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Abstract: Surface albedo is a key variable influencing ground-reflected solar irradiance,
which is a vital factor in boosting the energy gains of bifacial solar installations. Therefore,
surface albedo is crucial towards estimating photovoltaic power generation of both bifacial
and tilted solar installations. Varying across daylight hours, seasons, and locations, surface
albedo is assumed to be constant across time by various models. The lack of granular
temporal observations is a major challenge to the modeling of intra-day albedo variability.
Though satellite observations of surface reflectance, useful for estimating surface albedo,
provide wide spatial coverage, they too lack temporal granularity. Therefore, this paper
considers a novel approach to temporal downscaling with imaging time series of satellite-
sensed surface reflectance and limited high-temporal ground observations from surface
radiation (SURFRAD) monitoring stations. Aimed at increasing information density for
learning temporal patterns from an image series and using visual redundancy within
such imagery for temporal downscaling, we introduce temporally shifted heatmaps as an
advantageous approach over Gramian Angular Field (GAF)-based image time series. Fur-
ther, we propose Multispectral-WaveMix, a derivative of the mixer-based computer vision
architecture, as a high-performance model to harness image time series for surface albedo
forecasting applications. Multispectral-WaveMix models intra-day variations in surface
albedo on a 1 min scale. The framework combines satellite-sensed multispectral surface
reflectance imagery at a 30 m scale from Landsat and Sentinel-2A and 2B satellites and
granular ground observations from SURFRAD surface radiation monitoring sites as image
time series for image-to-image translation between remote-sensed imagery and ground
observations. The proposed model, with temporally shifted heatmaps and Multispectral-
WaveMix, was benchmarked against predictions from models image-to-image MLP-Mix,
MLP-Mix, and Standard MLP. Model predictions were also contrasted against ground
observations from the monitoring sites and predictions from the National Solar Radiation
Database (NSRDB). The Multispectral-WaveMix outperformed other models with a Cauchy
loss of 0.00524, a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of 72.569, and a structural similarity index
(SSIM) of 0.999, demonstrating the high potential of such modeling approaches for gen-
erating granular time series. Additional experiments were also conducted to explore the
potential of the trained model as a domain-specific pre-trained alternative for the temporal
modeling of unseen locations. As bifacial solar installations gain dominance to fulfill the
increasing demand for renewables, our proposed framework provides a hybrid modeling
approach to build models with ground observations and satellite imagery for intra-day
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surface albedo monitoring and hence for intra-day energy gain modeling and bifacial
deployment planning.

Keywords: surface albedo downscaling; temporal downscaling; image time series; temporally-
shifted heatmaps; image-to-image translation; bifacial solar photovoltaic system

1. Introduction

Declared as a terrestrial essential climate variable [1], surface albedo plays a vital role
in shaping our surface radiation budget and hence the surface energy balance. Sensitive to
changes in land cover characteristics [2], increases in the albedo effect due to land surface
transformation [3], and the rise of urban-scale climate phenomena such as the Urban Heat
Islands (UHI) [4,5] underline its importance in our climate system. However, as a deter-
minant of the portion of incoming solar irradiance that is reflected [2] (Figure 1d), surface
albedo could also be harnessed by a new generation of solar technologies, the bifacial solar,
boosting its energy density. Surface albedo is the most important factor influencing the
energy gain of bifacial performance [6,7]. Especially in northern locations dominated by
cooler climatic conditions and cloudy skies where diffused irradiance (Figure 1b) might
be as high as 60 percent [8], the reflected irradiance is vital. Similarly, it has been noted
that bifacial output is relatively higher during early mornings and late afternoons due to
diffused irradiance [9], reinforcing the potential role of surface albedo.

As solar becomes the dominant renewable, surpassing wind [10], the drive to increase
the energy density of solar installations is becoming an economic and environmental im-
perative. The high land usage of traditional solar installations in comparison to other
renewables and non-renewables [11-13], the associated competition for land with agricul-
tural, livestock farming, and ecological interests [14-16], the need to extend transmission
infrastructure to new solar production regions [17], and societal concerns [18,19] are key
drivers towards increasing solar energy density. Since bifacial panels are capable of generat-
ing electricity from both sides of the panel, harnessing both direct (Figure 1a) and reflected
irradiance (Figure 1c), the technology has demonstrated the potential to increase energy
production by up to 17 percent [20,21] while lowering the costs of energy production per
land unit area [21-23]. The maximization of their energy generation potential is highly
dependent on their ability to generate electricity from solar radiation incident on the back
of the panel. In particular, harnessing the ground-reflected irradiation (GRI) (Figure 1c),
which represents the surface-reflected component of the incoming solar irradiance, remains
crucial to the back of the panel electricity generation. However, GRI is dependent on
the level of reflectivity of the surface, i.e., surface albedo, whose modeling of intra-day
variability at high spatial scales remains challenging.

However, the effective modeling of such variability is difficult due to the constant
albedo assumption [24]. Further, obtaining accurate ground observations of surface albedo
is challenging for the following reasons. Ground observations, considered the gold stan-
dard, are sparse, require specialized equipment such as albedometers or pyranometers,
and necessary expertise, and are costly. Though field testing of bifacial installations has
been carried out in various regions of the world, including the USA, Germany, France,
and Chile, with bifacial test beds, studies note their limited utility due to testing scenarios,
season, landscape, and temporal range [25,26]. Further studies on obtaining surface albedo
observation noted that longer-duration (1 year or more) observations from albedometers
are required for effective bifacial yield modeling [27]. While satellite observations from
platforms such as MODIS, Sentinel-2A /B, and LandSat provide a wider coverage in the
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form of surface reflectance imagery, depending on the sensing platform, it too suffers
from inadequate temporal coverage (5-16 days) due to extended revisit times. Their in-
ability to provide continuous observations throughout daylight hours, the spatial scale
(10 m-2 km) of sensing, cloud coverage, aerosols, and other atmospheric factors limit their
utility [28]. Specifically, the higher pixel size of coarse observation from satellite platforms
such as MODIS limits comparison with spatially smaller ground sites [27]. Therefore, the
modeling of daily and diurnal surface albedo with satellite-sensed data has been primarily
focused on the use of parametric modeling approaches. Such approaches include using the
weighted mean of instantaneous albedo retrieved from MODIS Satellite albedo product to
derive daily means of surface albedo [29]; regression model trained on simulated radiative
transfer outputs for the estimation of daily land surface albedo from instantaneous albedo
provided by Visible Infrared Imaging Radiometer Suite (VIIRS) aboard NOAA-20/21 Satel-
lites over snow-free land surfaces [30]; combining instantaneous albedo retrievals with
simulated radiative transfer outputs in a Look-up Table (LUT) to generate daily means with
lower errors than local noon surface albedo from MODIS [29]; and obtaining the product of
land surface and topographical factors on diurnal surface albedo with instantaneous albedo,
which does not account for topographical effects, to improve diurnal albedo predictions
over complex terrains [31]. Though regression-based estimation approaches of daily mean
have reduced bias from the use of single local noon albedo derived from 16-day satel-
lite composites, geostationary satellites such as EUMETSAT and the GOES constellation
have the distinct advantage of being able to provide continuous measurements due to
their geostationary nature. Utilizing the Advanced Baseline Imager (ABI) on board the
GOES-R [32], we developed a surface albedo estimation approach that generated observa-
tions acceptable for climate and weather requirements. However, the medium-scale spatial
resolution (0.5 km, 1 km, and 2 km) did not accede to a fair comparative analysis with
finer-scale ground observations [32]. Further, the positioning of the satellite platform limits
the region of observation, restricting it to a circular zone of radius 70° (approx.) directly
below the satellite [33]. In addition, a study on EUMETSTAT and the multi-agency effort
towards creating a global land surface albedo record with geostationary satellites noted
the challenges in cloud detection and aerosol effects required a minimum of cloud-free,
daylight observations for albedo retrieval, which was a particular challenge over high
vegetation regions [34,35]. While physically based parametric models have emerged, they
too rely on coarse and discontinuous satellite observations and are limited by inadequate
parameterization, computational intensity, and uncertainties arising from data inputs [36].
More recently, the emergence of harmonized observations from multiple finer spatial reso-
lution satellite sensors aboard LandSAT and Sentinel constellations paves the way for novel
data-driven approaches for modeling intra-day variations in surface albedo, especially for
bifacial solar applications.

Increasingly, the installation flexibility of bifacial solar has also given rise to vertical,
tilted, and integrated installations, opening the way for models such as AgriSolar [37] and
mixed land use. Such installation scenarios require a wider spatial and temporal coverage
of surface albedo observations for the effective exploitation of solar energy potential. More
importantly, the inevitable shift to bifacial technologies increases the climate dependence
of solar technologies, as more climatic factors now broadly shape the power output of solar
installations. Similarly, recent studies have noted the expansion of solar farms has the effect
of reshaping the surface albedo profiles of barren lands [38]. And more broadly, surface
albedo influences surface energy budget and is a key input in climate modeling of radiative
force and its effects on climate [39,40]. Therefore, for solar power output planning, effective
grid planning, assurance of grid stability, efficient energy market operations, and, more
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broadly, climate modeling, the granular temporal scale modeling of intra-day variations in
surface albedo is a strategic necessity.

Bifacial solar array
(b) Diffused solar (a) Direct solar irradiance

radiation

(c) Ground-reflected irradiance

(d) Suface Albedo

Figure 1. Solar irradiance received by a bifacial solar array.

