2508.18958v1 [cs.CV] 26 Aug 2025

arxXiv

The point is the mask: scaling coral reef segmentation with weak supervision

Matteo Continil'?, Victor Illien!, Sylvain Poulain®, Serge Bernard?,
Julien Barde®, Sylvain Bonhommeau®, and Alexis Joly?
'IFREMER, ?INRIA, 3CNRS, and *IRD

Multi-label image classification

: 1
—>

Mask refinement '

SAMRefiner (¢——

Refined annotation

Refined self knowledge distillation

Segformer prediction

Rasterization & |

Interpolation

Coarse annotation
Weakly supervised
semantic segmentation

Segformer

Aerial UAV image

4

Refined prediction

Figure 1. Workflow of the proposed weakly supervised semantic segmentation (WSSS) multi-scale coral reef segmentation approach.
Underwater images are classified using DinoVdeau model (step 1), generating spatialized predictions that are interpolated (step 2) to create
continuous rasters. These rasters are used as coarse annotations for training an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV)-based segmentation model
(step 3) using the SegFormer model. Model predictions are then refined using SAMRefiner (step 4) and used to retrain Segformer (step 5),

improving segmentation accuracy.

Abstract

Monitoring coral reefs at large spatial scales remains
an open challenge, essential for assessing ecosystem health
and informing conservation efforts. While drone-based
aerial imagery offers broad spatial coverage, its limited res-
olution makes it difficult to reliably distinguish fine-scale
classes, such as coral morphotypes. At the same time, ob-
taining pixel-level annotations over large spatial extents
is costly and labor-intensive, limiting the scalability of
deep learning—based segmentation methods for aerial im-
agery. We present a multi-scale weakly supervised seman-
tic segmentation framework that addresses this challenge by
transferring fine-scale ecological information from under-
water imagery to aerial data. Our method enables large-

scale coral reef mapping from drone imagery with mini-
mal manual annotation, combining classification-based su-
pervision, spatial interpolation and self-distillation tech-
niques. We demonstrate the efficacy of the approach, en-
abling large-area segmentation of coral morphotypes and
demonstrating flexibility for integrating new classes. This
stucdy presents a scalable, cost-effective methodology for
high-resolution reef monitoring, combining low-cost data
collection, weakly supervised deep learning and multi-scale
remote sensing.
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1. Introduction

Coral reefs are vital marine ecosystems that support biodi-
versity, protect coastlines and sustain fisheries and tourism
industries [5, 16, 17, 28]. However, they are increasingly
threatened by climate change, ocean acidification, pollu-
tion and human activities, leading to widespread degrada-
tion and habitat loss [19, 20, 35]. Effective reef monitoring
at large spatial and temporal scales is necessary for conser-
vation and management efforts. Although traditional diver-
based surveys provide high-resolution and quality data, they
are limited in coverage, labour-intensive and costly [6]. Re-
cent advances in remote sensing technologies, particularly
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and autonomous surface
vehicles (ASVs), offer scalable solutions for large-scale
coral reef monitoring [13, 25]. UAVs enable rapid aerial as-
sessments of extensive reef areas [3], while ASVs provide
fine-scale underwater observations [15]. Additionally, spa-
tial interpolation of ecological indicators from plot-based
surveys has been proposed as a cost-effective strategy for
rapid biodiversity assessment [4]. However, integrating data
across these different scales remains a key challenge.

Deep learning-based image analysis has transformed
monitoring applications, allowing automated classification
of complex environments [2, 23, 33, 34]. Semantic seg-
mentation is a computer vision task that assigns a class la-
bel to each pixel in an image, allowing for detailed spatial
mapping of objects or habitats. Fully supervised seman-
tic segmentation models require pixel-wise annotations, but
producing such detailed labels for large-scale reef monitor-
ing is labour-intensive and time-consuming [30, 31]. More-
over, while broad habitat classes such as sand, coral, or sea-
grass can be reliably identified [14, 27, 41], distinguishing
between different coral morphotypes is challenging due to
the limited resolution of UAV imagery that often does not
provide enough discriminative detail to differentiate fine-
scale morphological variations. This challenge demands
alternative approaches that reduce annotation efforts while
preserving annotation accuracy.

Weakly supervised semantic segmentation (WSSS) ap-
plied to remote sensing images offers a promising solution
by leveraging weak labels, such as image-level annotations,
bounding boxes, or rough segmentation masks, instead of
manually labelled pixel-wise ground truth masks [18, 36].
This technique reduces the need for extensive manual an-
notation by training models on approximate labels (human
or machine-generated) and learning to predict masks from
these weak annotations. However, to our knowledge, WSSS
approaches have not yet been applied in multi-scale con-
texts, where cross-modal knowledge transfer (e.g., from
ASV-based underwater classification to UAV-based aerial
segmentation) can be used to improve the quality and scal-
ability of segmentation models.

In this study, we introduce a multi-scale WSSS approach

that bridges the gap between fine-scale coral reef monitor-

ing based on underwater images and large-scale mapping

based on aerial images. The workflow of the proposed

method is illustrated in Fig. 1.

Instead of manually annotating UAV images, we pro-
pose using classification-based probability maps derived
from underwater images to generate segmentation annota-
tions for aerial imagery. Our method spatially interpolates
ASV-derived class predictions, producing rough segmenta-
tion masks that serve as training labels for SegFormer, a
transformer-based semantic segmentation model [37]. The
segmentation masks output of the initial SegFormer model
are then refined using the SAMRefiner algorithm [24], a
universal and efficient approach that adapts Segment Any-
thing Model (SAM) to the mask refinement task [22]. The
refined masks are then used to retrain the UAV model, im-
proving final segmentation accuracy.

