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Explainability of Sub-Field Level Crop Yield
Prediction using Remote Sensing
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Abstract—Crop yield forecasting plays a significant role in
addressing growing concerns about food security and guiding
decision-making for policymakers and farmers. When deep
learning is employed, understanding the learning and decision-
making processes of the models, as well as their interaction with
the input data, is crucial for establishing trust in the models and
gaining insight into their reliability. In this study, we focus on the
task of crop yield prediction, specifically for soybean, wheat, and
rapeseed crops in Argentina, Uruguay, and Germany. Our goal
is to develop and explain predictive models for these crops, using
a large dataset of satellite images, additional data modalities, and
crop yield maps. We employ a long short-term memory network
and investigate the impact of using different temporal samplings
of the satellite data and the benefit of adding more relevant
modalities. For model explainability, we utilize feature attribution
methods to quantify input feature contributions, identify critical
growth stages, analyze yield variability at the field level, and
explain less accurate predictions.

The modeling results show an improvement when adding more
modalities or using all available instances of satellite data. The
explainability results reveal distinct feature importance patterns
for each crop and region. We further found that the most
influential growth stages on the prediction are dependent on the
temporal sampling of the input data. We demonstrated how these
critical growth stages, which hold significant agronomic value,
closely align with the existing literature in agronomy and crop
development biology.

Index Terms—yield prediction, machine learning, explainabil-
ity, feature attribution, temporal analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

URRENT worldwide changes in the climate and political

conflicts have raised concerns about food security [1],
[2]. Agriculture is the foundational block in food production,
and advancements in this field are of high priority. In par-
ticular, crop yield modeling and prediction provide farmers
and decision makers with valuable information to effectively
manage and up-scale crop production [3], [4].

Data-driven techniques are being used to improve crop yield
modeling, and remote sensing data is a valuable source of data
for yield prediction [5]. In particular, time series of optical
satellite images can trace the status of crop fields and capture
the plants’ growth from seeding to harvesting [6]—[9]. In this
context, Sentinel-2 (S2) mission emerges as a promising data
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Fig. 1. General workflow of the study, describing the yield prediction
modeling pipeline on the top, and the explainability analysis on the bottom.

source. It consists of a constellation of two polar-orbiting
satellites, with a revisit time of 5 days at the equator and 2-3
days at mid-latitudes. This temporal resolution is advantageous
for crop yield prediction. In addition, the spatial resolution
is important. The S2 resolution of 10m-30m allows for the
analysis of individual fields, even at smaller sizes. It also
enables the capturing of yield variability in large fields for
crop production. The information in the 13 S2 multi-spectral
satellite images further enables the calculation of vegetation
indices, revealing deeper information about the crop fields than
just visible bands [10].

Leveraging the large amounts of available satellite data,
Machine Learning (ML) and Deep Learning (DL) models have
seen extensive application, as highlighted in reviews such as
those conducted by Leukel et al. [11] and Muruganantham
et al. [12]. Nevertheless, the properties of multispectral tem-
poral images presents significant modeling challenges, often
requiring the deployment of complex models. This complexity,
while beneficial in many respects, does raise concerns about
the transparency and interpretability of DL models. Addressing
this issue, eXplainable Al (XAI) has emerged as a means
to facilitate a deeper understanding of the inner workings of
ML models that often operate as black boxes. For example,
XAI methods can support us in gaining novel insights. While
agronomic research studies have improved our understanding
as humans of crop yield drivers and growth factors, this
knowledge might not necessarily align with what a ML model
would learn from satellite data [13]. In particular, deep neural
networks (DNNs) might learn novel, insightful patterns when



relating the satellite image input to the yield output, which
might have been unknown to the field of agronomy so far. On
the other side, these models might learn spurious correlations,
hindering their capacity to generalize once they are deployed
in production pipelines. XAI methods can support here to
identify errors in the learned model [14].

Another important advantage of explainable yield prediction
models lies in their reliability when applied to real-world
scenarios. For instance, these models can prove invaluable to
insurance companies in the aftermath of a loss, serving as
a benchmark against which actual yields can be measured.
Moreover, they can help in decision-making processes by
assessing the potential risk associated with insuring a particu-
lar agricultural operation. Farmers, too, can gain significantly
from the implementation of such yield prediction models.
These tools can aid farmers in managing risks associated with
crop production, and optimizing the use of resources such
as water, fertilizers, and pesticides. The transparency offered
through the explanation of the model’s functioning adds an
extra layer of credibility, resulting in an increased trust among
users in the accuracy of its predictions.

In this paper, we train and explain crop yield prediction
models using a large dataset of yield maps collected from
three countries for three different crop types. Although we
do not focus on advancing the yield modeling task, our
primary objective is to employ feature attribution methods [15]
to interpret individual predictions and explain them through
domain knowledge. Additionally, we aggregate the results at
the different levels to gain deeper insights into the spectral
bands and growth stages that the model uses and their impact
on the yield prediction accuracy. We summarize the workflow
of data preparation, yield modeling, and model explanation in
Figure 1. The main contributions of our work include:

« We explore the potential of a higher level of interpretabil-
ity when replacing raw satellite bands with vegetation
indices;

o We evaluate and compare eight attribution methods to
decide on a robust technique, which we use to identify
the most influential features in our training data;

o We analyze the attribution results on all experiments and
aggregate them on different levels to identify region-
and crop-specific spectral and temporal features that are
important for the model to predict the yield;

o We explain the in-field variability and explore the cor-
relation between the feature importance distribution and
the performance of the model on the field level,

o Finally, we conducted a thorough review of existing
literature on crop growth and development to explain our
attribution results.

II. RELATED WORK

In the literature, some studies using remotely sensed data
addressed the interpretability concern and explained their yield
prediction model. In the following, we discuss studies using
remotely sensed data for yield prediction that address the
explanation of the model, distinguishing between papers using
classical ML models and more advanced deep architectures.

Starting with the utilization of classical ML models,
Martinez-Ferrer et al. [16] train a random forest (RF), linear
regression and gaussian process regression (GPR) models to
predict soy, corn and wheat yield across the continental US.
They combine three satellite-based bio-geophysical variables
with additional meteorological features and use occlusion-
based sensitivity to estimate the importance of each predictive
feature. Farmonov et al. [17] predict the wheat yield for
a single harvesting season across four fields in Hungary.
They use satellite images from PlanetScope and S2, along
with vegetation indices, meteorological terrain variables. A
RF model is trained to predict the yield at the pixel level,
and feature importance is estimated using the variable-specific
node impurity method inherent to ensemble tree-based models.
Broms et al. [18] train 30 different tree-based models to
predict winter wheat yield from 23 farms in southern Sweden,
on a single harvesting season. Sentinel-2 multispectral data,
derived indices, soil properties, weather data, terrain variables
and farming information were processed by the models. A
feature importance analysis is then conducted through the
estimation of Shapley values [19], [20]. Celik et al. [21] predict
cotton yield using an extension of the generalized additive
models [22] and integrating satellite remote sensing images,
climate data, and soil parameters. They utilize the intrinsic
interpretability of the model to extract the interactions between
the features, their importance, and their interpretation.

Examining studies that employ deep networks, Wolanin
et al. [23] train a convolutional neural network (CNN) on
time series comprising vegetation indices and meteorological
data to predict wheat yields in the Indian Wheat Belt. Their
dataset counts 143 districts and is spanned over a 13-year
period. After training the model, regression activation maps
are implemented to visually explain the model and identify
significant time steps. At the county level, Huber et al. [24]
estimate soybean yield using MODIS bands and weather data.
They compare the performance of XGBoost, CNN and CNN-
Long short-term memory neural network (LSTM) models for
the modeling phase. After model training, Shapley values
were computed to estimate and analyze feature importances.
Paudel et al. [25] compares early and intermediate fusion
techniques to combine temporal and static data for crop yield
prediction. Their predictive variables include time series of
remotely sensed weather data, crop model indicators [26] and
the Fraction of Absorbed Photosynthetically Active Radiation
(FAPAR) [27], in addition to static features, such as agro-
environmental zone identifier, terrain elevation features, soil
moisture and field size. The authors train a gradient-boosted
decision tree model, a LSTM network and a 1D-CNN. The
LSTM model is then explained using Shapley values. Isik et al.
[28] train a similar model and explanation method to predict
cotton yield in three regions in Turkey at the county level.
They use enhanced vegetation index (EVI), climate variable
and soil properties covering the period from 2018 until 2022.