Considering this necessity and the potential of pre-trained deep learning models to
fill gaps in ground observations, this research studies image-to-image translation from
remotely sensed, low spatio-temporal, multispectral imagery to high-temporal ground
observations. The research envisages a future where fractional ground observation could
be utilized to fine-tune pre-trained deep learning models to obtain more localized predic-
tions. Short-term or fractional monitoring of climate and environmental factors such as
pollution, greenhouse gas emissions from energy projects, and global horizontal irradiance
for solar projects demonstrates the practical use of fractional monitoring. Utilizing such
high temporal resolution short-term observation of surface albedo with remote-sensed
surface reflectance has the potential to help deep-learning models generate observations of
high spatial and temporal relevancy. Such an approach would be especially advantageous
in scenarios where influencing variables such as surface type and elevation are stable over
the longer term.

Motivated by the physical relationships that exist between the spectral composition of
incident radiation, land cover, solar zenith angle, and surface albedo, we consider pairing
satellite-sensed surface reflectance imagery with high temporal ground observations from
surface radiation monitoring stations for image-to-image translation for temporal down-
scaling. In the context of generating high temporal intra-day surface albedo predictions,
this study aims to develop a novel temporal downscaling method to generate surface
albedo of 1 min temporality during daylight hours based on a satellite sensor to ground
station observations deep learning. Therefore, the novelty and contribution of this paper
concerning the temporal downscaling are as follows:

1.  To develop a method for encoding temporal patterns into heatmaps in the form of
temporal-shift heatmaps to enable the application of computer vision approaches to
temporal downscaling.

2. To develop a new image-to-image translation approach, Multispectral-Wave Mix, for
temporal downscaling of satellite-sensed surface reflectance across multiple spectral
bands to generate surface albedo of high temporality. Motivated by the convolutions-
free alternative modeling approaches inspired by vision transformers being applied
in image classification, the aim is to develop an architecture that learns between
remote-sensed spectral imagery transformed into frequency distributions and ground-
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observed modalities transformed from time series into image series for image-to-
image deep learning.

3. To learn temporal trends with image patches from frequency distributions. Since
climate variables tend to exhibit trends within time blocks (hourly) and across time
blocks, image patches of tokens enable learning within (intra) and across (inter) pixels
for trends.

4.  To apply the developed model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, for the temporal down-
scaling of satellite-sensed harmonized surface reflectance imagery at a 30 m scale
across multiple spectral bands from Landsat and Sentinel-2A and 2B as inputs and
high-temporal surface albedo observations from SURFRAD and National Renewable
Energy Laboratories (NREL) surface radiation monitoring as targets.

5. Finally, the proposed Multispectral-Wave Mix is assessed against emerging model-
ing approaches MLP-Mix [41], image-to-image Mix [42], and Standard MLP across
performance metrics including Cauchy loss function (CLF) [43], Structural Similarity
Index (SSIM) [44], and signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) [45], and against observations from
surface radiation monitoring stations and physical predictions from the National Solar
Radiation Database (NSRDB).

The objectives of this study are considered in the context of study areas in the states of
Ilinois, Montana, Colorado, Mississippi, Pennsylvania, and Nevada, United States, with
the presence of ground-based high temporal surface albedo monitoring stations.

2. Background and Related Work

Downscaling of low-resolution imagery to its high-resolution equivalent with deep
learning approaches has been the subject of several studies. Pioneered by [46], the single-
image super-resolution convolutional neural network (SRCNN) learns a mapping between
low- and high-resolution image pairs in a data-driven approach with convolutional neural
networks (CNNs). The simple modeling approach was further enhanced with additional
convolutional layers in Very Deep Super-Resolution (VDSR) for contextual learning by
mapping residuals between high- and low-resolution image pairs, thereby enhancing
accuracy [47]. Further efforts addressed the computational intensity through the application
of task-specific convolutions and a deconvolution layer for upscaling [48]. The Fast Super-
Resolution Convolutional Neural Network (FSRCNN) by [48] also replaced the Rectified
Linear Unit (ReLU) function in the antecedent models with the Parametric Rectified Linear
Unit (PReLU). Similarly, the efficient sub-pixel convolutional neural network (ESPCN),
focused on real-time super-resolution, utilized low-resolution images for feature learning
and introduced sub-pixel convolution for combining and upscaling the low-resolution
feature maps into a high-resolution output [48]. Subsequent model evolution considered the
relative importance of features with attention layers. Residual Channel Attention Network
(RCAN), for example, applied residual connections and channel attention [49], while
Densely Residual Laplacian Attention Network (DRLN) applied Laplacian attention [50],
increasing downscaling performance at the expense of computational intensity.

The emergence of Generative Adversarial Networks (GANSs), which utilize a generator
and a discriminator in a game-theoretic approach to iteratively generate realistic images,
was applied to the multi-scale super-resolution challenge. Super-resolving low-resolution
images to higher multiples (x4), the Super Resolution Generative Adversarial Networks
(SRGANSs) applied the GAN architecture with adversarial loss to generate perceptually
similar images [51]. The approach was further enhanced in Single Image Super Resolution
with Feature Discrimination (SRFeat), which employed a second feature discriminator to en-
courage the generation of structurally similar higher-resolution images [52]. Iterating upon
SRGAN, the Enhanced Super-Resolution Generative Adversarial Networks (ESRGANs)
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introduced dense blocks, residual connections, and a relativistic discriminator [53]. The
latter enabled the probabilistic discrimination of real vs. fake images [54]. The GAN-based
approaches have generally attained new levels of perceptual similarity compared with the
previous models.

However, Diffusion-based modeling approaches that introduce noise in steps to a
base image in a forward process and learn the denoising in the backward process have
set new benchmarks in image super-resolution. Accordingly, the Denoising Diffusion
Probabilistic Models (DDPMs) based Super-Resolution via Repeated Refinement (SR3)
model introduces a low-resolution image with Gaussian noise for progressive denoising
by a U-Net network [55]. Subsequent models have attempted to reduce the computational
intensity of the Diffusion process with Latent Diffusion [56] and by the learning of residuals
between low- and high-resolution pairs [57].

Several works have extended the standard downscaling approaches to the spatio-
temporal downscaling of climate imagery. Proposing a stacked SRCNN (Stacked SR-
CNN) [58] downscaled the gridded precipitation data for the United States generated by
the Parameter elevation Regression on Independent Slopes Model (PRISM) from 100 km to
12.5 km. Subsequent works developed the Laplacian pyramid super-resolution network
(LapSRN) [59] for the downscaling of precipitation data, adversarial super-resolution [60]
for downscaling Global Climate Model (GCM) outputs on wind and solar, and the Super
Resolution Deep Residual Network (SRDRN) [61] for downscaling of daily temperature
and precipitation.

In contrast to the downscaling of climate model-generated data, direct downscaling of
satellite imagery is fraught with challenges due to weather and cloud effects on the imagery,
the spatial resolution of the imagery, and the impossibility of obtaining matching pairs of low-
and high-resolution imagery of sufficient spatial and temporal coverage. To overcome some of
these challenges, auxiliary high-resolution imagery from all-weather sensing Synthetic Aper-
ture Radar (SAR) sensors, such as Sentinel-1, was paired with target variable imagery, land
surface temperature imagery from Landsat-8 [62], and MODIS-sensed Normalized Difference
Vegetation Index (NDVI) [63]. Yet others employed cloud-free imagery for the downscaling of
MODIS-sensed spectral imagery [64] or harnessed higher-resolution aggregated sensor inputs
from the panchromatic band for pan-sharpening [65,66].

Despite these advances in spatial downscaling, the lack of temporal coverage due
to satellite revisit times gives rise to time gaps in satellite coverage. Existing studies
have applied deep learning approaches to gridded datasets for temporal downscaling
of ERAS5 reanalysis data in [67] and atmospheric fields [68]. Ref. [69] utilized radar
imagery of rainfall for the temporal downscaling of rainfall to finer temporal resolution.
However, achieving the degree of temporal coverage with satellite observations remains
an open challenge, especially for surface climate indicators, which are vital to large-scale
physical climate models, climate-driven energy production, agriculture, and other climate-
dependent sectors. Recent efforts have focused on the combining of multiple satellites
into constellations with Sentinel-2A and 2B for more regular ground observations between
5 days apart. Similarly, the harmonization of observations of similar satellite sensors
distributed across earth-sensing platforms has been undertaken. The Harmonised Surface
Reflectance LandSat-Sentinel Project has combined Landsat-8 and Sentinel-2A and 2B
imagery to build observations 2-3 days apart. Yet observations from single visits 2-3 days
apart are inadequate for applications such as bifacial solar energy generation planning
and operations, which require more granular intra-day observations for site selection,
site curation, and energy gain modeling. At present, datasets such as the National Solar
Radiation Database (NSRDB) provide global solar radiation projections, including daily
surface albedo predictions at a spatial resolution of 2 km for the Continental United
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States and 4 km spatial resolution for other regions [36]. Generated by the Physical Solar
Model (PSM), the model utilizes spatially scaled-up surface albedo observations of 8-day
temporality from MODIS (500 m-1 km) to accommodate the larger grid sizing of NSRDB
(2—4 km) [70]. However, the daily albedo product is unable to capture the intra-day
variations during sunlight hours.