This approach:

* Transfers fine-scale information from ASV images to
UAV segmentation models, reducing the need for man-
ual labelling to the simpler task of labelling underwater
images at the image level.

* Improves the spatial representation of coral morphotypes
and habitats in aerial imagery, by passing from image
classification to semantic segmentation.

» Enables large-scale coral mapping with high-resolution
detail, supporting scalable conservation monitoring.

2. Method

This study presents a multi-scale method for generating
fine-scale segmentation rasters of coral morphotypes and
habitats on UAV imagery. The approach relies on collect-
ing and automatically classifying dense underwater images
over a portion of the study area to provide fine-scale details
for aerial model training.

First, a deep learning model (the teacher model) is used
to classify coral morphotypes in ASV images. These pre-
dictions are then linearly interpolated to generate continu-
ous probability maps across the surveyed area. To obtain
high-resolution rasters, a high density of images is required
in the surveyed zone. For this reason, an ASV is ideal as
it allows transects to be spaced less than one metre apart,
ensuring complete spatial coverage of the area. This en-
ables the generation of reliable, fine-grained rasters repre-
senting coral morphotype distributions. Since ASV images
are georeferenced, these rasters can be aligned with aerial
images (see [12, 13] for more information on georeferenc-
ing), serving as weak segmentation annotations for train-
ing a second model (student) on UAV imagery. Finally, the
student model predictions are corrected through a mask re-
finement model, improving the quality of the segmentation
masks and enabling the retraining of the model for better
accuracy. To sum up, this new methodology follows the
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following key steps:

1. Underwater data acquisition and image processing: col-
lect high-density georeferenced ASV images and clas-
sify them using DinoVdeau model (step 1 in Fig. 1).

2. Interpolation & rasterization: create continuous spatial
rasters from image classification outputs of the teacher
model [9] (step 2 in Fig. 1).

3. Aerial data acquisition and image processing: build a
high-resolution aerial orthophoto from UAV images, en-
suring map overlay between ASV spatialised annotation
rasters and UAV orthophoto [10, 11].

4. Aerial segmentation dataset construction: split fine-scale
annotation rasters and aerial orthophoto into tiles, giving
more weight to rare classes.

5. Aerial model training: use the generated annotations to
train a student model for UAV-based coral and habitat
semantic segmentation (step 3 in Fig. 1).

6. Mask refinement and model retraining: refine student
model predictions and retrain a new model to improve
segmentation accuracy (steps 4 and 5 in Fig. 1).

We provide the methodological details of each step in the
following subsections.

2.1. Underwater data acquisition and image pro-
cessing

Underwater images were collected using an ASV equipped
with a GoPro Hero 8 camera and a differential GPS Emlid
Reach M2 mounted on a waterproof case. This ASV design
builds on the version developed in [15]. ASV missions were
conducted along predefined transects, spaced between 0.5
and 1 metre apart (Fig. 2)".

Each ASV image (extracted from raw videos) was en-
riched with metadata, including latitude, longitude and at-
titude metadata (roll, pitch and yaw angles), so that the
images could be georeferenced and orientated correctly in
the survey area (Fig. 2a). Time synchronisation between
the camera and GPS clocks, as well as metadata correc-
tion, was performed following the procedure described in
[12]. To obtain fine-scale predictions of coral morphotypes
and habitat types, the publicly available model DinoVdeau
[9] trained on the open source dataset Seatizen Atlas image
dataset [8] is used as a teacher model. The model outputs
probability scores for 31 classes described in [13], indicat-
ing the likelihood of each class being present in a given im-
age (Fig. 2b). Since image classification identifies whether
a class is present in an image but does not generate segmen-
tation masks of the class’s exact location, no information
about their spatial coverage or location within the frame is
provided.

The teacher model was applied to underwater images
collected during six ASV sessions conducted in the Trou

! A larger high-resolution version of this figure can be found in the Sup-
plementary Material S1 file.

(c) (@)

Figure 2. Example of the rasterization process on an ASV data
collection event in the Trou d’eau lagoon in Réunion Island: (a)
GPS coordinates of ASV images along the session. The high
density of images allows for fine-scale spatial interpolation. (b)
Pointwise predictions of Acropora Branching presence in each
ASV image. (c) Interpolated raster representing the probability of
Acropora Branching presence at each grid point. (d) Zoomed-in
view of the raster and corresponding underwater predictions. The
raster provides a continuous spatial representation of coral mor-
photype distributions, enabling the generation of rough segmenta-
tion masks that can be used for UAV model training.

d’eau lagoon, Réunion Island, generating predictions over
a total surveyed area of 16, 904 m?.

2.2. Interpolation & rasterization

To generate dense training labels for UAV image segmenta-
tion, ASV pointwise predictions are transformed into con-
tinuous spatial rasters.

To ensure a fine spatial resolution, the grid spacing for
rasterization was set to the median distance between two
consecutive ASV images along the survey (Fig. 2a). De-
pending on the survey, this distance varied between 0.3 m
and 0.35 m. A uniform grid was then created over the sur-
vey area, with each grid point representing a pixel in the
final raster. Raster generation was performed using linear
interpolation.

These rasters are aligned with UAV orthophotos to pro-
vide approximate segmentation masks for UAV model train-
ing. Figure 2c shows the raster generated from ASV pre-
dictions for the Acropora Branching class and in Fig. 2d a
zoomed-in view of the raster and the corresponding under-
water prediction points.

