg

NE 66.62 32.73 40.52 48.72 41.51 31.74 43.64
N 39.32 59.74 31.43 35.89 40.89 31.92 39.87

NW 39.83 38.32 63.43 41.36 39.71 39.24 43.65
E 44.54 34.77 42.58 66.50 41.54 36.76 44.45
C 42.91 39.49 35.05 40.40 66.68 29.55 42.35
S 37.05 38.40 42.29 42.80 37.84 61.01 43.23

GeoFed 69.02 62.20 65.21 68.89 68.11 65.78 66.54

Table 2. Cross-domain test results for the performance of the six
regions (Northeast(NE), North(N), Northwest(NW), Central(C),
East(E), South(S)) in FBP. The results underlined correspond to
the Solo method in Tab.1

unable to surpass the Solo method. In the context of geo-
graphic heterogeneity, these methods fail to learn the con-
sistency between categories. The iterative aggregation pro-
cess actually undermines the capability of the model. Fed-
Prox, in particular, performs worse than the baseline method
FedAvg on all three datasets, indicating that simple model
parameter constraints cannot effectively address the hetero-
geneity issues in all scenarios, especially in semantic seg-
mentation where model parameters tend to be larger.

On the CASID dataset, our method outperforms the pre-
vious state-of-the-art method Elastic by 0.37%. On the In-
ria dataset, we find that our method achieves stable perfor-
mance improvements in every city. Some cities(e.g. Kit-
sap) with poor performance in individual training, achieve
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Method GFE TR EFM mIoU(%) ∆(%)

Baseline 63.03
I ✓ 64.55 +1.52
II ✓ 64.49 +1.46
III ✓ 64.70 +1.67
IV ✓ ✓ 65.14 +2.11
V ✓ ✓ 65.51 +2.48
VI ✓ ✓ 65.89 +2.86
VII ✓ ✓ ✓ 66.54 +3.51

Table 3. Ablation study of the key components in our framework.

a significant performance improvement of 8.18% through
our method.

In Fig. 4, we illustrate the IoU performance of classes for
several methods, including Centralized, Solo, FedAvg, and
Our GeoFed. Our approach achieves performance improve-
ments on almost every class, especially some tail classes,
and approaches the performance of the ideal Centralized
method.

Tab. 2 presents the results of different institutions using
private datasets for local model training and testing on other
test sets. It can be seen that the geographical heterogeneity
of different institutions leads to a severe domain gap, re-
sulting in poor generalization performance of the models.
However, our GeoFed framework effectively enables com-
munication among individual models and achieves a good
balance between erudite and expertise. Compared to each
locally trained model, which performs well in its own do-
main, overall performance is improved by an average of
over 20%. GeoFed successfully alleviates overfitting in
each local model.

4.3. Empirical Analysis

Effectiveness of the proposed components: In Tab. 3, we
conducted ablation experiments. We used FedAvg as the
baseline method, where the GFE, EFM, and TR modules
were used individually, resulting in mIoU improvements of
1.52%, 1.67%, and 1.46% respectively. This demonstrates
the effectiveness of our proposed method in addressing het-
erogeneity issues. When all the modules proposed by us
were added to the baseline, our GeoFed achieved a perfor-
mance improvement of 3.51%.
Different models: Our proposed method is applicable
to mainstream semantic segmentation models. To fur-
ther validate the robustness of our method, we conducted
experiments using different models in the context of FL
in Tab. 4. Between the HRNet-W48 and SegFormer-B2
models, our method benefits from stronger feature extrac-
tion backbones, resulting in performance improvements of
1.74% and 3.04% respectively.
Visualization: In Fig. 5, we visualize the final semantic
segmentation results of different methods. From the figure,

Method HRNet-W48 [39] SegFormer-B2 [41]

FedAvg [25] 67.57 67.31
FedProx [19] 67.12 67.84
FedSM [42] 67.86 68.55
FedReF [31] 66.94 67.37
Elastic [4] 68.01 69.11

Our GeoFed 68.28 69.58

Table 4. Results of different institution models.

it can be observed that our method provides clearer bound-
aries in the segmentation. Additionally, our GeoFed has
fewer misclassification results, indicating that through the
several modules proposed by us, the model has improved
learning for classes with fewer samples. Moreover, by ef-
fectively aggregating knowledge from various institutions
devices, it promotes semantic consistency among classes.
As is shown in Fig. 6, we present the t-SNE plots of our
method and FedAvg’s hidden layer features. It is evident
that our method achieves more compact features within the
same class and obtains greater inter-class separability.

(a) FedAvg (b) Our GeoFed

Figure 6. t-SNE visualization of the pixel-level features generated
by FedAvg (a) and our GeoFed (b)

5. Conclusion and Future work
This paper proposes a novel GeoFed framework. GeoFed
is a general framework that includes multiple meticulously
designed modules to address the geographic heterogeneity.
These modules are interconnected and optimized together
under a overall loss function. More specifically, Global
Feature Extension aligns the local class distribution with
the global class distribution. Tail Regeneration restores the
recognition ability of tail classes, thus class-distribution het-
erogeneity is alleviated. The Essential Feature Mining strat-
egy is applied to alleviate object-appearance heterogeneity
by using inter and intra-contrastive loss. Extensive experi-
ments on three datasets show that our GeoFed consistently
outperforms the current state-of-the-art methods.

We hope the release of our code will inspire further re-
search on privacy-preserving collaborative learning in re-
mote sensing. Our future work aims to investigate the po-
tential performance improvement of FL models benefiting
from LULC zoning mapping.
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Figure 7. Geographic heterogeneity in FBP dataset.
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Figure 8. Geographic heterogeneity in CASID dataset.
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Figure 9. Geographic heterogeneity in Inria dataset.
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