Though, as noted above, deep learning-based downscaling approaches have proved
skillful in downscaling certain climate variables, the lack of availability of high-resolution
spatio-temporal satellite imagery to be paired with low-resolution imagery hinders current
modeling approaches. While standard deep learning-based downscaling approaches em-
ploy synthetically generated low-resolution images through algorithmic approaches such
as bicubic interpolation to create paired high-resolution and low-resolution imagery, the
underlying distributions of such imagery may not reflect a low-resolution ground truth.
Furthermore, the generalizability of such models is limited. Similarly, models designed for
natural imagery, which contains inherent characteristics such as edges and contrasting fea-
tures, underperform on climate imagery captured across spectral bands [71]. Furthermore,
the limitations of assessment metrics, which are designed to enhance perceptual similarity
to account for the human visual system [44], may not faithfully reproduce climate imagery
representing physical factors. Significantly, while current modeling approaches excel in
generating perceptually pleasing imagery, they continue to suffer from hallucinations [72].
However, such hallucinations could distort physical climate imagery. Lastly, transfer learn-
ing, or the use of foundational datasets, has benefited natural image downscaling. The
unique characteristics of multispectral imagery from remote sensing platforms may not
be conducive to such approaches. Overall, the spatio-temporal downscaling of physical
climate imagery, such as surface albedo, requires specialized approaches, especially in the
context of temporal downscaling.

Therefore, in this study, we consider the challenge of high spatio-temporal downscal-
ing as an image-to-image transfer challenge between the Harmonised Surface Reflectance
satellite product and high-resolution ground observations from SURFRAD towers across
seven locations. Considered to be the gold standard in climate monitoring, we trans-
form ground observations into image time series. The high-resolution image time series
is paired with the low-resolution image time series based on the observations from the
Harmonised Surface Reflectance satellite product. The transformation of time series into
images with approaches such as Gramian Angular Fields (GAF) has been applied in pattern
recognition [73,74], classification [75-78], and time-ahead prediction [79]. However, unlike
classification and recognition tasks, predictions on a granular time scale using image time
series require the successful reconstruction of pixels, especially from the edges of images.
As such, we propose a means of increasing information density via encoding time series
into temporally-shifted heatmaps and harnessing information redundancy.

In the context of image-to-image translation, GANs have proven valuable. However,
transformers, including image transformers, have excelled in modeling sequential data
while capturing long-term and cross-variates dependencies with attention mechanisms
and parallel processing. Drawing on the transformer architecture, a new class of models,
such as the Mixers models, have shown high performance when it comes to sequential
data. Such models were first proposed [80] in 2023, the TSMixer, which outperformed the
Temporal Fusion Transformer [81], FEDFormer [82], Autoformer [83], Informer [84], and
univariate Linear and PatchTST [85] models across long-term forecasting datasets from
multiple domains. Hence this research focuses on the new architecture with attentionless
learning from sequence data using token mixing and less computationally intensive MLPs
as a basis for learning from sequence data. We undertake a model design to explore
satellite imagery across frequency components to facilitate greater feature representations.
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Similarly, the addition of patch-embedding in combination with frequency components
enhances learning across multi-scales, frequency, channel, and patch to capture the distant
characteristics of remote sensing imagery in contrast to natural imagery.

The sections that follow present the methodological approaches that underpin the
proposed model, followed by the results and discussion, conclusions, and further avenues
for research.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Area

For this study, seven sites (Table 1) from the states of Illinois, Colorado, Mississippi,
Montana, Nevada, and Pennsylvania, United States, were chosen. The study sites were
Bondville, Illinois; Golden, Colorado; Goodwin Creek, Mississippi; Fort Peck, Montana;
Desert Rock, Nevada; Penn. State Univ., Pennsylvania; and Table Mountain, Colorado.
These sites represent subtropical and temperate zone land classifications (Table 2) and
elevations between 1000 and 1850 m at the sites (Table 1).

Table 1. Geographical details of the study area for the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix model
training and validation.

Test Site Latitude Longitude Elevation (m)
Bondpville, Illinois 40°3'6.9" 88°22/23.12" 230
Desert Rock, Nevada 33°37'33.6" 116°01'04.8" 1007
Fort Peck, Montana 48°18/28.18" 105°6'6.12" 634
Golden, Colorado 39°44'31.2" 105°10'48.0" 1829
Goodwin Creek, Mississippi 40°15'16.92” 89°52/22.44" 98
Penn. State Univ., Pennsylvania 40°43'12.43" 77°55'51.06" 376
Table Mountain, Colorado 40°07'30.0” 105°14/13.2" 1689

Table 2. Land cover details of the study area for the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix model training
and validation.

Test Site Land Classification
Bondpville, Illinois Grassland

Desert Rock, Nevada Subtropics

Fort Peck, Montana Grassland

Golden, Colorado Subtropics
Goodwin Creek, Mississippi Grassland

Penn. State Univ., Pennsylvania Cropland

Table Mountain, Colorado Temperate Zone

The study utilized 1 min averages of up-welling and down-welling global solar
radiations recorded at sites by the SURFRAD solar radiation monitoring network and
Solar Radiation Research Laboratory of the NREL datasets for the generation of 1 min
scale surface albedo ground observations. Similarly, surface reflectance imagery from the
Harmonized Landsat and Sentinel-2 (HLS) project from NASA was obtained. Harmonizing
surface reflectance observations from the Operational Land Imager (OLI) onboard Landsat-
8/9 and the Multispectral Instrument (MSI) from Sentinel-2A and 2B, the HLS project
creates a higher temporal coverage of 2-3 days at resolutions of 30 m. It processes Landsat-
8/9 observations at 30 m over 16-day revisit times with Sentinel-2A /B at similar spatial
resolution over 5-day revisit times to generate a seamless product. Multispectral data (blue,
green, red, and near-infrared) across bands 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 (Table 3) were obtained, each
with a spatial resolution of 30 m.

For each site, shapefiles were generated and were used to extract site-specific HLS
surface reflectance and land cover imagery from the satellite image datasets for the
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study period. Similarly, a 1 min surface albedo time series was generated from up-
welling and down-welling global solar (W/m?) observations for local station time between
07:00 and 17:00 hours covering daylight hours as per the following formula (MCD43A3
Albedo Product):

As described in an earlier section, the univariate 1 min surface albedo time series was
transformed into an image time series, with temporal shift and Gramian Angular Field,
encoding hourly temporal dependencies into an image. Following the transformation,
temporally overlapping surface reflectance and surface albedo imagery were identified to
be utilized in this study. A total of 20,790 matching sets of imagery across seven sites were
identified, providing an average of 118 days of coverage per year for the daylight hours.

Table 3. Harmonized Landsat Sentinel-2 (HLS) spectral bands utilized for model development.

Band No = Wavelength (Micrometers)  Band Resolution  Frequency
B01 0.43-0.45 Ultra Blue/Aerosol 30m 2-3 Days
B02 0.45-0.51 Blue 30 m 2-3 Days
B03 0.53-0.59 Green 30m 2-3 Days
B04 0.64-0.67 Red 30m 2-3 Days
B08 0.78-0.88 Near-Infrared 30 m 2-3 Days

3.2. Model Design

The objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, and benchmark models were developed
on an Nvidia RTX A6000 (48Gb) high-performance workstation under a PyTorch machine
learning environment. PyTorch provides the necessary computer vision libraries for the
experimental development, training, and evaluation of novel deep learning models (https:
/ /pytorch.org/(Last Accessed: 23 January 2025). Further, the model design environment
consisted of Kornia, a geometric computer vision and spatial Al package; PyWavelets,
a wavelet transform framework; QGIS, a geospatial information system; and GDAL, a
geospatial data abstraction package.

The data processing pipeline of the model development consisted of the extraction of
surface reflectance imagery for each study site from the HLS surface reflectance product
(530), the extraction of solar zenith angle across time from NSDRB, the transformation of
surface reflectance with the cosine of solar zenith angles, and the transformation of 1 min
surface albedo time series into image time series with GAF transformations. An input, a
cosine of solar zenith angle-transformed surface reflectance image series and matching
target, a temporal-shift heatmap, and a GAF time series of surface albedo image series, was
assembled for the daylight duration between 7:00 and 17:00 hours for the years 2019-2022,
across all months for the three study locations.

The data preparation was followed by the splitting of input and target image series
into training and validation sets. A 78:20:2 split was utilized in model training, evaluation,
and testing.

Objective and benchmark models were subsequently developed. Model-specific hyper-
parameters for benchmark models were retained as originally proposed. All models were
trained to epoch 50, and the best-performing epochs were used for inferencing. Further,
the following common settings were used across the models for training and evaluation:

1. Performance Metrics: All models were assessed with a common set of metrics:
Cauchy loss function (CLF), Structural Similarity Index (SSIM), and signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR).

2. Optimizer: The Adaptive Moment Estimation (Adam) optimizer [86] was used with
an initial learning rate of 0.001 and a learning schedule with a decayed step of 15 and
a decay gamma of 0.1.
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3. Patch Sizes: A patch size of 30 was applied across the patch embedding layer for an
image size of 60 pixels across objective and benchmark models.

3.3. Performance Criteria

The performance of the Multispectral-WaveMix and comparative models was as-
sessed with model performance evaluation metrics, namely the Cauchy loss function (CLF),
Structural Similarity Index (SSIM), and peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR). Further model
predictions were assessed against ground observations from the SURFRAD surface radia-
tion monitoring sites within the study area, the ground observations from the bifacial PV
test bed of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, and predictions from the National
Solar Radiation Database (NSRDB).