For each ASV data collection event and for each class
predicted by the teacher model, a probability raster was gen-
erated, representing the likelihood of its presence at every
grid point.
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2.3. Aerial data acquisition and image processing

Aerial drone images are taken with a DJI Mavic 2 Pro
drone. A high-resolution UAV orthophoto is constructed by
mosaicking individual UAV images. Since the drone is not
equipped with a differential GPS, once images were taken
and the Structure from Motion (SfM) model was built, the
orthophoto positioning is refined by collecting ground con-
trol points (GCPs) on the surveyed area using a differential
GPS.

Two missions were carried out in the lagoon of Réunion
Island: one in the Sainz-Leu lagoon [10] and the other in the
Trou d’eau lagoon [1 1], measuring 204,748 m? and 189,682
m? respectively. The ground sampling distance (GSD) of
the resulting orthophotos was 0.9 cm for Trou d’eau and
1.6 cm for Saint-Leu, reflecting differences in flight altitude
and mission setup. The model is trained on the Trou d’eau
lagoon and tested on the Saint-Leu lagoon, in order to eval-
uate its ability to generalize across geographically distinct
sites without site-specific tuning.

2.4. Aerial segmentation dataset

2.4.1. Classes selection

To simplify the segmentation task, we retained only classes
that are clearly distinguishable in aerial images. Indeed,
while the underwater teacher model was trained on a
broader set of classes, many of them cannot be reliably iden-
tified from UAV imagery due to their size (Algae classes,
small coral colonies like Acropora Digitate) spectral simi-
larity (Dead coral and Rubble) or simply lack of resolution
in the aerial images’. Thus, for the purpose of a proof of
concept, we selected the following subset of classes, which
exhibit clear visual patterns in aerial images:

4. Other Corals
5. Sand

1. Acropora Branching
2. Acropora Tabular
3. Non-acropora Massive

The first two classes are common coral morphotypes of
the genus Acropora that can be found in the lagoons of
Réunion Island. Acropora Branching is a branching coral
easily distinguishable from aerial images due to its particu-
lar colour (dark brown) and is often found in large colonies.
Acropora Tabular is a tabular coral, slightly more difficult
to identify on aerial images but still distinguishable due to
the particular layer shape of its colonies. The third class
Non-acropora Massive is a stony coral with a light colour,
often found alone surrounded by sand. The fourth class
Other Corals encompasses many different species of corals
that can range from small colourful colonies of the genus
Pocillopore to large stony corals that are darker in colour

2Supplementary Material S2 illustrates examples of these limitations,
highlighting how ecologically relevant classes identifiable in underwater
imagery cannot be reliably distinguished in aerial orthophotos.

than Non-acropora Massive corals. Finally, the only re-
tained habitat class was Sand. Indeed differentiating it from
other habitat classes, such as Rubble or Rock, is a complex
task that requires a better resolution than that provided by
the UAV images collected.

2.4.2. Annotation generation

In the semantic segmentation task, a model is trained to pre-
dict a class label for each pixel in an image. To achieve
this, a set of images must be labelled so that each pixel cor-
responds to one and only one class. Let C be the set of
classes, I be the set of images and N the cardinality of C.

In our case, for an image ¢« € I, we have N continu-
ous rasters representing the probability of presence for each
class ¢ € C. Thus, we need a function that, for each pixel,
maps these probabilities to a class label. A straightforward
approach is to assign to each pixel the label of the class with
the highest probability of presence.

However, this approach has limitations. Because the un-
derwater teacher model is a multi-label classifier (trained
with the binary cross-entropy loss function), the predicted
presence/absence probabilities of each class are indepen-
dent and not necessarily calibrated in the same way.

For common classes such as Sand, the teacher model
tends to assign very high probabilities to true positives and
low values to true negatives, resulting in well-separated bi-
modal distributions. In contrast, for rare classes such as
Acropora Digitate, the model shows a lower confidence,
with true positive predictions distributed more uniformly
across the probability range. This leads to a systematic un-
derestimation of rare classes when using naive maximum-
probability labelling.

To address this, we implement a class-specific quantile
normalisation strategy. Following the principles outlined
in [39], we normalise the predicted probability maps for
each class independently using their empirical percentiles.
Specifically, for each class ¢, we aggregate all predicted
probabilities generated by the teacher model across all ASV
sessions and compute the 1st and 99th percentiles. We then
linearly scaled the per-pixel probability values within this
range. This ensures that for each class, the normalised val-
ues reflect relative confidence within that class’s distribu-
tion, rather than across the entire set.

Formally, let p.(x,y) denote the predicted probability
of presence for class c at pixel location (z,y) in the ASV-
derived raster. Let g1 (¢) and ggg(c) be the empirical 1% and
99t percentile values of the predicted probability distribu-
tion for class c across all sessions. The normalised proba-

Pe(,y) — qi(c)

bility p.(z,y) is computed as:
;0,1 (1)
q99(c) — q1(c) + € )

where € is a small constant added for numerical stability and
the clip function ensures that values remain within the valid

Pe(z,y) = clip (



probability range. This normalisation method improves the
naive maximum selection by taking into account the class-
specific prediction dynamics and mitigating the bias caused
by imbalanced raw probability distributions. The final label
assigned to each pixel is then:

L — b 2
(z,y) = arg Igleagpc(% Y) (2)

This quantile-based normalisation is conceptually similar to
class-specific normalisation strategies explored in gene ex-
pression data preprocessing, where non-uniform expression
distributions across classes can lead to biased analyses if
left uncorrected [39]. Applying this principle to semantic
segmentation in ecology helps rectify inter-class imbalance,
leading to a more equitable representation of rare classes in
the resulting annotations.