While most of the aforementioned studies analyse the
influence of the input features on the predictions, none can
claim accurate feature importance since they estimate yield
at a regional (county or district) level. This limitation arises
from the difficulty of obtaining yield map data, which is not



always readily available, while collecting information about
the total harvest for a field or region is more accessible.
However, Farmonov et al. [17] stand out as an exception. They
use combine harvester yield maps as ground truth to predict
yield at the sub-field level. Nevertheless, their training data
is limited in size, consisting of pixels from only two wheat
fields, both from the same experimental farm. Furthermore,
they used a simple statistical model, a RF, which is oblivious
to the temporal dimension and may, therefore, fail to capture
complex temporal patterns in the data as effectively as DNNs
can.

In contrast, our study utilizes a large yield map dataset
comprising 1061 fields across three different crops (soybean,
wheat, and rapeseed) from three countries (Uruguay, Ar-
gentina, and Germany). We analyze time series data from
multispectral satellite images, supplemented by additional data
sources including soil, terrain, and weather. Our approach
involves predicting yields at the subfield level by processing
the data pixel-wise. We employ an LSTM architecture, which
has already demonstrated success in analyzing temporal data
[25], [29]-[31]. We then employ XAI techniques and combine
it with domain knowledge to extract explanations for the pre-
dictions of these models. We aggregate local explanations for
feature importance to generate a global explanation at different
levels. This comprehensive approach allows us to analyze both
temporal and spectral importance, providing valuable insights
into the inner workings of the trained networks and enabling
comparisons of the model’s behavior across different crops and
regions. We further validate the results against known yield
factors from agronomic studies in the literature. To the best of
our knowledge, our work represents the first comprehensive
explanation of yield prediction using a large remote sensing
and yield maps dataset at the sub-field level.

III. DATASETS AND METHODS
A. Study sites

We collected agricultural data from different regions in
South America and Europe, as depicted in Figure 2. Specif-
ically, we gathered soybean crop data from two countries:
Argentina and Uruguay, involving 10 and 8 different farms,
respectively. In Northern Germany, we used data from wheat
and rapeseed crop fields, all originating from the same 6 farms.
In Argentina, all soybean farms used in our study are situated
in the northern regions, close to Uruguay, while in Germany,
rapeseed and wheat crops are cultivated in the same farms,
located in the northwest and close to the center of the country.

To gain a comprehensive understanding of the climate
conditions and topography in these regions, we rely on the
Global Agro-Ecological Zones (GAEZ) model documentation,
specifically for insights into land, water ! and agro-climatic
2 ressources [32]. All our study regions share a sub-tropic
climate with moderately cool temperatures. Furthermore, the
air is humid in North Argentina and Uruguay, sub-humid

!Available from https:/gaez-services.fao.org/apps/theme-1/, accessed 20
March 2024.

2 Available from https:/gaez-services.fao.org/apps/theme-2/, accessed 20
March 2024.
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Fig. 2. Geolocations of crop fields from South America and Europe: Argentina
(soybean), Uruguay (soybean) and Germany (wheat and rapeseed). Map data
copyrighted OpenStreetMap contributors.

without significant soil or terrain constraints in German fields
near the country’s center, and semi-arid with notable soil and
terrain limitations in northern Germany. The total number of
rain days (days with daily precipitation exceeding 1 mm)
varies across these regions. In North Argentina and Uruguay,
it ranges from 100 to 130 rain days, with annual precipitation
averaging around 1900mm and 1000-1900mm, respectively. In
Northern Germany, the number of rain days varies from 160
to 220, with annual precipitation ranging between 500 and
700mm. The length of the growing season is approximately
200 days in Germany and extends to 300 days in North
Argentina and Uruguay. Note that the annual precipitation
values and growing period lengths are averaged over the
period 1981-2010. As for the topography of the study sites,
the median altitude exhibits significant variations. In German
fields, altitudes range from 40m in the northwest to around
250m near the country’s center. In Uruguay, altitudes span
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TABLE I
OVERVIEW OF THE SPATIAL AND TEMPORAL COVERAGE AND THE SIZE OF THE YIELD MAP DATASETS.
Dataset Region Crop Type Years # Farms  # Fields  # Pixels
ARG-S  Argentina soybean 2017 — 2022 8 190 1.45M
URG-S Uruguay soybean 2018 — 2022 10 572 1.79M
GER-R  Germany rapeseed 2016 — 2022 6 111 0.30M
GER-W  Germany wheat 2016 — 2022 6 188 0.31M

from 30m to 200m, while in Argentina, the altitude variation
is relatively smaller, ranging from 30m to 120m.

B. Data and Yield Modeling

In our study, we apply XAI to the ML-based crop yield
prediction task on the subfield level. The target dataset consists
of rasterized yield maps with a resolution of 10 meters, which
we divided into four datasets, as outlined in Table I. It is
important to note that a field can be counted more than once
if its yield data was collected for multiple years. Uruguay
provides the largest amount of soybean fields for our study,
primarily due to the number of farms involved, followed by
Argentina and Germany. The field area varies from one country
to another, which explains the disproportionality between the
numbers of fields and pixels. To clean the yield data, we
implemented a yield thresholding at 15t/h on the yield maps,
as recommended by experts in agriculture. We subsequently
applied an outlier filter using the three-sigma rule, removing
data points falling beyond the range defined by three standard
deviations from the mean. Further cleaning included an inter-
quartile-range filter, as detailed in [33].

To predict the yield, separate models are trained for each
dataset. We supply the model mainly with satellite data, and
conduct additional experiments adding more modalities to the
network. More specifically, we use the entire spectral signal of
Sentinel-2 Level-2A data and collect all scenes from seeding
to harvesting. In terms of additional data sources (ADS), and
following the same process as in [34], we collect information
about soil condition, digital elevation maps (DEMs), and
weather data. All maps were rasterized to match the yield
resolution (10m). In Appendix A, a summary of the predic-
tive features used is shown in Table VIII, along additional
information about the processing of input and output data.

C. Interpreting Yield Modeling through Feature Attribution

Feature attribution methods are commonly used interpreta-
tion techniques that, when combined with domain knowledge,
provide explanations for individual predictions. An attribution
method assigns sensitivity or contribution scores to the input
features, with the absolute value of these scores quantifying
their importance on the model’s prediction. In our paper, we
will evaluate and employ such techniques to explain the yield
prediction models.

Given the i" pixel sample X* € RB*T, where B and
T are the numbers of bands and time steps, respectively,
let aat € R represent the attribution result for the feature
x! .. The relative value of a} , indicates the extent to which
this feature contributed to inéreasing or decreasing the final
predicted value §* € R.

a) Preprocessing of raw attributions: In this paper, all
attribution results systematically go through two types of
transformations before any further analysis. The first trans-
formation, a; ,, is used to create attribution maps, where we
scale the attributions across all the features of each pixel so
that the total absolute attribution is equal to 1. The second
transformation, di,t, which we apply in all the remaining
analyses, uses the absolute values of the first operation. It
reflects the absolute importance to the model’s prediction,
which is exactly what we are assessing in this work:

_ a’i,t
PP ‘aé,t

where t € {0,1,...,T} and b € {0, 1,..., B}. In addition,
we can evaluate the spectral importance SI(X*); and temporal
importance 7I(X%); of a given band b and time step t,
respectively, by summing up the transformed attributions along
the temporal or spectral dimension:

ap, .Gy = |ag,l (1)

SIX")y =) aj,,¥be{0,1,...,B};
t

TUX)e = ah,,Vt € {0,1,...,T}.
b

Furthermore, the importance of a specific band or time
step can be evaluated on the field level by averaging its
importance over all the pixels from that field, and similarly
at the dataset level.

b) Attribution methods comparison: In order to achieve
insightful explanations, we compare eight commonly used
attribution methods and select the most suitable one for
our further analysis. As a follow-up work of our initial
results in [35], we compare the results of the following
methods: Saliency [36], Integrated Gradients (IG) [15], Input
x Gradients (I*G) [37], GradientShap [38], Occlusion [39],
Shapley value sampling (SVS) [20], Local Interpretable
Model-agnostic Explanation (LIME) [14] and KernelShap
[38]. The spectral and temporal importances of the interpreted
samples are compared qualitatively. Moreover, additional
attribution scores, which are the sensitivity and infidelity
metrics [40], are computed for a quantitative evaluation. Each
score assigns a single value for each data sample to assess
the quality of the computed attribution. They quantify the
instability of the attribution of an input X by perturbing
this input into X', computing the attribution of X', and
comparing both attributions. The sensitivity score evaluates
the degree to which the explanation is affected when the input



is slightly perturbed, while the infidelity score computes the
expected difference between (i) the dot product of the input
perturbation to the explanation vector a, and (ii) the outcome
difference between X and X'.

c) Attribution baselines: Most of the attribution meth-
ods require a user-defined baseline vector, which can serve
different purposes: it is used by LIME, Occlusion, SVS and
KernelShap to replace occluded features at computation time,
and it serves as a starting point from which the integral in IG
and the gradients expectation in GradientShap are computed.
In this work, we introduce and compare two distinct baselines
for the attribution methods, which we term the mean baseline
and the padded baseline. In contrast to a similar study which
defines the mean baseline as the mean vector X computed
across the entirety of each dataset [35], in this study, we
further adapt this vector to each input pixel, X*°() using
the following rule, for each band b and time step t:

Xbase(i) _ _17 if Xlit =-1
bt X, otherwise.