Generally, deep learning model performance is assessed with Mean Squared Error
(MSE). However, the assumption of noise distribution as Gaussian under MSE may not suit
if outliers are present in a distribution [43]. Since outlier events are more likely due to the
nature of the climate, a Cauchy distribution, which has demonstrated better performance
compared with MSE [43], was adopted. Mathematically a CLF is [43]:

2

2 o
Lewr = 5 log (14 (7)) ®

In addition, SSIM was adopted as an additional metric to evaluate the quality of the
image-to-image performance. In contrast to MSE and its derived function PSNR, SSIM was
noted to better compare the structural similarities between the source and target images [44].
Mathematically, the Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) is defined as [87]:

uxpy + C1) + (200 + C2)

SSIM =
(12 +u3 +C1) (0% + 07 + Cy)

(2)

Related to the MSE, the PSNR is a quality measure indicative of the quality between
the predicted and observed imagery. Peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) is mathematically
formulated as follows:

101og;, (max(max(x), max(y) )2)
lx —y?
This section presents a theoretical overview of the methods behind the objective model,

PSNR = 3)

The Multispectral Wave Mikx, as featured in Figure A1l. The modeling framework consists of
a method to transform time series into imaging time series to increase information density
and harness visual redundancy, wavelet transformation for frequency decomposition,
tokenization with image patch embedding, channel and token mixing, and component
aggregation. Additional details of the peer models Image to Image Mix and MLP-Mix are
extensively addressed by [42] and [41], respectively.

3.4. Information Density and Visual Redundancy

The challenges, such as temporal downscaling utilizing matching satellite imagery
and ground observations, face significant data constraints. These constraints arise due
to satellite revisit times, atmospheric effects such as cloud cover, equipment errors, and
limited spatial distribution of ground monitoring stations. Further, the cost of deployment
and maintenance of high temporal resolution ground monitoring, such as albedometers
and pyranometers, constrains data availability. Therefore, the transformation of limited
datasets into imagery of higher information density, a measure of the information content
encoded in an image, is vital.
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Unlike natural languages, images suffer from lower information density [88]. The
presence of noise, distortions, and artifacts contributes to lowering the informational content
in sensor imagery, especially with RADAR and LIDAR. While lowering the information
density serves the purpose of obfuscation of sensitive information [89], it poses challenges in
image detection, classification, reconstruction, and other related tasks. Though compression
algorithms have proved effective in enriching the information density of natural images [88],
the preserving of temporal positioning is essential for image-based temporal downscaling.

In the context of images, the information density is measured in terms of mean
information density (K). For an image with an area, A, and information content, I, the mean
information density [90]:

§74 ITotal
K= (4)
ATotal

and assuming uniform quantity of information per pixel, Iy is definedas [90]:
Ity = N x H(X) ®)

for an image with N pixels and random variable x with a stochastic distribution p has a
Shannon entropy H(x) representing the pixel intensity.

From a modeling perspective, transformers have emerged as a leading architecture
in natural language processing with an equivalent architecture, Vision Transformers, for
computer vision applications. Akin to transformers, MLP-Mix-like architecture has also
emerged. However, such architectures require larger datasets for achieving higher model
performance at a lower computational cost [41]. Therefore, augmenting information density
is introduced using temporal shift heatmaps, to be utilized as an imaging time series.

Further in traditional deep learning, redundant information that is repetitive is consid-
ered as not useful. However, the use of repetitive patterns or self-similarity inherent within
an image has been exploited successfully for image enhancement, image reconstruction and
decomposition. Employing deep internal learning similarities within a single image was
exploited with deep internal learning by [91] for the super-resolution of the image without
the need for a large dataset of imagery. Similarly, the visual redundancy inherent within
images also formed the basis of image decomposition in [92] and temporal super-resolution
of videos recorded with lower frame rates [93]. To exploit the benefits of visual redun-
dancy, the proposed image series, temporal shift maps, incorporates redundant temporal
information via temporal shifts of the primary time series to augment learning.

3.5. Imaging Time Series

Unlike traditional time series analysis, computer vision approaches such as image-to-
image translation require both inputs and targets in the imaging modality for the identi-
fication of visual features for representation. Therefore, first, we investigate a multi-step
approach proposed by [94] for the transformation of 1D time series data into image time
series (Figure 2), which has been subsequently applied in other domains [95-97]. In such
a transformation process, Figure 3, the time series is encoded into an image series with
Gramian Angular Field (GAF) under a polar coordinate system [94]. Unlike a Cartesian co-
ordinate system, this approach enables the preservation of temporal relationships between
time points while representing each time point uniquely in a 2D plane [94]. Further, it
enables the analysis of correlations across time points using Gramian Summation Angular
Field (GASF) and Gramian Difference Angular Field (GADF) approaches [94].
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Lending itself to extracting visual features representing temporal relations with com-
puter vision approaches, a time series is first scaled to be between [—1,1] as follows [94]:

_ (x; —max(X) + (x; — min(X))

i max(X) — min(X) ©)

270°

Polar Coordinates

0.780
0.775
0.770
0.765

0.760

0 20 40 60

Gramian Angular
Summation Fields

Hourly Time Series

Figure 2. Transformation of 1D time series into an imaging time series with Gramian Angular

Function.

1-D Timeseries 1-D Timeseries Inputs
Scale timeseries | Sﬁ_:“ 1-|.::h“n‘||.i|§eries. Odf
to be between [0,1] englh n with slicing window
size n/2;
Convert scaled timeseries Combine split timeseries of
from cartesian to polar length n/2 into n/2 x n/2
coordinates grid
Processing
l Steps
Construct a Gram matrix
with pairwise summation or
difference
Piecewise Aggregation
Approximation
VJ' v
Outputs

Gramian Angular
Summation Field

Temporally Shifted
Heatmaps

Figure 3. Flowchart of Gramian matrix and temporal shift heatmaps construction.
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The re-scaled time series is converted into a polar coordinate system by obtaining the
angular cosine of the value at a time point, t, and the radius of the time point t [94].

¢ = (7)

arccos(%;), —1 < %; <1,%;eX
r t
Subsequently, the re-scaled time series are converted into a Gramian or Gram matrix
by computing the inner products, as in Formula (7), for each time step as follows, resulting
in a Gramian Angular Summation Function (GASF) [94]:

cos(¢p1 + ¢1).....cos(p1 + Py)
c_ cos(¢p1 + ¢1).....cos(p1 + Py)

(®)

The constructed Gram matrix with its diagonal representing the original time series is
precisely reconstructed as [94]:

cos(0) = \ﬂ(cos(Z()) +1)/2) )

where 6 € [0, 7t/2] and the diagonal is G;; = cos(2¢;).

However, the length of the time series, n, influences the resulting scale of the Gramian
matrix, n X n, potentially resulting in large matrices. Therefore, the authors adopt a dimen-
sionality reduction approach [94] in the form of Piece-wise Aggregation Approximation
(PAA) by [95]. However, despite its simplicity, the dimensionality reduction process could
result in the loss of information [96].

Informed by the experimentation with GASF for the prediction of surface albedo,
we noted that, unlike image classification with image time series, regression tasks were
sensitive to information density across the image time series. Further, unlike natural
imagery, the lack of repetitive patterns and self-similarity within patches of an image time
series such as GASF hampers the exploitation of visual data redundancy for learning.

Therefore, we propose a novel approach to transform heatmaps into row- and column-
wise pixels representing time-bound phenomena over a selected period (Figure 4) to both
increase information density and let models exploit information redundancy for deep
learning. In temporal-shift heatmaps, the column represents time positions with each
pixel intensity denoting observed phenomena. Meanwhile, the rows denote temporal
evolution across time periods. The diagonals of these heat maps represent pixel values at
the same time position. As such, a completed n/2 x n/2 size heatmap consists of temporal
observations over an n — 1 period. The pixels across diagonals provide predictions for
measuring deviations from the mean.

A time series of length n is transformed into a row representing n/2 time points
starting at time tp with a sliding window of size n/2. Each subsequent row is time-shifted
(e.g., t+1,t+2 ... t+n/2) until a temporally shifted heatmap of sizen/2 x n/2 is achieved
(Figure 5).
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Figure 4. Transformation of 1D time series into an imaging time series with temporal shift heatmaps.
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3.6. Wavelet Transformation

Emerging as a novel approach in signal processing, wavelet transformation is the
representation of a mathematical function in terms of a set of coefficients, the wavelet
coefficients. Known as wavelets, the mathematical functions are used to analyze an image
across spatial and frequency components. The decomposition of an image, with wavelet
transformation, results in sub-bands consisting of an approximation and detail components
of an image, which can be used to reconstruct the original image via inverse wavelet
transform. Practically, the wavelet transform is utilized for removing high-frequency noise
and analyzing images.

In this research, we apply a 2D Discrete Wavelet Transform using Haar wavelets for
the decomposition of the temporal shift heatmap-based image by each spectral band (e.g.,
Band 1) into four sub-bands (LL, LH, HL, and HH), one containing the approximation and
three with detail coefficients (Figure 6). The Haar wavelet, mathematical functions (f), are
represented asfollows [98]:

f— (atd") (10)

a” = (611,(12, ...... ,a(N/z)) (11)
dL = (d],dz, ...... y a(N/Z)) (12)
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L H
LL HL
LH HH

Figure 6. After Level 1 decomposition with Haar wavelet.