Finally, since the aerial orthophoto and the ASV anno-
tation rasters do not share the same resolution and since
semantic segmentation models require a one-to-one pixel
correspondence between the image and annotation, we up-
sample the ASV annotation rasters to the resolution of the
orthophoto by replicating nearest-neighbour pixel values.

2.5. Aerial deep learning model (student model)

WSSS provides a framework for training models using
approximate labels instead of manually annotated ground
truth masks [7]. In our case, the annotations are derived
from ASV-based probability maps, which are inherently
coarse and may contain noise. These weak labels, com-
bined with the challenges of UAV-based segmentation (such
as variable lighting conditions, water clarity differences and
limited spatial resolution) introduce significant uncertainty
into the training process. As a result, the segmentation
model must be robust to label noise and able to generalise
to different spatial conditions and environmental contexts.

To address these requirements, we used SegFormer, a
transformer-based segmentation architecture that offers sev-
eral advantages over conventional convolutional neural net-
works [29, 37]:

 Hierarchical feature representation: SegFormer processes
images at multiple scales, allowing it to capture both
global contextual information and fine-grained details.
This is particularly useful for UAV imagery, where coral
morphotypes may have highly variable spatial patterns.

* Robust to weak annotations: unlike models that rely on
precise pixel-wise labels, SegFormer effectively learns
from weak labels by employing an efficient self-attention
mechanism, improving segmentation accuracy even when
trained on approximate masks.

» Lightweight and efficient: unlike traditional vision trans-
formers, SegFormer does not require heavy computa-
tional resources, making it feasible for large-scale aerial
image processing.

Choosing an appropriate loss function is critical in
WSSS, where training annotations are coarse and often af-
fected by noise. Region-based losses, such as Dice loss, are
especially suitable in these scenarios because they evaluate
the overlap between predicted and annotated regions as a
whole, rather than focusing on individual pixels or precise
edges [1]. Unlike pixel-wise losses, which are sensitive to
misaligned labels, or boundary-based losses, which require
accurate contour annotations, region-based losses are more
tolerant of uncertainty in object boundaries, making them a
better fit for learning from approximate masks. Given the
nature of this problem, we opted to minimise the region-
based Dice loss with an Adam optimiser [21], more details
can be found in the Supplementary Material S3 file.

The input and output resolutions are chosen to be 512 x
512 pixels, with a batch size of 16 images. The initial learn-
ing rate was initially set to 10~ and decayed by a factor
of 10 whenever the validation loss plateaued for five con-
secutive epochs. Further details are available in the GitHub
repository.

2.6. Mask refinement and model retraining

The final step in our methodology involves refining the ini-
tial segmentation masks generated by the student model. A
common technique in computer vision for improving model
performance without additional supervision is Self Knowl-
edge Distillation (SKD), where the model is retrained using
its own predictions as pseudo-labels [38]. In this configura-
tion, the same model assumes the roles of both teacher and
student, iteratively improving by distilling and refining its
previously generated outputs.

In our case, we explored both this technique and a variant
in which the masks are first refined before retraining using a
mask refinement model. The chosen model is SAMRefiner,
a universal and efficient approach that adapts SAM to the
mask refinement task [24].

2.7. Test zone and model evaluation

Due to the lack of human annotations, the deep learning
model cannot be evaluated on weakly generated annotations
using standard computer vision metrics on the test set. For
this reason, we selected two test zones: one within the Trou
d’eau lagoon covering 84 m? and the other in the Saint-Leu
lagoon covering 194 m?. We then manually annotated all
coral morphotypes and habitats present in these areas.

These zones were chosen due to their diverse compo-
sition of coral morphotypes, habitats and other marine or-
ganisms, representing a challenging environment for model
validation.
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3. Results

3.1. Evaluation of model variants during pipeline
development

To justify the contribution of each component in the pro-
posed pipeline (as illustrated in Fig. 1), we evaluated the
segmentation performance of multiple model variants on
manually annotated ground-truth data from the test zones
in the Trou d’eau and Saint-Leu lagoons (see Sec. 2.7). The
following model configurations were tested to isolate the
effect of each step in the pipeline:

* Coarse model: Segformer trained solely on coarse anno-
tations derived from ASV predictions (step 3 in Fig. ).
No mask refinement or self-distillation is applied.

e Coarse refined: coarse annotations are first refined us-
ing the SAMRefiner model. Segformer is then trained on
these refined masks. No self-distillation is applied.

e Coarse self-distilled: Segformer is initially trained on
coarse annotations and then retrained using its own pre-
dictions as supervision (self-distillation), without involv-
ing SAMRefiner.

e Coarse refined + distilled: full pipeline. Segformer is first
trained on coarse annotations, whose predictions are then
refined using SAMRefiner. A final Segformer is trained
via self-distillation on these refined predictions. This is
the final proposed model (step 5 in Fig. 1).

Tab. 1 presents total pixel accuracy, mean Intersection
over Union (IoU) and per-class IoU for each model.

Table 1. Comparison of total accuracy and mean IoU across dif-
ferent model variants, along with IoU per class.