This adaptation addresses a critical consideration: the vary-
ing presence of missing satellite data at some early and/or
late time steps within each field, which are padded in our
experiments with the value —1. To counteract this, we align
the missingness pattern of each pixel with the corresponding
segment within the mean vector. This adapted mean vector
then serves as the reference when calculating the attribution
values of that pixel. On the other hand, the padded baseline
essentially entails a vector that is fully padded with the —1
value.

A careful definition of the baseline vector holds particular
significance due to the nature of the perturbation-based attribu-
tion methods, which involve occluding a feature to deduce its
significance. In these methods, the occlusion process substi-
tutes the feature’s value with the corresponding value from
the baseline vector. In scenarios where the occluded value
stems from a missing time step, but is substituted with a high
value taken from the mean vector X, a substantial value shift
occurs. This can potentially distort predictions in a misleading
manner, implying a high importance of the occluded feature.
By using the adjusted baseline vector X"¢(?) any absent
feature maintains a consistent padding value when subjected
to occlusion, resulting in its importance remaining effectively
negligible.

D. Interpretable features for Interpretable models

As discussed in [41], the process of explaining a model
through feature attribution methods requires a solid compre-
hension of the predictive features being employed. Conven-
tional methodologies for crop modeling rely on the crafting of
features by experts, with the aim of encapsulating the extensive
array of variables recognized as direct yield drivers. However,
when ML and DL models are used, the scenario changes.
Raw information, acknowledged for its potential to serve as
a proxy for crop growth and health, is directly supplied to

the network with minimal to no alterations. In our work,
we address this limitation of explaining ML models in two
dimensions: inclusion of vegetation indices and aggregation
of the temporal dimension.

With the aim of augmenting the interpretability of the spec-
tral dimension, we employ well-established vegetation indices,
frequently employed in the literature for crop classification
and yield prediction. These vegetation indices merge two or
more spectral bands and generate an index with agronomic
relevance, rendering it more easily interpretable than the raw
bands. The fundamental idea entails substituting the original
S2 raw bands with pre-calculated indices during the training
phase. Subsequently, we will evaluate the impact of this
adjustment on the model’s performance. In our experiments,
we will investigate the impact on accuracy when training the
model using vegetation indices and compare it to training the
model using raw inputs. If the results are similar, we will
continue to use the model trained with vegetation indices for
future experiments. However, if there is a significant decrease
in performance, we will not further use the improvement in
spectral interpretability. The full list of the indices used and
their respective formulas are summarized in Appendix C.

To gain insights and derive explanations from crop yield
models using time series, we can use different types of
domain knowledge, with particular potential in the different
phases that each crop goes through. To enhance the temporal
interpretability of the input feature and derive explanations
from it, we will exploit the principal growth stages of the
BBCH scale for rapeseed and wheat [42], and a modified scale
for soybean [43], as summarized in Appendix E. Concretely
we first get the modified attributions aj , for each explained
pixel sample X*. We further define for each growth stage
a set Ty, of the time steps it covers, then compute the total
attribution as follows:

i i
p,ty = E Qp.t

tETgs

A major benefit of this approach is that it overcomes the
misalignment of the seeding and harvesting months between
the different fields in each dataset, which would have hindered
the interpretability of the raw attributions on a higher level.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

a) Time Series Modeling: To process the data pixel-wise,
we create a multivariate time series for each pixel of the
rasterized data maps. For the temporal sampling, we compare
two approaches: raw time-series and monthly sampling. In
the former approach, all the satellite data available between
seeding and harvesting dates is used. Across all datasets, the
growth period and available data depend on the crop type and
the latitude coordinate of the field, which results in different
revisit times: countries closer to the equator have a longer gap
between two consecutive satellite images compared to farther
countries. Thus, we fix the sequence length to 150 across
all datasets and pad the initial time steps in case of shorter
sequences.



In the monthly sampling, the sequence length is fixed to
24 months, corresponding to two calendar years, such that the
harvesting date always falls in the second year. This strategy
is implemented to maintain unique indices for each month
across various fields and years. However, only data from
seeding to harvesting are collected, while the remaining time
steps are padded [34]. In general, using a uniform sequence
length further facilitates the processing of the extensive dataset
in mini-batches during model training and validation. When
training with additional modalities under the monthly sampling
scenario, static data (i.e. soil and DEM) are duplicated at
each time step, while weather data is monthly aggregated
by computing the sum of each weather feature, before being
stacked to the satellite time series.

b) Yield modeling: In order to capture the temporal
dependencies in the data, we use LSTM networks and train a
separate model for each dataset, under three different scenar-
ios: raw time-series, monthly sampling, and monthly sampling
with additional modalities. The training is conducted under the
cross-validation setting using 10 folds, grouped by fields and
stratified by farms, to ensures that pixels from the same field
are always grouped in the same fold. To evaluate the quality of
the prediction and the model performance, mean absolute error
(MAE), root mean square error (RMSE), and the coefficient
of determination (R?) metrics are used. In Appendix B, we
describe the architecture of the LSTM models and the formulas
of the metrics used.

¢) Attribution methods comparison: The soybean dataset
from Argentina is used for the comparison of multiple feature
attribution methods, and the data is preprocessed according
to the monthly sampling. To use explainability for scientific
insights, higher model accuracies yield more informative and
stable models. We specifically interpret the fold with the
highest R? score, and compute the attribution of all the pixels
in the fold-specific validation fields.

d) Interpreting yield prediction models:  Since
perturbation-based attribution methods involves repetitive
perturbations of the input and model prediction evaluations,
interpreting the entire datasets can be computationally
expensive. However, to ensure representative explanation
results, we employ a random selection process where we
pre-select a maximum of five fields per farm and explain all
pixels within these fields. Furthermore, from each dataset, we
identify and interpret the model from the cross-validation fold
that achieved the highest R? scores across the three training
scenarios.

V. RESULTS
A. Yield Prediction

We first evaluate the performance of the yield prediction
models, where one model is trained for each dataset and for
each sampling and feature composition setting. The results,
based on the evaluation metrics used, are summarized in Tables
IT and III for both the raw and monthly samplings, respectively.

We conduct the evaluation at both the subfield and field
levels. For the former, we compute each metric for each pixel
and then average over the entire dataset. In the latter case,

we first average the predicted and target yield values over the
pixels within each field. Then, we compute the metrics for each
field and finally, we average them over the entire dataset.

TABLE II
MODELING RESULTS UNDER THE RAW TIME SERIES ON ALL DATASETS
AND WITH TWO DIFFERENT TRAINING DATA: SATELLITE BANDS (S2) OR
VEGETATION INDICES (VI). THE BEST SCORES IN EACH DATASET ARE
HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Dataset | Band Field Subfield
atase ands | MAE R2 RMSE | MAE R2 RMSE
VI [ 041 072 055 | 067 062 090
ARGS | or | 038 076 052 | 066 064 088
URGs | VT [ 036 077 05I | 078 041 122
- 2 | 036 075 053 | 078 041 122
VI [ 071 053 092 | 104 031 138
GERR | oo | 061 067 077 | 098 038 131
VI [ 145 001 179 | 221 007 284
GER-W | oo | 091 055 127 | 173 035 238
TABLE III

MODELING RESULTS UNDER THE MONTHLY TEMPORAL SAMPLING ON
ALL DATASETS AND WITH THREE DIFFERENT TRAINING DATA: SATELLITE
BANDS (S2), SATELLITE BANDS AND ADDITIONAL MODALITIES
(S2+ADS) AND VEGETATION INDICES (VI). THE BEST SCORES IN EACH
DATASET ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Dataset Bands Field Subfield
MAE R2 RMSE | MAE R2 RMSE

VI 0,46 0,64 0,63 0,74 0,55 0,98
ARG-S S2 0,4 0,74 0,53 0,69 0,61 0,92
S2+ADS 0,38 0,76 0,51 0,66 0,63 0,89
VI 0,44 0,64 0,64 0,82 0,36 1,27
URG-S S2 0,4 0,69 0,59 0,8 0,38 1,25
S2+ADS 0,35 0,76 0,52 0,78 0,41 1,23
VI 0,62 0,64 0,81 1,02 0,34 1,36
GER-R S2 0,6 0,65 0,8 1,01 0,35 1,35
S2+ADS 0,55 0,69 0,75 0,96 0,41 1,29
VI 1,31 0,23 1,66 2,07 0,17 2,68
GER-W S2 0,91 0,57 1,25 1,79 0,31 2,45
S2+ADS 0,92 0,59 1,22 1,74 0,33 2,41

In all our experiments, we consistently observe that the
results at the field level outperform those at the subfield
level. This disparity arises because subfield metrics measure
the model’s ability to capture the in-field variability of yield
values. In contrast, on the field level, we notice that averaging
the individual predictions can more easily and accurately
estimate the average yield per field.