For decomposition level (L), the approximation (a) and details (d) are defined as
follows [98]:
fem) — fam-1)

Ay = 7 form=1,2...,N/2 (13)
dm:% form=1,2...,N/2 (14)

The Haar wavelet operations are applied in stages, with level one resulting in 4 de-
composed sub-band images (LL, HL, LH, HH) as featured in (Figure 6). The approximation
(LL) represents the original image with its low-frequency details, while the details feature
high-frequency signals horizontally (HL), vertically (LH), and diagonally (HH). The sub-
bands (LL, LH, HL, and HH) representing the spatial and frequency components of each
spectral band would be collated across bands (1, 2, 3, 4, and 8) to form a cross-spectral band
stack for feature learning across spectral bands in subsequent modeling stages (Figure 7).

BY ¥

Bands1..n
Patch Embedding

Approximation Horizontal detail Vertical detail Diagonal detail

Bands 1..n

Wavelet Decomposition

Figure 7. Patch embedding following wavelet decomposition of the input image into frequency
subsets.
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3.7. Patch Embedding

Equivalent to tokens used in the transformer architectures in Natural Language Pro-
cessing (NLP), the splitting of images into a sequence of “patches” as input embedding
was successfully applied in vision transformers (ViT) while largely retaining the antecedent
architecture [97]. Enlarging the receptive field through down-sampling, enabled the learn-
ing of spatial relations across patches, thereby encoding global representations [97,99].
Subsequent convolution-free approaches such as MLP-Mix [41] and image-to-image MLP-
mixer [42] adopted the approach of improving model scalability over Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNSs).

Unlike the other models, in Multispectral-Wave Mix, patch embedding is applied on
frequency distributions as a second layer for feature learning within and between time
blocks in subsequent layers through token and channel mixing. Each frequency distribution
image of size n*n is divided into (n*n)/(p*p), where p is patch size. The generated patches
were then subjected to channel and taken mixing.

3.8. Channel and Token Mixing

The standard transformer architecture in ViT consists of attention heads for weighing
feature importance within patches and images as a whole for global representation [100].
However, both convolutions and attention-free architectures based on multi-layer percep-
trons (MLPs) have proven competitive to ViTs and CNNs [41,42]. MLP-Mix introduced a
mixer layer that converts image patches into vectors. The stack of vectors from the image
patches is then subjected to patch-wise (token mixing), where the vector stack is trans-
formed by channels and fed to an MLP. Token-mixer enables cross-patch feature learning
and weight sharing. Channel mixing further facilitates cross-channel feature learning on a
patch basis. Both token mixing and channel mixing are carried out through MLP blocks.

The tokens generated by patch embeddings are fed to a token and channel mixing
layer in a Multispectral-Wave Mix. However, unlike ViT, MLP-Mixer, and image-to-image
MLP Mixers, Multispectral-Wave Mix replaces Gaussian error linear units (GELU) with
Sigmoid-weighted Linear Units (SiLU) with MLP Blocks (Figure 8). Formulated as the
multiplication of input by the sigmoid function [101] below, the modified MLP block with
SiLU has demonstrated superior performance.

silu(x) = x x o(x) (15)

where logistic sigmoid = o (x).

Patches
Channels

Patches

Channels
(a) (b)

Figure 8. Mixer layers incorporating (a) channel and (b) token (patch) mixing.

3.9. Wavelet Component Aggregation, Fusion, and Exponential Smoothing

Parametric methods of surface albedo estimation from remotely sensed surface re-
flectance have employed bandwidth-weighted methods. Refs. [102,103] developed linear
equations for spectral bands obtained from remote sensing platforms such as Advanced
Space-borne Thermal Emission and Reflection Radiometer (ASTER), Landsat-7, and Mod-
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erate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS). Drawing on this prior work, we
aggregate the spectral-wise decomposed wavelet components from the token and channel
mixing stage of the model into cross-spectral (bands 1, 2, 3, 4, 8) detail and approximation
components through a combination of maximum, minimum, mean, and summation ap-
proaches. As noted in the section on ablation studies, the aggregation approaches applied
to cross-spectrum approximation and detail components enhanced the model accuracy
while mitigating outliers during prediction.

Following wavelet reconstruction, the aggregated components are fused via trainable
parameters before exponential smoothing. Unlike the traditional parametric approach,
fusion through trainable parameters enables the model to learn the parameters during the
data-driven training process, as parameters will be updated via backpropagation. Further
inspired by [104], we integrate exponential smoothing, a traditional method for adjusting
forecasts by applying exponential weight decaying to past observations, to prioritize the
effect of more recent data on predictions and trends.

4. Results

Despite the importance of the primary climatic driver, surface albedo, to ground-
reflected irradiance and its role in boosting the energy gain of bifacial solar PV, it remains
challenging to obtain observations at finer spatial and temporal scales. As a result, at
present, surface albedo is considered to be relatively constant throughout the day in models
such as NSRDB. This is contrary to observations indicating the variability of surface albedo
throughout the day across various land cover types [2,8]. To fill the spatial and temporal
gaps in surface albedo observations emerging from satellite revisit times and cloud and
weather effects, multi-satellite observations of surface reflectance have been harmonized
to produce higher temporal observations. The harmonized Landsat and Sentinel surface
reflectance product, for example, combines surface reflectance imagery at a 30 m spatial
scale from Landsat 8 and Sentinel-2A and 2B to reduce the time gaps in satellite coverage
to 2-3 days. Therefore, the combination of short-term ground observations of sufficient
temporal length with remote sensing and pre-trained Al models could provide intra-day
predictions of surface albedo for energy gain modeling.

This research explored the potential of deep learning approaches that pair remote-
sensed surface reflectance observations with a limited set of SURFRAD observations for
generating intra-day surface albedo predictions. We contrasted the performance of such
modeling approaches, including the objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, against peer
models MLP-Mix, image-to-image Mix, and Standard MLP for the temporal downscaling of
satellite-sensed surface reflectance imagery across spectral bands denoted as B01, B02, BO3,
B04, and B08, as shown in Table 3 to generate the 1 min scale surface albedo predictions.

Overall, the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, outperformed comparative
models, MLP-Mix, image-to-image Mix, and Standard MLP, in generating predictions that
are closer to the ground truth with lower noise distortion and higher structural similar-
ity as summarized in Table 4 and detailed in Section 4.1. Utilizing Cauchy loss that is
robust to outliers, Multispectral-WaveMix achieved 0.00469 and 0.00524 for training and
validation, respectively. Similarly, the objective model attained a higher signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) of 72.95060 and 72.56970 on training and validation, respectively. On faithful
reconstruction of image time series assessed with the structural similarity index (SSIM),
the Multispectral-WaveMix model scored 0.9990 and 0.9989 on training and validation.
Contrasting the performance between models utilizing the proposed TSH against the GASF
as image time series for applying computer vision approaches, models trained with TSH
demonstrated higher skill than GASF, as discussed in Section 4.2. Further analysis of model
performance across study sites with root mean square error found the objective model,
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Multispectral-WaveMix, achieved lower predictive errors across Desert Rock, Nevada;
Goodwin Creek, Mississippi; Penn. State Univ., Pennsylvania; and Golden, Colorado test
sites and second-best performance after the image-to-image Mix model in Table Mountain,
Colorado, and Fort Peck, Montana sites (Section 4.3). Assessing predictive skill at 1-min
temporal intervals with hourly plots revealed that Multispectral-WaveMix produced lower
predictive errors between 07:00 and 09:00, followed by between 14:00 and 16:00 hours.
As detailed in Section 4.4, the objective model captured morning and afternoon albedo
trends with greater skill than predictions from the NSRDB or other peer models.

Table 4. Harmonized Landsat Sentinel-2 (HLS) spectral bands utilized for model development.

Models Cauchy Loss SSIM PSNR

Temporally Shifted Heatmaps (TSH)
(Bands 1, 2, 3, 4, 8)

Multispectral-WaveMix 0.00469/0.00524 0.99904/0.99887 72.95060/72.56970
Image-to-Image MLP Mix 0.00619/0.00587 0.99849/0.99859 71.52140/71.89770
MLP Mix 0.00595/0.00616 0.99856/0.99851 71.89280/71.62610
MLP 0.00634/0.00622 71.50470/71.52330
Gramian Angular Summation Field

(Bands 1, 2, 3, 4, 8)

Multispectral-WaveMix 0.01786/0.01799 0.9943/0.9942 69.61/69.89
Image-to-Image MLP Mix 0.01939/0.019841 0.9936/0.9934 69.34/69.43
MLP Mix 0.01942/0.01854 0.9936/0.9938 69.11/69.55
Bandwise Comparison

(Multispectral-WaveMix with TSH)

Bands 1,2, 3 0.00514/0.00598 0.9988/0.9986 72.51/71.47
Bands 1,2,3,4 0.00573/0.00550 0.9986/0.9987 71.99/72.45
Bands 1,2,3,8 0.00533/0.00495 0.9988/0.9988 72.43/72.54

In contrasting the performance improvements, we note that the methods employed in
the aggregation of multispectral approximation and detail components of the decomposed
wavelets prior to reconstruction contributed to achieving the best training performance.
Using a combination of aggregation approaches while mitigating image artifacts in the pre-
dicted TSH image time series also ensured the model was more robust to outlier forecasts
in contrast to peer models, MLP-Mix and image-to-image Mix (Section 5.1). Furthermore,
the transformation of predicted image time series into their equivalent 1D time series of
surface albedo predictions is highly reliant on the effective reconstruction of the predicted
image time series. However, since image time series are susceptible to artifacts, the incor-
poration of redundant temporal information via temporal shifts of the primary time series
augmented the model learning in contrast to the GASF-based approach.