Model Accuracy  MeanloU | AcroporaB.  AcroporaT.  Non-acroM. — Other Corals  Sand

Coarse 0.8250 0.4625 0.5109 0.2087 0.2877 0.4201 0.8854
Coarse Refined 0.8467 0.4658 0.4676 0.1532 0.3721 0.4078 0.9285
Coarse Self-Distilled 0.8300 0.4745 05175 0.2114 0.3395 0.4190 0.8852
Coarse Refined + Distilled 0.8572 0.5010 0.5282 0.2313 0.4095 04111 0.9249

The results show that although the Coarse and the
Coarse refined model variants achieve a slightly better [oU
for Other Corals and Sand classes respectively, only the full
pipeline offers a more balanced trade-off between pixel-
level accuracy and spatial precision, as indicated by its
superior accuracy and mean IoU scores. This progres-
sive evaluation validates the effectiveness of the proposed
weakly supervised multi-scale training framework.

3.2. Model performance on annotated reef zones

We now focus on the performance of the final model (i.e.,
the Coarse refined + distilled variant) on the same anno-
tated test zones used in the previous section, namely the
Trou d’eau and Saint-Leu lagoons (see Sec. 2.7). This as-
sessment aims to characterise the spatial accuracy and eco-
logical relevance of the predicted segmentation masks at the
UAV scale.

Per-zone and per-class metrics are presented in Tab. 2.

Table 2. IoU per class, total accuracy and mean IoU by zone.

Zone Accuracy ~ Mean IoU ‘ Acropora B. AcroporaT. ~ Non-acro M.  Other Corals Sand

Trou d’eau 0.9053 0.4493 0.2354 0.3623 0.3295 0.3707 0.9484
Saint-Leu 0.8160 0.5793 0.5641 / 0.4318 0.4242 0.8972
Total 0.8572 0.5010 0.5282 0.2313 0.4095 0.4111 0.9249

The total pixel accuracy reached 85.72%, while the mean
IoU was 50.10%. The confusion matrix, showing the per-
centage of true class pixels predicted for each class, along
with misclassification errors, is presented in Fig. 3.
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Figure 3. Normalized confusion matrix computed across both test
zones (Trou d’eau and Saint-Leu). Values represent the percentage
of true class pixels predicted for each class.

3.3. Predicted habitat composition across reef zones

To assess the spatial consistency and ecological relevance
of the segmentation predictions across large reef areas, we
applied the trained UAV model to the entire UAV orthopho-
tos of the Trou d’eau and Saint-Leu lagoons, measuring
189,682 m? and 204,748 m? respectively.

In Fig. 4 the model predictions over the entire orthophoto
of the Saint-Leu lagoon are displayed, accompanied by a pie
chart summarising the percentage cover of each predicted
class’.

4. Discussion

The results of the multi-scale upscaling process demon-
strate the feasibility of training a UAV-based coral segmen-
tation model using weak annotations derived from ASV-
based image classification. As shown in Fig. 4, the benthic
coverage for each class can be quantified while highlighting

3 A larger high-resolution version of this figure, along with predictions
for the Trou d’eau lagoon and a zoomed-in view of a specific area, are
provided in the Supplementary Material S1 file.
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Figure 4. Results of the UAV model applied to the entire or-
thophoto of the Saint-Leu lagoon. The model predicts the pres-
ence of coral morphotypes and habitats across the entire reef area.
Piecharts can then be computed to quantify the predicted habitat
composition.

spatial patterns throughout the reef scape. Although sur-
face area is a useful metric for many benthic classes, it may
be less informative for others (e.g., Non-acropora Massive
or mobile species) where the number of detected individ-
uals serves as a more ecologically relevant indicator. As
demonstrated in Sec. 4.2, the proposed method also enables
individual-level detection and counting for such classes.
Supplementary Material S1 file presents a zoomed-in view
of a specific area in the Trou d’eau lagoon and the cor-
responding segmentation mask. While minor misclassifi-
cation errors can be observed, such as isolated spurious
patches of Non-acropora Massive, the overall quality of the
segmentation is encouraging. The predicted masks accu-
rately reflect the structure and extent of the main coral mor-
photypes, with clear and coherent shapes that align well
with the visible habitat patterns in the aerial imagery. This
qualitative assessment highlights the potential of the model
to support spatial analyses of reef composition and guide
targeted conservation actions.

4.1. Aerial model evaluation

With a total accuracy of 85.72% and a mean IoU of 50.10%.
(see Tab. 2), the model effectively captures the spatial dis-
tribution of coral morphotypes and habitats in aerial im-
agery. The difference between the two metrics indicates that
the model is biased towards the most common class, Sand,
which is easily recognisable and segmentable in aerial im-
ages. Its distinct spectral signature and broad spatial cover-
age in aerial imagery likely contributed to the high recall of
93.6% (see Fig. 3). The model also performed well on the
three coral classes Acropora Branching, Acropora Tabular
and Non-acropora Massive, correctly identifying 79.6%,

85.5% and 83.6% of the annotated pixels for each class re-
spectively.

The lowest performance is encountered for the Other
Corals class. This class, grouping various coral mor-
photypes, is characterised by high intra-class variability
and spectral ambiguity, leading to a lower performance of
47.3%. For example the Acropora Digitate morphotype,
which is a small coral colony being part of this class, can be
easily confused on aerial images with Acropora Branching
or Acropora Tabular morphotypes, which explains the high
misclassification rates of 29.2% and 15.6% respectively, as
shown in Fig. 3. Furthermore, the Other Corals class groups
a wide variety of coral morphotypes that differ greatly in
appearance and structure. For instance, it includes both
large, dome-shaped colonies that resemble massive corals
and also flat, spreading forms like encrusting corals, which
are morphologically and spectrally distinct. This high intra-
class variability makes it difficult for the model to learn
coherent and consistent features, reducing its classification
performance. While the current model was not trained
to recognize the full spectrum of coral morphotypes, the
methodology itself is generic and has been validated for its
ability to incorporate new classes as needed (see Sec. 4.2).
Although subdividing the Other Corals category into more
specific morphotypes would likely improve accuracy, this
was not pursued in the present study due to the need for
more detailed annotations, an expanded underwater dataset
and higher-resolution UAV imagery to ensure reliable train-
ing.