When comparing the R? results across the different datasets,
we note that the top scores at the field level are generally
comparable across the datasets, except for GER-W, which
consistently ranks last by a considerable margin. At the sub-
field level, the results achieved in ARG-S clearly outperform
those in other datasets, regardless of the temporal samplings
used, while GER-W is still not reaching comparable scores.
These disparities may originate from the distinct agronomic
characteristics of each crop. Therefore, it is possible that the
input data in our experiments might be inherently insufficient
to capture these unique characteristics and establish a strong
connection with the target yield, resulting in less accurate
predictions. Furthermore, satellite data availability can also
vary from one country to another, influenced by factors such
as geolocation and cloud coverage related to the climate in



each region [44]. The quality of the yield data collected from
different countries may also further impact the overall results.

However, when replacing the full spectrum of satellite data
with vegetation indices, we observe different responses. In the
monthly sampling, this change had a minor negative impact
in URG-S and GER-R, but in contrast, it led to a substantial
decrease in scores in ARG-S and GER-W datasets. Notably,
in these two datasets, the R? score dropped by 10 and 34
percentage points (p.p), respectively, at the field level. When
applying this same operation to raw time series data, a similar
decrease in scores is observed in Germany’s datasets, with a 14
p-p drop in rapeseed fields and a 44 p.p drop in wheat fields at
the field level. However, the use of vegetation indices yielded
comparable results to the full satellite spectrum in Argentina
and even slightly improved results at the field level in Uruguay.
One reason for these results might be the need for complex
spectral band interactions. Vegetation indices usually map only
linear or low-complexity inter-band interactions, while neural
networks are able to learn rich non-linear interactions.

Analyzing the impact of enriching the satellite data with
additional modalities, as shown in Table III, reveals an overall
improvement in the results across all datasets. This results also
align with the literature [45]. The smallest increase is observed
in the Argentina dataset, while the most significant impact is
seen in the rapeseed dataset in Germany.

B. Feature Attribution Methods

To identify a robust attribution method for the interpretation
of the yield prediction models, we conducted a comparison
of different techniques using the same dataset and model.
Using the mean baseline vector, we compute both spectral and
temporal importances, as illustrated in Figure 3. We observe
a consistent pattern in the temporal attributions. Specifically,
time steps before seeding and after harvesting months (approx-
imately from time step 9 to 16) exhibited low importances,
while the early growing months had a more significant influ-
ence, and the late stages were the most important. However,
looking at the spectral importance, it is hard to decipher an
agreement pattern across the feature attribution methods. This
highlights the need for further evaluation tools to assess these
methods better.

Attribution method
Gr LIME
Input*Gradient KernelShap Occlusion

0.200 0.40

Saliency
Shapley Value Sampling

0.175 0.35
0.150 0.30
0.125 0.25

0.075 0.15

Average attribution
°
2
8
°
o
3

0.050 0.10
0.025 0.05
0.000 0.00

BO1 B02 BO3 BO4 BO5 BO6 BO7 BO8 B8A B0O9 B11 B12 0 5 10 15 20
satellite bands Time steps

Fig. 3. Feature attribution methods results using the mean baseline and ARG-
S dataset. On the left is the spectral importance, and on the right is the
temporal importance.

In Figure 4, we assess the stability of the methods and their
robustness against both minor and significant input modifi-

cations. This is quantified using the infidelity and sensitivity
scores. The boxplots show the distributions of both evaluation
metrics over the attributions of all explained samples, when
different attribution methods are used. Our goal is to identify
a method for which the attributions yield low sensitivity and
infidelity. Our observations reveal that most methods exhibit
high sensitivity to minor input perturbations, with only four
methods maintaining flat scores when subjected to significant
noise in the input data, i.e. flat infidelity scores. Notably, SVS
stands out as the sole method that remains robust against both
perturbation types.

We illustrate this characteristic further in Figure 5 by
examining the attribution maps of a single feature for various
methods. On the left column, the input values of the satellite
band BO8 on March of the second year are visualized on
the first map, along with the reference and predicted yield
maps of a field from ARG-S dataset. The remaining columns
contain the attribution maps of the same feature and field when
different methods are used. The blue and red values distin-
guish between positive and negative attributions, which have
contributed to either increasing or decreasing the predicted
yield value for each pixel, respectively. We observe that only
SVS produces a smooth attribution map, in contrast to the
other attribution techniques where the results show pronounced
spatial fluctuations. We verified that this pattern is consistent
across the remaining features. Such behavior, indicative of
high sensitivity, is undesirable because adjacent pixels often
share similar input features and target values, implying that
their attributions should also exhibit similarity [46], [47].
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Fig. 4. Quantitative evaluation of the feature attribution methods using the
mean baseline on ARG-S dataset: Infidelity and sensitivity scores.

We further evaluate the choice of the baseline. While the
results we described above are similar when using the padded
baseline vector (see Appendix D), examining the attribution
maps highlights a fundamental difference between the two
options. In Figure 6, we select a field from the ARG-S
dataset and visualize its attribution map for four satellite
bands over three consecutive months. In Figure 6.a, the results
using the mean baseline effectively differentiate between high
and low yield regions by displaying positive and negative
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Fig. 5. Qualitative evaluation of the feature attribution methods using the
mean baseline on ARG-S dataset: Attribution maps of band B0OS of time step
14 (March of the second year).

attribution values, matching the variance on the target yield
map (refer to Figure 5). However, in Figure 6.b, the results of
the padded baseline fail to capture similar patterns, with the
maps consistently attributing values as either strictly positive
or negative.

We would like to finally highlight an important advantage
of using this method, which stems from game theory; Shapley
values inherently accounts for feature interactions by approx-
imating the impact of a feature when added to all possible
subsets of the remaining features [48].

Based on our analysis of the evaluation results and the above
discussion, we conclude that SVS is a reliable interpretation
method for feature importance estimation, and we therefore
conduct the remaining experiments with the SVS attribution
method, using the mean baseline.

C. Attribution analysis on different crops and regions

In this section, we investigate the interpretation results of the
models trained on the different datasets and closely examine
the spectral and temporal importance of each model. For each
dataset, we examine the evaluation at each cross validation
fold, and explain the model trained on the best-performing
fold. We summarize the model evaluation results in Table IX
in Appendix B, with the selected folds highlighted in green.

1) Spectral Analysis: Across the three experiments con-
ducted for each dataset, we compare the importance of satellite
bands by evaluating the SI(X?) for each pixel within the
explained fields and then averaging the results. In experiments
with additional modalities, we specifically rescale S2 attribu-
tions to ensure they sum up to 1, simplifying the comparison
with the other two experiments. The results are illustrated in
Figure 7.

When examining which bands are frequently attributed high
importance across the different experiments, we observe that

TABLE IV
COSINE SIMILARITY SCORES BETWEEN THE AVERAGE SPECTRAL
IMPORTANCES OF DIFFERENT EXPERIMENTS.

Compared experiments \ ARG-S URG-S GER-R GER-W
24ts, raw-ts 0.93 0.84 0.90 0.93
24ts, 24ts+ADS 0.92 0.91 0.95 0.98

each band is significant in at least one experiment, meaning
that the importances are distributed over all bands. This
explains why using only vegetation indices, which necessarily
do not utilize all available bands, results in poorer performance
compared to training with the full satellite spectrum, as
previously discussed in V-A. Our observation further provides
an argument against restricting the satellite-based data to a set
of indices or Red-Green-Blue (RGB) bands alone, a practice
often carried out in other crop yield prediction studies [23],
[49]-[52].