Despite the greater skill demonstrated by the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix,
across study sites with land classifications of grasslands, subtropics, cropland, and temper-
ate zones, such an approach would be especially appropriate where influencing variables
such as land cover remain stable over the long term. This limitation arises due to the
dependence of surface albedo on surface characteristics [2]. However, in the context of
large-scale bifacial solar applications, homogeneity of land cover could be assumed given
their commercial nature. Further, this study is limited to selected study sites within the
Continental United States with overlapping ground and satellite observations.

Technically, the primary challenge remains the development of highly generalizable
models that are adaptable to the land surface and seasonal dynamics. While the building of
datasets incorporating heterogeneous landscapes and greater temporal range for training
deep learning models could improve generalizability, the combination of climate outputs
from physically parametrized models with ground and satellite models provides promising
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avenues for research. With the ability to capture climate processes that act as casual drivers,
physically parametrized models analogous to ClimSim [105] highlight the possibilities
for evolving existing models into physics-informed hybrid deep learning approaches to
develop more generalizable surface albedo models.

4.1. Overall Comparison of Multispectral-WaveMix and Comparative Model Performance

The performance of the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, is assessed against
benchmark models, MLP-Mix [41], image-to-image MLP-Mix [42], and the Standard MLP
model to assess their image-to-image translation skill utilizing the time-series-encoded im-
agery, the temporal-shift heatmaps. Model training and validation performances were eval-
uated for image-to-image translation performance based on quantitative metrics, Cauchy
loss, SSIM, and PSNR. Overall, the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, outperformed
all other models across metrics. On Cauchy loss, a metric that is robust to outliers, the
Multispectral-WaveMix achieved training and validation loss of 0.00469 and 0.00524, respec-
tively (Figure A2). In contrast, the training vs. validation loss of image-to-image ML Mix,
MLP Mix, and Standard MLP were 0.00619/0.00587, 0.00595/0.00616, and 0.00634/0.00622,
respectively. Trained across all spectral bands (bands 1, 2, 3, 4, and 8), the results indicate
the degree to which the objective model Multispectral-WaveMix can generate predictions
that are closer to the ground truth, followed by the image-to-image MLP Mix, the next
best-performing model based on the validation set.

Utilizing PSNR as a signal-to-noise metric, the quality of the pixels reconstructed
by the models in contrast to noise distortion was measured. The Multispectral-WaveMix
achieved a higher signal-to-noise ratio on both training and validation with 72.95060 and
72.56970, respectively (Figure A3), while peer models performed comparatively poorly,
with image-to-image MLP Mix achieving PSNR of 71.52140 and 71.89770 on training and
validation, respectively. Similarly, in training and validation, the MLP Mix model achieved
a signal-to-noise ratio of 71.89280 and 71.62610, followed by the Standard MLP, 71.50470
and 71.52330, respectively.

Complementing the absolute error measures such as Cauchy loss and PNSR, the
structural similarity between the reconstructed image and ground truth was assessed with
SSIM. Capable of capturing perceptive similarity Multispectral-WaveMix achieved higher
structural similarity of 0.9990 and 0.9989 on training and validation (Figure A4). Image-to-
image MLP Mix obtained 0.9985 and 0.9986, and MLP Mix achieved 0.9986 and 0.9985 on
training and validation, respectively. Due to the one-dimensional nature of inputs, SSIM
was not applied to the Standard MLP model.

The objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, performance was subjected to band-wise
comparison as listed in (Table 3). With a varying mix of spectral bands, the effect of surface
reflectance inputs across spectral bands and the predictive accuracy of surface albedo were
evaluated. The Multispectral-WaveMix model trained on bands 1-3 (Ultra Blue, Blue, and
Green) performed poorly across all metrics. On Cauchy loss, a model trained on bands
1-3 achieved training and validation loss of 0.00514 and 0.00598, respectively. PSNR on
training and validation was 72.51 and71.47 and SSIM was 0.9988 and 0.9986, respectively.
A similar performance was noted when trained on bands 1-4 (ultra-blue, blue, green, and
red) with a Cauchy loss of 0.00573 and 0.00550, PSNR of 71.99 and 72.45, and SSIM of 0.9986
and 0.9987 for training and validation, respectively. The model trained on bands 1, 2, 3,
and 8 achieved the second-best performance on training and validation with a Cauchy
loss of 0.00533 and 0.00495, a PSNR of 72.43 and 72.54, and an SSIM of 0.9988 and 0.9988.
Notably, all band-wise variations of the Multispectral-WaveMix model outperformed the
peer models, image-to-image MLP Mix, MLP Mix, and MLP, demonstrating the higher
model skill.
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4.2. Model Performance with GASF and TSH Image Time Series as Inputs

Analysis of temporal patterns with computer vision approaches is reliant on the
encoding and accurate decoding of temporal patterns within image time series. As noted
earlier, GAF is one such approach to coding temporal information as images. In this
section, we contrast the performance of GASF-based image time series against TSH utilizing
objective models, Multispectral-WaveMix, and peer models MLP-Mix and image-to-image
MLP-Mix (Table 3). The Multispectral-WaveMix trained on GASF-based image time series
achieved training and validation losses of 0.01786 and 0.01799, respectively. And SSIM of
0.9943 and 0.9942 and PSNR of 69.61 and 69.89 for training and validation. Meanwhile,
the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, performed with TSH, surpassing the GASF-
based model across all metrics. Similarly, the peer models, image-to-image MLP Mix
and MLP-Mix trained on GASEF, achieved training vs. validation loss of 0.01939/0.019841
and 0.01942/0.01854, respectively, underperforming compared with TSH-based models.
Both models scored lower on SSIM with 0.9936 and 0.9934 for image-to-image MLP Mix
and 0.9936 and 0.9938 for MLP Mix, respectively, indicating lower structural similarity.
Similarly, a PSNR of 69.34 and 69.43 was noted for image-to-image MLP Mix training and
validation, with MLP Mix obtaining 69.11 and 69.55. The PSNR results indicate poor image
reconstruction between training and validation inputs and predicted outputs.

The underperformance of GASF imagery across metrics, and in particular the low
peak signal-to-noise ratio, was consistent with the challenge of reconstructing the complex
pattern inherent in such imagery. In particular, the lack of information redundancy proved
to be challenging for the modeling approaches to learn the unique patterns from the images
from a limited dataset. While the faithful reproduction of the complete target imagery may
not undermine classification-related challenges based on image time series, regression tasks
that are sensitive to loss of information during image reconstruction benefited greatly from
the information density and redundancy inherent in TSH image time series.

4.3. Overall Site-Wide Model Performance on Surface Albedo

The overall performance of the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, and bench-
mark models, MLP-Mix [41], image-to-image MLP-Mix [42], and Standard MLP model,
were assessed with Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) metrics. RMSE, sensitive to outliers, is
utilized to assess its effect on model performance across all observations by site. Overall,
the objective model outperformed all other models, achieving lower RMSE errors across
the Desert Rock, Nevada; Goodwin Creek, Mississippi; Penn. State Univ., Pennsylvania;
and Golden, Colorado test sites. The models achieved the second-best performance in two
other sites, Table Mountain, Colorado, and Fort Peck, Montana.

The closest predictions to the ground truth were noted for Desert Rock, Colorado
(Figure A5) across most study periods and seasons. More than 87.5% of the objective model,
Multispectral-WaveMix, predictions generated RMSE less than 0.001, followed by 84.6%,
81.5%, and 80% for MLP-Mix, Standard MLP, and image-to-image Mix models, respectively.
Similarly in Goodwin Creek, Mississippi (Figure A6), the Multispectral-WaveMix produced
lower RMSE errors with 82.5% of the errors lower than 0.001 while 15% were within the
range of 0.001 and 0.005. In contrast, MLP-Mix, Image-to-Image Mix, and the Standard
MLP generated higher errors of 38%, 35%, and 43%, respectively, between 0.001 and
0.0049. The RMSE errors below 0.001 were also noted for the test site Penn. State Univ.,
Pennsylvania (Figure A7), representing 72.0%, 60.3%, 56.8%, and 53.4% of the objective
model, Multispectral-WaveMix, MLP-Mix, Stand MLP, and image-to-image mix models,
respectively. In Table Mountain, Colorado (Figure A8) and Fort Peck, Montana (Figure A9),
Multispectral-WaveMix achieved the second lowest errors with 69.3% and 75.6% of errors
below 0.001. The best-performing models, image-to-image Mix and MLP-Mix, in Table
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Mountain, Colorado, and Fort Peck, Montana, respectively, achieved 73.3% and 80% of the
errors below 0.001.

An additional test site, Golden, Colorado (Figure A10), which was not part of the
model training corpus, was also assessed using RMSE errors using the pre-trained model.
Notably, the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, outperformed all other models, with
69.6% of the errors falling below 0.001, while image-to-image Mix, MLP-mix, and Standard
MLP achieved 60.8%, 56.9%, and 44.3% of the errors, respectively.

Across all sites except for Bondville, Illinois (Figure A11), the Standard MLP with 1D
temporal series as inputs underperformed other models utilizing image time series based
on TSH as input.

4.4. Comparative Model Performance on Surface Albedo Predictions at 1 min Intervals

The performance of Multispectral-WaveMix and peer models trained on all spectral
bands (bands 1-8) was assessed for their predictive skill at 1 min temporal intervals with the
help of hourly plots. One-minute surface albedo predictions represented by row-wise pixels
from the predicted temporal-shift heatmaps were extracted across hourly time intervals for
each study location for the year 2022. Where comparative data were available, the 1 min
performance was considered for the period from 7:00 to 17:00 hours.