4.2. Expanding to new ecological classes

The presented methodology can be easily extended to in-
clude additional benthic classes, such as specific types of
seagrass or other coral morphotypes not found in Reunion
Island. To incorporate new classes, it is sufficient to col-
lect both underwater and aerial images in a region where
the new class is present and to train the student model using
the ASV-derived annotations following the same upscaling
methodology. It is important to note that the method re-
mains applicable regardless of the specific architecture of
the underwater model, as long as it provides reliable class-
level predictions (whether from monolabel or multilabel
classifiers). This flexibility ensures the continued relevance
and adaptability of the approach as Al models evolve, while
also enabling its transferability to different reef systems for
broader regional monitoring without requiring changes to
the core pipeline.

Another way to incorporate new species, including mo-
bile ones such as sea cucumbers or turtles, is to manually
annotate a small number of instances directly in the aerial
imagery. For slow-moving species such as sea cucumbers,
the collection of fine-scale ASV images and UAV images
simultaneously can provide the spatial and temporal align-



ment required to propagate class labels from underwater
predictions to aerial images [12]. However, weather con-
ditions or logistical constraints may prevent synchronised
data collection. In addition, for fast-moving species such
as turtles, simultaneous acquisition is not feasible. In these
situations, a few manual annotations can be added on top
of ASV-generated masks to introduce new classes to the
training dataset. The introduction of SAM in 2023 [22]
has greatly simplified the annotation process. Tools such
as the Geo-SAM plugin for QGIS [40] allow users to cre-
ate object masks by clicking on points or drawing bound-
ing boxes, reducing the time required for detailed labelling.
For instance, using Geo-SAM, we manually annotated 338
sea cucumbers in a 13,840 m? area of the Trou d’eau la-
goon in approximately 55 minutes. These annotations were
integrated with the existing model predictions in the train-
ing zone of Sec. 2.1 by overlaying them onto the predicted
masks. The student model was then retrained from scratch
to include the new Sea cucumber class. Given that sea cu-
cumbers are small organisms occupying a limited number
of pixels in aerial images, their representation in the train-
ing data was proportionally low. To address this imbalance
and ensure the model could effectively learn to detect them,
we adjusted the loss function by applying a weighted Dice
loss, assigning a higher penalty to errors involving sea cu-
cumbers. This strategy increased the model’s sensitivity to
the new class, but reduced the overall accuracy, see Supple-
mentary Material S4 for more details. An example of the
final segmentation output is shown in Fig. 5.

(a) (b)

Figure 5. Example of the segmentation output for the
Sea cucumber class. (a) Zoomed-in view of the UAV orthophoto
of the Trou d’eau lagoon showing the presence of sea cucumbers.
(b) Corresponding predicted segmentation mask, showing the spa-
tial distribution of sea cucumbers.

Fig. 5a illustrates a zoomed-in view of the UAV or-
thophoto of the Trou d’eau lagoon showing the presence
of sea cucumbers and in Fig. 5b the corresponding pre-
dicted segmentation mask. Some key ecological informa-
tion can be extracted from such maps, including the spatial
density of individuals per square metre and estimates of the
size of the organism. For instance, the average length of
each detected sea cucumber can be approximated by mea-
suring the longest axis within each predicted segmentation

mask. In the back reef depression of the Trou d’eau lagoon,
this method yielded an average length of 19.6 & 0.24 cm,
calculated over 742 predicted individuals. These estimates
are consistent with in sifu measurements reported in [26],
where average lengths of 24.6 & 0.5cm and 12.5 £ 0.7cm
were recorded for the sea cucumber species Holothuria leu-
cospilota and Stichopus chloronotus, respectively. Based on
72 individuals per species (144 in total), this yields a com-
bined average length of 18.5 cm, in close agreement with
our estimate.

5. Conclusion

This study introduces a multi-scale WSSS framework for
coral reef monitoring that transfers fine-scale information
from underwater imagery to large-scale aerial assessments.
Using dense ASV image collections and a deep learning
classification model, we generated spatially interpolated
probability maps that serve as weak annotations for train-
ing UAV-based segmentation models, eliminating the need
for pixel-level labels.

Despite coarse supervision, the method enables accurate
segmentation of key benthic classes and captures ecologi-
cally relevant spatial patterns. Region-based loss functions
and model refinement via self-distillation further improve
segmentation performance.

The approach is flexible and extensible. New classes can
be incorporated either by collecting a small number of addi-
tional ASV sessions in areas where these classes are present
or by manually annotating a limited number of instances di-
rectly in aerial imagery, as demonstrated for sea cucumbers.

This framework offers a practical and cost-effective so-
lution for ecological monitoring in complex and changing
marine environments. By reducing annotation requirements
and leveraging multi-scale data sources, it contributes to the
development of robust, scalable tools for automated coral
reef assessment.