Comparing the raw against monthly temporal sampling
strategies (i.e. raw-ts and 24ts), we observe more similarities
than differences between the corresponding bars across various
bands and datasets. In Table IV, we compute in the first row
the cosine similarity between these bars for each dataset. The
values indicate that the band importances in Uruguay dataset
are the most affected by the change in the temporal sampling
strategy.

To assess the impact of adding more modalities, we compare
the monthly sampling experiments: 24ts and 24ts+ADS. We
notice that in soybean datasets, i.e. in Argentina and Uruguay,
the spectral importances between the two experiments are less
similar than in rapeseed and wheat datasets in Germany, as
reported in the second row of Table IV. We further examine the
total attribution of satellite data relative to each feature from
the additional modalities, as depicted in Figure 8. We notice
that while S2 accounts for nearly half of the attributions in Ar-
gentina, and around 40% in Uruguay, it contributes only about
25% of the total attribution in rapeseed and wheat datasets. The
majority of the remaining attribution is distributed among the
soil bands, followed by weather and terrain elevation features.
In the case of the DEM data, we notice that most of the
attribution is concentrated on the raw elevation values (i.e.
the dem feature), suggesting that the additional modalities can
be further filtered to use only the features relevant for the yield
prediction.

We further compare the total attribution per data source in
Figure 9, differentiating between the explained fields (i.e., the
vertical bars) in each dataset. The attributions are averaged
across the pixels of each field separately. The area that each
color covers serves as a visual indicator of the total importance
each modality has in the different datasets. The yellow color,
in particular, highlights the significance of soil bands in most
fields and datasets, particularly in Germany, where it substan-
tially surpasses the total attribution of S2 bands. In contrast,
weather and DEM exhibit relatively lower importance across
all regions, with weather being more important for soybean
crops, and DEM showing more significance for rapeseed and
wheat crops in Germany. It is worth noting that the literature,
particularly the work of Thomson et al. [53], emphasizes the
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Fig. 6. Comparing attribution maps of the SVS using the mean baseline (on the left) and the padded baseline (on the right), over three months from the

second year and 4 bands satellite bands.

TABLE V
COSINE SIMILARITY SCORES BETWEEN THE AVERAGE TEMPORAL
IMPORTANCES AGGREGATED ALONG GROWTH STAGES OF DIFFERENT

EXPERIMENTS.
Compared experiments \ ARG-S URG-S GER-R GER-W
24ts, raw-ts 0.91 0.94 0.96 0.92
24ts, 24ts+ADS 0.99 0.99 1.00 0.99

important impact of topography on wheat crop productivity,
further supporting our findings.

2) Temporal Analysis: To analyze the temporal attribution
results, we directly assess their aggregations over the growth
stages, TI(X i)tgs, averaged across all the explained data points
X". We plot the results for the different experiments and
datasets in Figure 10, and report their corresponding similarity
scores in Table V.

We observe that the two experiments utilizing monthly
temporal sampling, 24ts and 24zs+ADS, treat data from various
stages similarly, since the two corresponding curves closely
align across different datasets. This is further confirmed by
the similarity scores higher than 0.99%, indicating that training
with additional modalities have minimal impact on the signif-
icance of each growth stage to the final predictions. However,
when we compare the 24ts and raw-ts curves, we observe a
more disparities in their values at many stages. We therefore
conclude that utilizing the raw time series of satellite data
influences the importance of each growth stage in the model.
This outcome aligns with our expectations, as the distribution
of growth stages over time is more finely-grained than the
monthly sampling, making the density of the raw time series
better suited to adequately capture each growth stage. Among
the stages which gain more importance when using the full S2
time series are (i) the beginning of bloom, pod and maturity
in ARG-S, (ii) full blooming and beginning and full pod in
URG-S, (iii) shoot development and heading in GER-R, (iv)
and finally bolting, heading and flowering in GER-W.

To assess the impact of growth period lengths on the

attribution of experiments utilizing raw time series data, we
count the number of satellite instances in each stage and for
each field in the different datasets, and we plot the results
in Figure 11. Upon examination of the soybean datasets,
we notice that the extended duration of the third stage and
the short late stages positively correlate with their respective
attributions in the raw-ts experiment. In the rapeseed dataset,
a similar pattern is observed for the early stages, while the
late stages have a high importance despite their short period.
In the case of the wheat dataset, the correlation is weaker,
where stages such as shoot and fruit development, despite not
being the longest in duration, exhibit the higher attributions.
These observations lead us to conclude that while in soybean
datasets, the length of growth stages and the abundance
of corresponding satellite data positively correlate, such a
relationship has less significance in wheat and rapeseed crops.
Our analysis suggests that while the duration of growth
stages may impact their influence on the model, it is not the
sole factor influencing their overall attribution. Hence, it is
reasonable to assume that the model has captured some crop-
specific characteristics rooted in agrobiology and phenology.
These characteristics, in turn, shape its predictions, resulting
in a closer alignment with actual yield factors. We further
validate this assumption in the discussion in section VI.

D. Further analysis

1) In-Field variability: We closely examine the attribution
maps to gain insight into how the model captures in-field
variability. This is significant because our approach provides
the model with individual pixel data without any information
about neighboring pixels, yet the model learns to approximate
the variability we observe in the reference yield maps. When
revisiting the attribution maps in Figure 6.a, we notice that
some features have high variance across the field’s pixels,
while others consistently show either low or high attribution
values.



mm 24ts [ 24ts+ADS e raw-ts
0.30
ARG-S
0.25
=
2
5020
2
=
® 0.15
[
o
©0.10
2
<
-~ I II III III II II I III
0.00 Il III II Ill
0
F 93' v \‘2' S‘
& %p* Q)Qu 6?59 K bab% %@ éo@ (@Q x& n;>$
& ® 8@ @ of SRR R
Io SN Y ¥ N
& ‘b ‘2> 2 < &
& N
e 24ts e 24ts+ADS e raw-ts
0.30
GER-R

o
N
o

Average attribution
o o
= =
o w

o

" I|I |I| ||I|||“|| 1
0.00 II o LA LA 1 II |
Q % (

2 o¥ & &
0 < W N
\q,é 0’1«% ,,),G zbq 6060" zbo" @Q éo“ ~\'°Q '\/L§ q{fﬁ
£ ® R
& X N
< ¥ &
¥

10

e 24ts [ 24ts+ADS s raw-ts

URG-S

o
N
v

o
N
o

Average attribution
o o
= =
o w

o
o

S

000 II II |
<z~"’ ¢ ¥

2 o¥ § & & &
& ﬁf’ & P ?p% sz °$ &y N
»° S L ¢ & & S
& @ NS = @'o‘ QT
<& & &F S
Q,D
o 24ts e 24ts+ADS e raw-ts
0.30
GER-W
0.25
c
S
5 0.20
Q
=
® 0.15
[
o
©0.10
$
z
, I I | [
@ l &
S @ & & & &
& @fb\ 4;(’@ & e&b bebq ) Q,e‘be & & N
> O O < /
A A N s
ISl ARSI & N
< ¥ ¥ I LS

Fig. 7. Average attributions per spectral band, in each dataset and under the three training settings: monthly sampling (24ts), monthly sampling with additional

data sources (24ts+ADS), and raw time series (raw-ts).
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Fig. 9. Total modality attribution, averaged over pixels of each explained
field separately (i.e. each bar is a field), in each dataset.

To identify band and time step pairs that effectively capture
the in-field yield variability learned by the model, we calculate
the variance across different pixels for each feature and each

field. In Figure 12, we present the results for three fields
in Argentina by displaying the 5 features with the highest
attribution map variance. We observe that the patterns on the
attribution maps match those in the prediction map, confirming
that features with high variability are key in helping the model
best capture the yield variability on the subfield level.

The grid of the standard deviations of the relative scaled
attributions (i.e. &') shown in Figure 13, can be used to directly
identify the features that have a significant influence on the
model’s ability to learn the in-field variability for a specific
field. In this example, we computed the attribution deviations
for the field depicted at the bottom of Figure 12. In the scenario
of training with monthly sampling, as illustrated in the figure,
these influential features are primarily the NIR and Red Edge 2
bands during the last months before harvesting. The harvesting
season typically occurs around time step 15, i.e., in April of
the second year, in most fields.