The objective model Multispectral-WaveMix generated the closest predictions to the
ground truth for the Desert Rock, Colorado, across most study periods and seasons.
We noted that the objective model predictions had lower errors between the hours of
07:00-09:00 (63% between 0.0030 and 0.0099) when compared with peer models with image-
to-image mix, MLP-mix, and MLP with 19%, 31%, and 31%, respectively, and NSRDB at
13%. Similarly, 42% of the Multispectral-WaveMix model predictions between 14:00 and
16:00 were more agreeable to ground truth than image-to-image Mix, MLP-Mix, MLP, and
NSRDB, with 21% of predictions within 0.002 and 0.009. Since surface albedo exhibits
diurnal trends as the solar zenith angle varies throughout the day [28] and the influence
of diurnal-specific atmospheric factors (water vapor/aerosols) or cloud cover, the model
skill is in capturing the diurnal trends that would deliver greater insights on trends in
reflected solar irradiance. As plots Figures A12—-A20 highlight, the objective model has
demonstrated greater skill comparatively to its peer models in capturing surface albedo
trends during the morning and afternoon hours. This is in contrast to the predictions from
NSRDB, image-to-image mixers, and the Standard MLP with 1D time series inputs. Further,
MLP-Mixer with TSH inputs also demonstrated the ability to capture trends at certain time
periods; however, with a lower predictability.

Also of note is that higher predictive errors across models were observed during the
early morning and late afternoon. According to cloud coverage data, the daylight hours
were subjected to cloud cover of types Cumulus humilis, Stratus nebulosus, Stratus fractus,
and Stratocumulus. The effect of cloud cover across spectral bands varies between cloud
types [106], impacting remotely sensed surface reflectance observations. Further cloud
cover in return reshapes the thermal profile due to radiative feedback [107], potentially
contributing to prediction errors.

The proposed model, Multispectral-WaveMix, and peer model performances were
also tested against the Golden, Colorado site, which was not included in the model training
dataset, to evaluate the potential of pre-trained models to generalize to unseen locations.
As plot (Figure A21) for a day in January 2022 indicates, the model produced predictions
closest to the ground truth while capturing the surface albedo trend. However, none of the
models was able to capture the rapid variation noted in the later afternoon (16:00-17:00)
period. The NSRDB model over-predicted surface albedo compared with any of the models
and the ground truth.
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Despite a high degree of variability in surface albedo observations in March
(Figures A23 and A24), the objective model generated predictions that were comparable
to ground truth and trend. Notably, predictions from MLP-Mixer were closest to the
ground truth across time periods 10:00-12:00. Similarly, the objective model, Multispectral-
WaveMix, predictions were closer to the ground truth across the 7:00-8:00 and 13:00-16:00
time periods. MLP-Mixer generated lower error predictions in periods between 09:00
and 12:00, followed by image-to-image mix between 8:00 and 9:00. The proposed model
predictions across Autumn (Figures A25 and A26) captured the trend of ground truth ob-
servations across all except late afternoon and produced the nearest observation in periods
07:00-09:00 and 13:00-15:00. MLP-Mixer generated the close predictions between 11:00 and
13:00, followed by the Standard MLP between 10:00 and 11:00.

4.5. Model Uncertainty Assessment

The predictive uncertainty of the Multispectral-WaveMixer model was assessed by
generating 1 min predictions over 50 cycles for the location of Golden, Colorado, across sea-
sons. The 1 min predictions were used to obtain the mean prediction across 50 predictions
and plotted against ground observation, NSRDB predictions, and a single prediction from
the Multispectral WaveMixer. Predictions for the selected day in January show the spread
of predictions was narrowly centered around the mean (Figures A27 and A28). Further, for
the time period 13:00-16:00, the predictions overlapped with ground truth observations.
During the spring season, (Figures A29 and A30) predictions over a day in March showed
a wider spread around the mean, with a higher number of outliers, consistent with higher
variability noted in the ground observations of surface albedo.

However, a significant portion of the model predictions between the hours of
8:00-12:00 overlapped with ground observations while the mean of the predictions fol-
lowed the general trend of the ground observations. Similarly, the prediction for the earlier
and later hours of the summer season (Figures A31 and A32) showed greater variability
around the mean with several outlier predictions. The mean of the predictions was consis-
tent with the trend of the ground observations. The predictive uncertainty plots from an
autumn day in October (Figures A33 and A34) show predictions closer to the mean with a
greater number of outliers in the hours between 11:00 and 15:00. Furthermore, the model
predictions during the period between 08:00 and 0:00 and 14:00 and 16:00 included ground
truth observations from the site. Notably, across all seasons, the model predictability was
poor during the afternoon hours of 16.00 and 17:00. Overall, the uncertainty plots indicate
the potential of the Multispectral WaveMixer model to generate a range of predictions
within a constrained margin across the mean, providing a practical means to model various
seasonal scenarios.

5. Discussion
5.1. Ablation Studies

The influence of the model components on its overall performance was assessed
through ablation studies. Such studies require the removal of model components to
benchmark the contribution of each component to the overall model performance. Firstly,
the influence of the Wavelet component over the Standard MLP-Mixer approach was
addressed earlier, with the overall model comparison demonstrating the performance
advantages with lower Cauchy loss, higher peak signal-to-noise ratio, and enhanced
structural similarity between the ground truth and model predictions.

Next, the contribution of various methods for aggregating the convolved spectral ap-
proximation and detail components of the wavelet was assessed using model performance
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metrics (Table 5), RMSE plots (Figures A36 and A37), and predicted temporal shift heat

maps (Figure A35).

Table 5. Multispectral-WaveMix with different component and aggregation approaches.

Component/Aggregation Methods Cauchy Loss SSIM PSNR

With Max, min, mean and sum 0.00469/0.00524  0.99904/0.99887  72.9506/72.5697
Without any aggregation 0.00530/0.00548 0.99892/0.99878 72.2601/72.1256
Maximum as aggregation 0.00544/0.00494 0.99887/0.99891 72.1611/72.7204
Minimum as aggregation 0.00552/0.00459 0.99884/0.99899  72.2390/72.9432
Mean as aggregation 0.00540/0.00518 0.99889/0.99888  72.2374/72.355
Summation as aggregation 0.00546/0.00529 0.99887/0.99883 72.1828/72.4626
Without aggregation/Elastic Smoothing  0.00538/0.00669 0.99899/0.99878 71.6345/70.2665
Without Elastic Smoothing 0.00455/0.00508 0.99900/0.99884 73.0805/72.9114

The objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, utilizing a combined maximum, min-
imum, mean, and summation for the aggregation of multispectral approximation and
detail components before the reconstruction of wavelets, demonstrated the best training
performance metrics compared with models constructed without any aggregation methods
or singular approaches (maximum, minimum, mean, or summation). Though models with
maximum and minimum aggregation approaches showed better validation performance, a
visual analysis of predicted temporal shift heat maps (Figure A35) shows the presence of
significant artifacts compared with predictions from the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix
mode. A further analysis with RMSE plots for all observation time points by sites was
conducted. RMSE as a metric is highly sensitive to the presence of outlier values due
to the squaring of the efforts between ground truth and model predictions [108]. This
enables the assessment of model sensitivity to outlier forecasts. In this context, the RMSE
plots (Figures A36 and A37) indicate the use of combined maximum, minimum, mean, and
summation for the aggregation results in a model that is comparatively least affected by
outlier forecasts.

5.2. Computational Complexity and Efficiency

The computational complexity and efficiency of the objective model, Multispectral-
WaveMix, were benchmarked against peer models according to trainable parameter counts,
count of Multiply-Accumulate Operations (MACs), and the number of floating-point oper-
ations (FLOPs). As indicators of computational cost, FLOPs encompass all mathematical
operations on floating-point numbers. Representing computational complexity, MACs
provide a count of multiply and accumulate operations, which are synonymous with linear
algebra operations during forward and backward propagation in neural networks. The
benchmarking was carried out using the calflops [109] library.

As listed in Table 6 among the mixer models, the Multispectral-WaveMix has compara-
tively lower computational complexity with lower multiply-accumulate and floating-point
operations. The Standard MLP model with 1D time series as input has the lowest computa-
tional complexity, while the image-to-image model was the most computationally intensive.

Table 6. Computational efficiency of modeling approaches

Models Trainable Parameters MACS FLOPs
(Forward + Backward) (Forward + Backward)

Multispectral-WaveMix 6.8569 M 90.5902 M 186.526 M

Image-to-Image MLP Mix 61.5546 M 3.722 G 7.5844 G

MLP Mix 1.4558 M 98.5498 M 203.781 M

MLP 6.8612 M 1.8739 M 3.7709 M
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6. Conclusions, Limitations, and Further Research Outlook
6.1. Conclusions

In this research, we focused on generating granular temporal scale surface albedo
with remote sensing and ground station observations for modeling its intra-day variabil-
ity for use in bifacial solar and environmental applications. Leveraging satellite-sensed
multispectral surface reflectance imagery at a 30 m scale from Landsat and Sentinel-2A
and 2B satellites and granular ground observations from SURFRAD surface radiation
monitoring sites, we proposed a novel imaging time series and deep learning approach
for sensor-to-ground temporal downscaling. Focused on seven study sites with varying
degrees of land cover, the developed approach was validated with model performance
metrics, visual assessment, and uncertainty plots.