6. Acknowledgements

The authors gratefully thank the anonymous reviewers for
their constructive comments, which helped improve the
clarity and quality of the manuscript considerably. This
work was supported by: Seatizen (Ifremer internal grant),
Plancha (supported by the Contrat de convergence et de
transformation 2019-2022, mesure 3.3.1.1 de la Préfecture
de la Réunion, France), IOT project (funded by FEDER IN-
TERREG V and Prefet de La Réunion: grant #20181306-
0018039 and the Contrat de Convergence et de Trans-
formation de la Préfecture de La Réunion), Ocean and
Climate Priority Research Programme, FISH-PREDICT
project (funded by the IA-Biodiv ANR project: ANR-21-
AAFI-0001-01) and G201 FEDER INTERREG V (grant
#20201454-0018095).



Supplementary material

S1. High-resolution version of Figures 2 and 4

High-resolution versions of Figures 2 and 4 are provided below, allowing clearer visualisation of fine-scale details. For better
visualisation, these figures are presented in a larger format than the main paper. Figs. 6 to 9 correspond to Figure 2 in the
main paper, while Figs. 10 to 13 correspond to Figure 4.

Figs. 12 and 13 show a zoomed-in view of the UAV orthophoto and the corresponding predicted segmentation mask for the
Trou d’eau lagoon, respectively. In Fig. 13, black circles highlight spurious patches of different corals predicted by the model,
which are not present in the orthophoto. Despite these errors, the overall quality of the segmentation mask is encouraging,
demonstrating the model’s ability to capture the spatial distribution of coral morphotypes and habitats across the reef area.
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Figure 6. Example of the rasterization process on an ASV data collection event in the Trou d’eau lagoon in Reunion Island: GPS coordinates

of ASV images along the session. The high density of images allows for fine-scale spatial interpolation.
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Figure 7. Example of the rasterization process on an ASV data collection event in the Trou d’eau lagoon in Reunion Island:

predictions of Acropora Branching presence in each ASV image.
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Figure 8. Example of the rasterization process on an ASV data collection event in the Trou d’eau lagoon in Reunion Island: interpolated
raster representing the probability of Acropora Branching presence at each grid point.

Figure 9. Example of the rasterization process on an ASV data collection event in the Trou d’eau lagoon in Reunion Island: zoomed-in view
of the raster and corresponding underwater prediction points. The raster provides a continuous spatial representation of coral morphotype
distributions, enabling the generation of rough segmentation masks that can be used for UAV model training.
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Figure 10. Results of the UAV model applied to the entire orthophoto of the Trou d’eau lagoon. The model predicts the presence of coral
morphotypes and habitats across the entire reef area. A pie chart is used to quantify the predicted habitat composition.
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Figure 11. Results of the UAV model applied to the entire orthophoto of the Sainz-Leu lagoon. The model predicts the presence of coral
morphotypes and habitats across the entire reef area. A pie chart is used to quantify the predicted habitat composition.



Figure 12. Zoomed-in view of the UAV orthophoto of the Trou d’eau lagoon.
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Figure 13. Corresponding predicted segmentation mask for the zoomed-in area of the Trou d’eau lagoon orthophoto, showing the spatial
distribution of coral morphotypes and habitats. Black circles highlight spurious patches of different corals predicted by the model, which
are not present in the orthophoto.



S2. Examples of classes not reliably distinguishable from aerial imagery

Some classes used in the underwater teacher model cannot be confidently identified in UAV orthophotos due to spatial
resolution constraints or spectral ambiguity. Fig. 14 shows two illustrative examples comparing aerial and underwater views
of the same locations, highlighting this limitation.

(a) Aerial view of a reef zone with predicted Algal Assemblage presence.
Green dots indicate ASV image locations where the underwater DinoVdeau
model predicted the presence of Algal Assemblage; red dots indicate ab-
sence. The black rectangle highlights the location of the underwater image

(b) Aerial view of a reef zone with predicted Acropora Digitate presence.
Green dots indicate ASV image locations where the underwater DinoVdeau
model predicted the presence of Acropora Digitate; red dots indicate ab-
sence. The black rectangle highlights the location of the underwater image

shown in Fig. 14c, where a dense algal cover is confirmed. shown in Fig. 14d, where a small colony of Acropora Digitate is confirmed.

(d) Underwater image showing a small colony of Acropora Digitate, which
is ecologically relevant but not distinguishable in the corresponding aerial

orthophoto due to its small size and low contrast.

(c) Underwater image taken by an ASV camera showing a dense algal as-
semblage, confirming DinoVdeau prediction at this location.

Figure 14. Comparison of aerial orthophotos (top) and corresponding underwater images (bottom) for two example locations. These
examples illustrate how some benthic classes, such as Algal Assemblage (left) and small coral morphotypes like Acropora Digitate (right),
can be clearly identified in underwater imagery but remain indistinct in aerial views due to resolution and colour similarity limitations.

Fig. 14a and Fig. 14b show two examples of aerial orthophotos with green and red dots indicating the presence or ab-
sence of Algal Assemblage and Acropora Digitate predicted by the underwater DinoVdeau model on the corresponding ASV
images. The black rectangles highlight the locations of the underwater images shown in Fig. 14c and Fig. 14d, where the
presence of Algal Assemblage and Acropora Digitate is confirmed. These examples illustrate how some benthic classes, such
as Algal Assemblage (left) and small coral morphotypes like Acropora Digitate (right), can be clearly identified in underwater
imagery but remain indistinct in aerial views due to resolution and colour similarity limitations.

Other classes, although ecologically important and distinguishable on UAV orthophotos like seagrass species
Syringodium isoetifolium and Thalassodendron ciliatum were excluded. This decision was based on the limited number of
presence predictions available from the underwater model, which would have increased label noise during training. Fig. 15
presents the relative abundance of each benthic class predicted in the underwater imagery.