2) Attribution and performance correlation: When evaluat-
ing the model on different fields, we observe significant varia-
tions in the results. Our goal is to determine if a field for which
the model performs poorly has an attribution distribution that
differs from fields where the model performs better. To achieve
this, we consider two types of attribution vectors: the original
vector, which contains 24 time steps, or its aggregation over
the growth stages. For each type, we start by defining the
reference vector as the average across all considered data
points. Next, we calculate the distance between the average
attributions of each field and this reference vector. The results
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Fig. 12. In-field variability of 3 fields from ARG-S. From left to right: target
and predicted yield maps, followed by the attribution maps of five features
with the highest attribution variance. (The horizontal strip on some maps from

the field at the bottom are padded pixels because of cloud coverage.)

of this analysis are shown in Figure 14, with a focus on the
ARG-S dataset.

We observe a negative correlation with both attribution
vector types, indicating that fields with a high R? score tend
to have a closer distance to the reference distribution. To
further quantify this correlation and its statistical significance,
we conduct a t-test with a threshold of 5%. The results are
reported in Table VI (see the rows marked with (all fields)).

The p-value exceeds 6% when using the monthly attribution
vectors, while it falls below 1% with the vectors aggregated
over growth stages. Consequently, the latter method is more
reliable in identifying fields with low performance.

We further explore different approaches to define the refer-
ence vector. One reliable baseline is obtained by averaging the
attributions across the best-performing fields. These fields can
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a field in ARG-S. Here, the reference distribution is the average distribution
over all explained data points in Argentina.

be identified either by setting a threshold on their R? score
or by specifying a predetermined number of fields with the
highest R? scores. The corresponding experiments are listed
in the second and third columns (i.e. Score threshold and Best
N fields) in Table VI, respectively. We highlight the p-values
below 5% are in bold. We observe that most of the tests
have yielded a significant correlation, especially when using
the aggregated attribution vector, which further supports its
superior efficiency over the original vector in distinguishing
between the fields on which the model is well- or poorly-
performing.

While the results described above originate from the model
trained under the monthly sampling setting, we repeat the same
experiments for the model trained on the raw time series, and
report the corresponding results in Table VII. We notice in this
case that no test exhibits a statistically significant correlation
when using the raw time series. Conversely, when comparing
growth stage aggregations, we notice a contrary trend. We
attribute this behavior to the varying sequence lengths resulting
from the utilization of raw time series data, where each time
step originates from different timestamps across various fields.
In contrast, comparing the importances of growth stages proves
to be more robust against these temporal disparities.

3) Soybean data analysis: We further analyze the attribu-
tion results for the fields from the Argentina and Uruguay
datasets. We anticipate similar results for both dataset, as they
contain the same crop. Additionally, due to the geographic
proximity of the two countries, we expect a high degree of
similarity in the analysis outcomes. In order to analyze these
differences, we make use of dimensionality reduction tools

TABLE VI
CORRELATION AND T-TEST RESULTS BETWEEN THE ATTRIBUTION
DISTANCE OF ARG-S EXPLAINED FIELDS TO THE DIFFERENT
REFERENCES, AND THEIR R? SCORE. THE ATTRIBUTION RESULTS ARE OF
THE MODEL TRAINED UNDER THE MONTHLY SAMPLING. P-VALUES
BELOW 0.05 ARE IN BOLD.

Temporal Score Best .

dimell)lsion threshold N fields Correlation | P-value

- (all fields) -0.32 0.063

- 3 -0.30 0.076

- 5 -0.33 0.056

Monthly - 10 -0.38 0.025

time steps - 15 -0.39 0.021

0.4 - -0.39 0.020

0.5 - -0.38 0.024

0.6 - -0.38 0.023

- @l fields) 043 0,003

- 3 -0,30 0,077

- 5 -0,38 0,025

fvgefrgfjvtfti ] 10 043 0,009

stages - 15 -0,46 0,005

’ ; 0,4 - -0,48 0,004

0,5 - -0,45 0,007

0,6 - -0,44 0,008

TABLE VII

CORRELATION AND T-TEST RESULTS BETWEEN THE ATTRIBUTION
DISTANCE OF ARG-S EXPLAINED FIELDS TO THE DIFFERENT
REFERENCES, AND THEIR R2 SCORE. THE ATTRIBUTION RESULTS ARE OF
THE MODEL TRAINED WITH THE RAW SATELLITE TIME SERIES.

Temporal Score Best

dimension | threshold N fields Correlation | P-value
- (all ficlds) 017 0324
- 3 -0.27 0.122
- 5 -0.22 0.205
raw - 10 -0.17 0.326
time series - 15 -0.17 0.336
0.4 - -0.19 0.267
0.5 - -0.18 0.291
0.6 - -0.18 0.296
- (all fields) -0,37 0,0286
- 3 -0,34 0,0490
- 5 -0,36 0,0358
(‘:/gefr;ggvtfi } 10 20,39 0,0202
stages - 15 -0,39 0,0220
0,4 - -0,38 0,0225
0,5 - -0,38 0,0232
0,6 - -0,38 0,0236

to verify the similarity between the input data and attribution
results from both countries.

We randomly select and combine 10,000 points from each
dataset and compare two vectors from each sample: the
input satellite data and the attribution vector. Furthermore,
we aggregate the attributions over the growth stages, as the
raw vectors may contain field-specific patterns related to the
off-season padded time steps. We then project them into a
two-dimensional embedding space using Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) and present the results in Figure 15. The
corresponding T-SNE plots are also attached in Appendix F.

Contrary to our expectations, our results indicate that the
spectral and temporal importance show distinct patterns be-
tween the two datasets. We first examine the satellite vectors.
We can observe that data from the same country consistently
forms multiple clusters in all of our experiments. This suggests
that the source data from Argentina inherently differs from that
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of vectors on which the dimensionality reduction is applied.

of Uruguay. Additionally, we can see that the two datasets
are much more distinguishable when we include additional
modalities in our training, as opposed to using only S2
data. This observation implies that information related to soil,
weather, and terrain elevation exhibits distinct patterns in the
two countries.

Regarding the attribution vectors, on the second and third
row in Figure 15, we observe a clear separation between
Argentina and Uruguay data points in the case of training with
the full raw time series. However, in the monthly sampling ex-
periments, there is a slight overlap between these data points.
These results imply that incorporating more time steps into the
satellite time series leads to the emergence of more region-
specific characteristics within the data. When comparing the
raw attribution vectors with their aggregation over growth
stages, we note that the latter exhibits greater overlap between
the two datasets. We assume that this discrepancy may be
attributed to the issue of time series misalignment in the raw
data.

VI. DISCUSSION
A. Spectral importance and Vegetation Indices

In the following, we connect the spectral importance re-
sults and the model performance when trained on vegetation
indices. The normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI)
is frequently used for yield prediction as highlighted in [12],
and relies on the near-infrared (BO8) and red (B04) bands. In
the spectral importance results in Figure 7, we notice that BO8
emerges as significantly important in all datasets, aligning with

its universal relevance, while B04 is assigned high attributions
in soybean datasets in particular. Additionally, the Sentinel-2
satellite imagery incorporates three red edge bands, of which
only two are actually employed in the vegetation indices we
utilized, as can be verified in Table X. However, the results
underline that the third red edge band (B07) also exerts a
high influence on the models across all experiments. Moreover,
the first SWIR band (B11), also absent from the indices we
used, has particularly high attributions in rapeseed and wheat
datasets. This can potentially explain the substantial drop in
the VI experiments for these two datasets, as reported in Table
II and III.

The spectral importance enables the identification of the
most important bands for each crop and region, and these
results can efficiently be exploited to define specialized indices
for the crop yield prediction task. Combining these results with
the growth stage attributions, the vegetation indices can further
be exploited to estimate the length of each growth stage.

B. Explaining temporal importances through domain knowl-
edge

In this section, we aim to compare our temporal importance
results against well-established facts in crop growth and de-
velopment research.

In soybean datasets, emergence, unifoliolate and trifolio-
late stages collectively constitute the vegetation phase. The
main stem nodes and their branching develop during this
phase, influencing the canopy structure and the final number
of nodes, as elucidated by Kumudini [54]. Since various



environmental and genetic factors can impact the vegetative
development, a poor canopy expansion can be identified at
the last stage (i.e. 1st-25th trifoliolate) and linked by the
model to lower yield values. The beginning pod stage is
also strongly related to yield, with favorable temperature and
moisture conditions resulting in a higher pod number per plant,
more beans per pod, and larger seeds [43]. The following three
stages, which extends from full pod to full seed stages, are
important as the pods grow rapidly, and seed development
begins, making it a crucial period for seed yield [43]. This
seed-filling phase is proven to have a positive correlation with
yield [55], [56], and any stress during this phase has a more
significant impact on yield reduction than at other times [43].
Finally, the pronounced significance of the full maturity stage
in Argentina can be attributed to the enhanced visibility of the
pods. At this stage, approximately 95% of the pods on the
main stem attain their mature pod color, offering a valuable
visual indicator of yield, as supported by Kumidini [54].