Relative abundance of classes in ASV predictions (DinoVDeau)
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Figure 15. Relative abundance of benthic classes predicted in the underwater imagery by DinoVdeau model across the six training ASV
sessions.

Hard-substrate classes like Rock, Sand and Rubble dominate the distribution but, as mentioned earlier, only Sand was
retained in the UAV model. Rock and Rubble were excluded because they appear too similar to Sand in UAV imagery at
the given resolution. Additionally, their frequent co-occurrence in underwater predictions would have introduced significant
label noise during the generation of coarse annotations. The coral morphotypes Acropora Branching, Acropora Tabular and
Non-acropora Massive were included in the UAV model based on their relatively high abundance and distinctive appearance
in UAV orthophotos. Lastly, Other Corals represents a heterogeneous group of morphotypes that lack consistent visual cues
in aerial imagery and are therefore grouped together to reduce annotation ambiguity.

It is also important to note that the relative abundance values shown in Fig. 15 do not sum to 1. This is because the
underwater model DinoVdeau is a multi-label image classification model, allowing multiple classes to be predicted for a
single image, reflecting the natural co-occurrence of benthic features in reef environments.



S3. WSSS loss function

When dealing with WSSS the choice of the loss function can have a significant impact on the model performance. Indeed
during training, the loss function is used at each iteration to compute the error between the predicted segmentation mask
and the ground truth mask. Since the ground-truth masks are generated from weak annotations, they contain noise and
inaccuracies, which must be taken into account when choosing the loss function. For the first training of Segformer model,
we tried four different loss functions: boundary loss, dice loss, cross entropy (CE) loss and focal loss.

The comparison between the coarse annotation mask and the prediction masks obtained by training the model shows
substantial differences between the four different loss functions (Figure 16). The CE loss and focal loss are pixel-level
losses that focus on individual pixels [1], making them sensitive to label noise and class imbalance. This is reflected in
the predictions, that often do not recognise under-represented classes such as Acropora Tabular and Non-acropora Massive.
Boundary level losses, like the boundary loss, are designed to focus on the edges of objects, which can be useful for fine-
grained segmentation tasks. For WSSS however, boundary losses are too sensitive to noise in the annotations and this is
clearly reflected in the predictions in Figure 16, which exhibits high pixelation effects.

Finally dice loss [32], although sometimes produces noisier masks than the ones obtained with other losses, is the only
one that correctly handled the class imbalance. In fact, the dice loss is a region-based loss that evaluates the overlap between
predicted and annotated regions as a whole, rather than focusing on individual pixels or precise edges. This makes the loss
robust to class imbalance even if less sensitive to fine edge details or precise boundary alignment.
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Figure 16. Comparison of four different loss functions for WSSS training with coarse annotations. The first column shows the original
UAV tile, followed by the coarse annotation used for training. The remaining columns display the predicted segmentation masks obtained
using boundary loss, dice loss, cross-entropy loss and focal loss, respectively.



S4. Performance and integration of the Sea Cucumber class

To evaluate the framework’s capacity to incorporate new classes such as mobile species, we extended the segmentation model
to include a new Sea cucumber class, using a small number of manual annotations generated via the Geo-SAM plugin. The
model was retrained from scratch, using the same configuration and ASV-derived annotations as before, but with the manually
added Sea cucumber masks overlaid in the training data.

To mitigate class imbalance, a weighted Dice loss was applied, assigning a higher penalty (seven times the weight of other
classes) to errors involving Sea cucumber. The training process did not involve fine-tuning from previous weights to avoid
bias toward earlier class distributions and to assess whether the inclusion of new categories interferes with performance on
existing ones.

The model was tested on the same test zones as before, specifically the Trou d’eau and Saint-Leu lagoons, by adding the
Sea cucumber class to the ground truth annotation masks. Model evaluation showed that the new class was detected with
high accuracy:

* Pixel Accuracy: 0.7545
e IoU: 0.4817
demonstrating the model’s ability to learn from a small number of manual annotations.

To assess whether introducing Sea cucumber impacted the model’s performance on other classes, we compared standard
metrics with those from the original 5-class version. As shown in Tab. 3, a decrease in overall accuracy (from 85.72% to
83.35%) and mean IoU (from 50.10% to 44.48%) was observed, indicating a modest reduction in segmentation performance
after the addition of the new class.

Table 3. IoU per class, total accuracy and mean IoU with the extended 6-class model including Sea cucumber.

Zone Accuracy  Mean loU | AcroporaB.  AcroporaT. = Non-acro M. Other Corals Sand Sea Cucumber

Total 0.8335 0.4448 | 0.4638 0.1560 0.3905 0.2511 0.9254 0.4817

The IoU scores for all coral-related classes declined: for Other Corals (from 0.4111 to 0.2511) and Acropora Tabular
(from 0.2313 to 0.1560). Similarly, Acropora Branching and Non-acropora Massive saw moderate reductions (from 0.5282
to 0.4638 and 0.4095 to 0.3905, respectively). These drops suggest that the integration of a new, visually distinct class, such
as Sea cucumber, may have introduced some degree of class interference, likely due to the high penalty weighting assigned
to it in the loss function. Importantly, the performance on the Sand class remained stable (0.9249 vs 0.9254), suggesting that
well-represented, visually dominant classes are more robust to such extensions.

Overall, while the model preserved general robustness and successfully learned to identify the new Sea cucumber class
with reasonable accuracy (IoU = 0.4817), this resulted in a measurable decline in the precision of some coral classifications.
These findings highlight the importance of considering potential trade-offs when expanding class taxonomies, particularly in
class-imbalanced and visually complex environments.
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