One of the factors that could account for the differences
in the results between Argentina and Uruguay is the notable
influence of the flowering stage. As documented in [43], [54],
soybean flowering is influenced by factors such as crop variety,
day length, and temperature. Consequently, the variations
observed in these regions may be attributed to differences in
agricultural practices, including the application of fertilizers
and herbicides.

In rapeseed, the attribution results of juvenile growth (i.e.
from leaf development to heading) is attributed to the close
connection between the seed yield and the number of pods per
plant, which is supported by the dry matter produced during
this period. There is a linear relationship between the cumula-
tive production of dry matter until flowering and pod density,
as documented by Diepenbrock [57]. He further highlights
that the flowering stage is the most pivotal phase impacting
rapeseed yield, which aligns with the high attribution of this
stage in the bottom left plot of Figure 10. The ability of
satellite data to capture this crucial stage is attributable to the
increasing flower cover, which significantly enhances photon
reflectivity and absorption to 60-65% of incoming radiation.
At the fruit development stage, pod filling is initiated and
continues through the ripening stage. Seed yield is linearly
related to photosynthetically active radiation that is intercepted
during this phase, which aligns with our attribution results.
Moreover, while several factors during flowering can limit the
yield, rapeseed has the potential for growth after flowering,
which compensates for losses of buds, flowers and pods [57].

In the wheat dataset, significant importance is observed
during the tillering stage, which is recognized to have great
agronomic importance in cereals, as recognized by Acevedo
et al. [58]. While it is the most important process governing
canopy formation, it is also known that not all tillers produce
spikes, which are the grain-bearing tip located at the top
of cereal stems, as noted by Gallagher and Biscoe [59]. As
shoot development progresses, spikes grow, the pseudo-stem
becomes more erect, and leaf sheaths elongate. This results in
a more distinguishable canopy density at satellite resolution,
aligning with the high attribution of the shoot development
stage, as illustrated in the bottom right plot of Figure 10.

Additionally, florets are initiated during this stage; however,
it’s noteworthy that less than half of these florets will complete
anthesis [58]. As the crop progresses to the heading stage, the
florets become ready for pollination and fertilization. It is at
the flowering stage that the model leverages the blossoms
for its predictions, as the number of flowers successfully
pollinated directly influences the number of kernels per head.
This observation accounts for the pronounced importance
attributed to the flowering stage. During subsequent stages,
the crop undergoes grain filling and moisture reduction during
ripening, achieving maximum dry weight, and physiological
maturity. During this period, the green color progressively
fades, a change that can be captured by satellite data.

The analysis conducted above validates our temporal impor-
tance results aggregated over growth stages, strongly support-
ing that our models learned agronomically meaningful cues
for accurate yield predictions.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this study, we used four large yield prediction datasets
to explain the task of pixel-wise yield prediction. We demon-
strated that augmenting the input data with more satellite in-
stances or additional modalities can enhance the performance
of the models. Conversely, substituting satellite bands with
vegetation indices led to a degradation in the model’s accuracy
in most cases. Consequently, we decided against utilizing these
indices to enhance the spectral interpretability of the input
data.

In terms of interpreting model predictions, we compared
several methods and identified the SVS technique as the
most robust technique. We proceeded with the explanation of
various experiments through spectral and temporal analysis,
and we showed how temporal aggregation can enhance the
interpretation of attribution results and facilitates comparisons
across different fields and datasets. Leveraging the growth
stage information enabled us to aggregate the temporal attri-
butions into agronomically-meaningful periods, and validate
our results against crop-specific domain knowledge. Notably,
our results underscore the significance of the juvenile growth
and pod filling periods across the various crops examined.

We conducted further analysis to explain the in-field vari-
ability of the predicted yield maps, showing how the standard
deviation of the attribution maps can identify the features
most conducive to subfield performance. Additionally, we
examined the correlation between attribution results and field-
level performance scores. We found that monthly sampling
yielded significant results, whereas using the raw time series
for training failed to produce distinguishable attribution re-
sults between well- and poorly-performing fields. Under both
training settings, however, aggregating over growth stages has
proved to be . We further raised the question about the distinct
attribution patterns in soybean data between Argentina and
Uruguay and conducted additional data analysis to explain
these differences.

VIII. FUTURE WORK

While our study has provided valuable insights into the
spectral and temporal importance of satellite data to predict



crop yield, several directions remain open for investigation to
further explain this task. We are currently conducting an in-
depth exploration of attributions when utilizing intermediate
fusion models, and the corresponding findings will be pub-
lished separately. The data fusion approach is particularly rele-
vant as it handles the static and dynamic features separately be-
fore merging them at an intermediate or late stage. Moreover,
other types of satellite can enhance the yield prediction task,
namely the synthetic aperture radar (SAR) data. In our future
work we will explore the potential of integrating Sentinel-
1 data into our modalities, facilitated by the intermediate
fusion approach. Additionally, since multispectral data can
be affected by cloud coverage, further analysis is required
to assess the nature and magnitude of this impact. Lastly,
there is a growing trend in utilizing uncertainty estimation
to support the explanation of model predictions and errors.
Conducting additional experiments can help us further explore
this direction.
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APPENDIX A
MODELING DATA

a) Yield Data: Yield maps were collected by combine
harvesters, over three countries and three crop types. The data
was acquired between 2016 and 2022, resulting in more than
one thousand (field, season) combinations. Note that in Table I
the same field can be counted more than once in case its yield
data was collected in more than one year. The data cleaning
was conducted through the reprojection of all maps into a
common coordinate reference system, and data points were
filtered through a statistical threshold [33]. Maps with large
inconsistencies in the recorded yield values or missing time
stamp were removed. The resulting point vector data per field
is rasterized into 10m resolution yield maps.

b) Sentinel-2 Data: The entire spectral signal of
Sentinel-2 Level-2A data with all scenes from seeding to
harvesting is collected within the crop growing period. The
additional scene classification layer (SCL) layer is used to
identify and omit clouded pixels. Spectral bands with lower
resolutions are upsampled to 10m resolution, resulting in
twelve spectral bands.

c¢) additional data sources (ADS): Within the spatial
boundaries of each field, we collect weather data derived from
the ECMWF Reanalysis (ERAS) [60], soil data from SoilGrids
in 250m resolution, and DEM data from NASA’s Shuttle Radar
Topography Mission (SRTM) [61] in 30m resolution. Weather
data is aggregated for each day at field level for minimum,
maximum, and mean temperature and total precipitations. We
use eight soil properties, i.e. cation exchange capacity (cec),
volumetric fraction of course fragments (cfvo), nitrogen, soil
pH (phh20), sand, silt, soil organic carbon (soc), and clay, at
depth of 0-5, 5-15, and 15-30 cm. For DEM, in addition to
the elevation values, we derived the aspect, curvature, slope
and the Topographic Wetness Index (twi). Soil and DEM data
were transformed into raster images and upsampled to a 10m
resolution, using a cubic spline interpolation.

APPENDIX B
MODELING

For all models, two LSTM layers are stacked on top of each
other, with 128 hidden units each, and a dropout of 0.3% to
prevent overfitting. The output of the last time step of the
second LSTM layer is fed into a sequence of operations: The
first linear layer has 128 input features and 128 output features.
A batch normalization is applied to the output of the first linear
layer, which helps in stabilizing and accelerating the training
process, followed by a ReLU activation function. The second
linear layer with 128 input features and a single output feature
is then applied to make the final yield prediction.

The models are optimized using the mean absolute er-
ror (MAE) as a loss function. Additionally, it is employed
for model evaluation, alongside the root mean square error
(RMSE) and thecoefficient of determination (R?). The respec-
tive formulas for each metric are as follows:

I _
MAE = 5Z|yz = i
i=1
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TABLE VIII
CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL INPUT FEATURES FROM SATELLITE DATA AND ADDITIONAL MODALITIES USED FOR CROP YIELD PREDICTION.

Dynamic features Source Spatial Res.  Temporal Res. Static features Source Spatial Res.
BO1 - Coastal Aerosol  Sentinel 2 60 m 5 days Elevation (dem) SRTM 30 m
B02 - Blue Sentinel 2 10 m 5 days Slope SRTM 30 m
BO03 - Green Sentinel 2 10 m 5 days Curvature SRTM 30 m
B04 - Red Sentinel 2 10 m 5 days Topographic wetness index (twi) SRTM 30 m
BO5 - Red Edge 1 Sentinel 2 20 m 5 days Aspect SRTM 30 m
B06 - Red Edge 2 Sentinel 2 20 m 5 days Cation exchange capacity (cec) SoilGrids 250 m
BO7 - Red Edge 3 Sentinel 2 20 m 5 days Vol. frac. of course fragments (cfvo)  SoilGrids 250 m
B08 - NIR Sentinel 2 10 m 5 days Nitrogen SoilGrids 250 m
B8A - Narrow NIR Sentinel 2 20 m 5 days Soil pH (phh20) SoilGrids 250 m
B09 - Water vapour Sentinel 2 60 m 5 days Sand SoilGrids 250 m
B11 - SWIR 1 Sentinel 2 20 m 5 days Silt SoilGrids 250 m
B12 - SWIR 2 Sentinel 2 20 m 5 days Soil organic carbon (soc) SoilGrids 250 m
Max temperature ERAS 30 km Daily Clay SoilGrids 250 m
Mean temperature ERA5 30 km Daily

Min temperature ERAS 30 km Daily

Total precipitation ERAS 30 km Daily

TABLE IX
CROSS VALIDATION R2 SCORES IN EACH TRAINING SETTING, ON BOTH SUBFIELD LEVEL (SFL) AND FIELD LEVELS (FL). ROWS HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN
INDICATE THE FOLD USED FOR THE EXPLANATION ANALYSIS OF EACH DATASET.

ARG-S URG-S
Fold S2 monthly S2 raw time series S2+ADS S2 monthly S2 raw time series S2+ADS
R2-SFL R2-FL R2-SFL R2-FL  R2-SFL R2-FL | R2-SFL R2-FL R2-SFL  RZ-FL R2-SFL  R2-FL
1 0.68 0.79 0.70 0.81 0.69 0.81 0.22 0.36 0.34 0.71 0.25 0.49
2 0.64 0.84 0.66 0.83 0.65 0.78 0.39 0.82 0.39 0.81 0.39 0.76
3 0.69 0.81 0.65 0.78 0.72 0.88 0.43 0.74 0.42 0.70 0.42 0.66
4 0.65 0.85 0.65 0.80 0.64 0.77 0.48 0.78 0.51 0.89 0.49 0.88
5 0.37 0.61 0.56 0.80 0.56 0.79 0.28 0.70 0.30 0.72 0.30 0.80
6 0.53 0.60 0.58 0.53 0.55 0.50 0.40 0.82 0.40 0.83 0.40 0.85
7 0.61 0.89 0.59 0.80 0.62 0.86 0.30 0.64 0.36 0.77 0.31 0.70
8 0.43 0.71 0.49 0.66 0.54 0.83 0.34 0.60 0.39 0.65 0.39 0.66
9 0.55 0.57 0.58 0.67 0.61 0.76 0.37 0.74 0.39 0.78 0.39 0.72
10 0.60 0.64 0.67 0.74 0.69 0.74 0.47 0.65 0.49 0.64 0.49 0.75
GER-W GERR
Fold S2 monthly S2 raw time series S2+ADS S2 monthly S2 raw time series S2+ADS
R2-SFL R2-FL R2-SFL R2-FL R2-SFL R2-FL | R2-SFL R2-FL. R2-SFL R2Z-FL  R2-SFL  R2-FL
1 0.33 0.53 0.39 0.30 0.45 0.70 0.52 0.68 0.48 0.67 0.57 0.74
2 0.39 0.50 0.36 0.48 0.53 0.77 0.22 0.72 0.33 0.75 0.29 0.63
3 0.36 0.79 0.42 0.72 0.43 0.75 0.32 0.59 0.24 0.67 0.43 0.79
4 0.30 0.68 0.37 0.75 0.29 0.74 0.16 0.25 0.26 0.42 0.44 0.51
5 0.29 0.72 0.29 0.65 0.30 0.75 0.19 0.42 0.31 0.54 0.48 0.70
6 0.16 0.57 0.28 0.82 0.13 0.43 0.47 0.82 0.56 0.88 0.57 0.91
7 0.13 0.31 0.22 0.06 0.38 0.55 0.51 0.81 0.42 0.51 0.58 0.73
8 0.30 0.46 0.24 0.45 0.27 0.40 0.39 0.55 0.34 0.39 0.38 0.55
9 0.25 0.51 0.24 0.34 0.06 -0.59 0.29 0.77 0.39 0.74 0.39 0.90
10 0.18 -0.11 0.40 0.46 0.49 0.62 0.32 0.70 0.40 0.77 0.42 0.71
APPENDIX D
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n We report the results of the evaluation of different XAl
., o N methods using the padded baseline in Figures 16 and 17
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i=1

Furthermore, we examine the evaluation at each cross
validation fold and summarize the results in Table IX, with
the selected folds highlighted in green.

APPENDIX C
VEGETATION INDICES

For the experiment exchanging the satellite bands with
Vegetation Indexs (VIs), we selected 10 indices commonly
used for crop monitoring, as summarized in Table X

APPENDIX E
GROWTH STAGES

To aggregate the temporal attributions by growth stages, we
use the crop-specific scales described in Table XI.

Phenology data was provided by xarvio , using in-house
developed and commercially deployed growth stage models
that estimate cultivar-specific growth stages of different crops

3www.xarvio.com, accessed 20 March 2024.
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VEGETATION INDICES USED IN THE YIELD MODELING AND THEIR CORRESPONDING EQUATIONS. FOR SIMPLIFICATION PURPOSES, CERTAIN SATELLITE
BANDS ARE REPLACED AS FOLLOWS: B FOR B02, G FOR B03, R FOR B04, RE1 FOR B05, RE2 FOR B06, AND N FOR B08.

Vegetation Index Formula Reference
Chlorophyll Index Green (CIG) (N/G)-1.0 [62]
Chlorophyll Index Red Edge (CIRE) (N'/REI) - 1 [62]
Green Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (GNDVI) (N - G)/(N + G) [63]
Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) (N - R)/(N + R) [64]
Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDYT) (G-B)/(G+B) [65]
Ratio Vegetation Index (RVI) RE2 /R [66]
Wide Dynamic Range Vegetation Index (WDRVI) (0.1 *N-R)/ (0.1 *N+R) [67]
Normalized Green Red Difference Index (NGRDI) (G-R)/(G+R) [68]
Modified Chlorophyll Absorption Ratio Index / Optimized (((RE2 - RE1) - 0.2 * (RE2 - G)) * (RE2 / REl)) / [69]
Soil-Adjusted Vegetation Index (MCARI/OSAVI) (1.16 * (RE2 - RE1) / (RE2 + RE1 + 0.16)) ’
Transformed Chlorophyll Absorption Ratio Index / Optimized (3 * ((RE2 - REl) - 0.2 * (RE2 - G) * (RE2 / RE1))) / [69]
Soil-Adjusted Vegetation Index (TCARI/OSAVI) (1.16 * (RE2 - RE1) / (RE2 + RE1 + 0.16)) 7
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TABLE XI
GROWTH STAGES ADAPTED FOR EACH CROP.

Target yield

Rapeseed [42]

Wheat [42]

Soybean [43]

Bud development
Leaf development
Shoot development

Bud development
Leaf development
Tillering

Emergence
Unifoliolate
1st-25th Trifoliolate

Heading Shoot development Beginning Bloom
Flowering Bolting Full Bloom
Predicted yield saliency__ Occlusion Development of fruit  Heading Beginning Pod

Ripening Flowering Full Pod

Senescence Development of fruit  Beginning Seed
Ripening Full Seed
Senescence Beginning Maturity

,,,,, Full Maturity
APPENDIX F

Fig. 17. Qualitative evaluation of the feature attribution methods using the DIMENSIONALITY REDUCTION

padded baseline on ARG-S dataset: Attribution maps of band BO8 of time

step 14 (March of the second year). Soybean data analysis through dimensionality reduction

using t-distributed Stochastic Neighbor Embedding (t-SNE)
are illustrated in Figure 19.

on a daily base. These models are trained (as a ML model) per
country and crop, based on local cultivar-specific growth stage
observations acquired in field trials (among other observations)
as well as additional data sources such as weather data, to best
account for local growth conditions.
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type of vectors on which the dimensionality reduction is applied.
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