As an essential climate variable, surface albedo is known for its influence on the
thermal state of our environment. However, it is also a factor in the emerging new energy
generation landscape with bifacial solar panels. Since surface albedo influences the amount
of ground-reflected irradiance reaching the back side of bifacial panels, it is a key driver
of energy gain of bifacial solar installations. Boosting the energy density of solar installa-
tions while mitigating land usage intensity, bifacial solar has demonstrated energy gains
of 17% or more [20,21]. However, surface albedo varies during the sunlight hours, land
cover, and other cloud and atmospheric factors. Further, the high-resolution monitoring of
surface albedo requires extensive presence of ground-based monitoring or high temporal
satellite coverage, both of which are either costly or technically challenging. Therefore, for
solar power output planning, effective grid planning, assurance of grid stability, efficient
energy market operations, and, more broadly, climate modeling, the granular temporal
scale modeling of intra-day variations in surface albedo is essential. Considering this
necessity, this research has (a). proposed a novel approach to generating visually intu-
itive image time series, temporally shifted heatmaps for increasing temporal information
density and harnessing visual redundancy for deep learning. (b). utilized satellite-sensed
multispectral surface reflectance imagery at a 30 m scale from Landsat and Sentinel-2A
and 2B satellites and high temporal ground observations from SURFRAD surface radiation
monitoring sites for intra-day surface albedo modeling, (c). developed a deep learning
approach, Multispectral-WaveMix, for the sensor-to-ground temporal downscaling using
wavelet decomposition and multispectral aggregation, and (d) assessed the potential of a
pre-trained model for novel locations was evaluated for a SURFRAD site with granular
ground observations.

The objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, was benchmarked against peer models
MLP-Mix and image-to-image mix using the 2D temporal shift heatmap image series
and the Standard MLP model with 1D time series. With wavelet decomposition of multi-
band satellite imagery (bands 1, 2, 3, 4, and 8), patch embedding, channel and token
mixing, and the aggregation of multispectral approximation and detail components before
reconstruction, the proposed model has demonstrated higher skill in capturing surface
albedo trends across seasons while generating higher accuracy predictions comparable
to intra-day ground truth surface albedo observations. Specifically, the main findings are
as follows:

*  Overall, the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, trained across all spectral bands
(bands 1, 2, 3, 4, and 8), outperformed peer models MLP-Mix, Image-to-Image Mix,
and Standard MLP with lower error margins compared with the ground truth. The
objective model achieved Cauchy loss, a metric that is robust to outliers, of 0.00469
and 0.00524 for training and validation, respectively, the lowest among all other peer
models tested.
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The Multispectral-WaveMix also achieved higher values on PSNR, an indicator of the
quality of the pixels reconstructed by the models in contrast to noise distortion. It
achieved higher values on both training and validation with 72.95060 and 72.56970,
respectively, while peer models performed comparatively poorly, with image-to-image
MLP Mix achieving 71.52140 and 71.89770, 75.38; MLP Mix, 71.89280 and 71.62610;
and Standard MLP, 71.50470 and 71.52330, respectively.

The model’s ability to reconstruct the image consistent with the ground truth demon-
strated the higher skill of the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix with structural sim-
ilarity of 0.9990 and 0.9989 on training and validation. Image-to-image MLP Mix
obtained 0.9985 and 0.9986, and MLP Mix achieved 0.9986 and 0.9985 on training and
validation, respectively.

Analysis of the performance of the temporal shift heatmaps as image time series
noted models utilizing GASF significantly underperformed across all model perfor-
mance metrics. The Multispectral-WaveMix trained on GASF-based image time series
achieved training and validation losses of 0.01786 and 0.01799, respectively, while
peer models, image-to-image MLP Mix and MLP-Mix trained on GASF, achieved
training vs. validation losses of 0.01939/0.019841 and 0.01942/0.01854, respectively,
underperforming compared with TSH-based models.

The overall performance of the objective model, Multispectral-WaveMix, also exceeded
other benchmark models on root mean square error (RMSE) metrics when assessed
across all observations by site. Overall, the objective model outperformed all other
models, achieving lower RMSE errors across the Desert Rock, Nevada; Goodwin
Creek, Mississippi; Penn. State Univ., Pennsylvania; and Golden, Colorado test sites.
The models achieved the second-best performance in two other sites, Table Mountain,
Colorado, and Fort Peck, Montana.

On assessing the generalizability of the pre-trained model on a location, Golden,
Colorado, that wasn’t part of the training corpus, the objective model, Multispectral-
WaveMix, outperformed all other models with 69.6% of the RMSE errors falling below
0.001, while image-to-image Mix, MLP-mix, and Standard MLP achieved 60.8%, 56.9%,
and 44.3% of the errors, respectively.

6.2. Limitations, Further Outlook, and Future Research

The temporally-shifted heatmaps proposed in this research and the higher predictive

performance of the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix and benchmark models trained on

heatmaps present a better alternative to GASF-based approaches for temporal downscaling.

The potential of the temporally-shifted heatmaps and the modeling approaches has the

potential for further research, which is yet to be explored in this paper:

In the context of estimating surface albedo via remote sensing, the solar irradiance
reaching a surface is subjected to distortions from atmospheric factors including cloud
cover, aerosol, and water vapor [110,111]. The combination of atmospheric and surface
effects, such as vegetation cover, on the incoming irradiance is captured through
satellite sensors in the form of multispectral surface reflectance. The effects of cloud
cover vary across the electromagnetic spectrum, with cloud absorption affecting near-
infrared more than the visible portion [112]. Therefore, spatially congruent, temporally
high-resolution cloud cover observations could enhance model skill, especially for
bands in the near-infrared range.

Improving model generalizability requires training inputs encompassing a wider
range of spatial locations and a greater temporal range to account for domain shifts
and capture causal mechanisms. Such efforts are at present limited by the higher level
of computational resources required for image processing model training and dataset
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development. However, physics-informed deep learning methods that harness both
physical parametrization and data-driven learning approaches have greater potential
inbridging the gap between the need for greater computation and larger representative
datasets. The latter approach would be of greater benefit to data-constrained regions
of the world.

- Self-attention mechanisms are considered integral to the high performance of vi-

sion transformers. The attention-free modeling approaches, such as Multispectral-
WaveMix, MLP-Mix, and their variants, have achieved equivalent performance with-
out an attention mechanism. However, the combination of attention mechanisms with
MLP-Mix has been explored to enhance global attention and positional encoding for
image segmentation [113,114], image decoding [115], and image recognition [116].

Overall, the future of generating high temporal surface albedo for both solar energy
applications and for the modeling of thermal environments could utilize pre-trained deep
learning models. With large-scale inclusion of training samples from a diverse set of land
cover and atmospheric conditions, such models could fill the gap created by the sparse
deployment of high-temporal ground stations and high-spatial and low-temporal coverage
of remote sensing satellites.
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Appendix A. Model Diagram
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Figure A1. Overall model diagram of Multispectral-Wave Mix.
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Appendix B. Model Performance Assessment—Training and Validation
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Figure A2. Training and validation performance of the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix measured

by Cauchy loss vs. epochs.
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Figure A3. Training and validation performance of the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix measured
by signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) vs. epochs.
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Figure A4. Training and validation performance of the proposed Multispectral-WaveMix measured
by Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) vs. epochs.

Appendix C. Model Performance Assessment Plots—RMSE
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Figure A5. Plots of Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) of objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer
models MLP-Mix, Image to Image MLP-Mix, and Standard MLP model for Desert Rock, Nevada—2022.
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Figure A8. Plots of Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) of objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix,
peer models MLP-Mix, Image to Image MLP-Mix, and Standard MLP model for Table Mountain,

Colorado—2022.
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Figure A9. Plots of Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) of objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer
models MLP-Mix, Image to Image MLP-Mix, and Standard MLP model for Fort Peck, Montana—2022.
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Figure A10. Plots of Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) of objective model, Multispectral-Wave
Mix, peer models MLP-Mix, Image to Image MLP-Mix, and Standard MLP model for Golden,
Colorado—2022.
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Figure A11. Plots of Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) of objective model, Multispectral-Wave
Mix, peer models MLP-Mix, Image to Image MLP-Mix, and Standard MLP model for Bondville,
Mlinois—2022.



Remote Sens. 2025, 17, 461

33 of 57

Appendix D. Model Performance Assessment—1 min Predictions by Time
and Location
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Figure A12. Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for periods (a) 8:00-9:00 a.m., (b) 9:00-10:00
a.m., (c) 10:00-11:00 a.m. from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image
MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix, Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations
and the National Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Desert Rock, Colorado—January 2022.
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Figure A13. Cont.
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Figure A13. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (d) 11:00-12:00 p.m., (e) 12:00-13:00 p.m.,
(f) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (g) 14:00-15:00 p.m., (h) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (i) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A14. Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m., (b) 8:00—
9:00 a.m., (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-12:00 p.m., and (f) 12:00-13:00 p.m.
from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix,
Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Desert Rock, Colorado—April 2022.
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Figure A15. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-
15:00 p.m., (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (j) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A16. Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m., (b) 8:00—
9:00 a.m., (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-12:00 p.m., and (f) 12:00-13:00 p.m.
from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix,
Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Desert Rock, Colorado—]June 2022.
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Figure A17. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure)(g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-
15:00 p.m., (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (j) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A18. Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m., (b) 8:00—
9:00 a.m., and (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m. from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models
Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix, Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD
monitoring stations and the National Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Desert Rock, Col-
orado—OQOctober 2022.
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Figure A19. Cont.
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Figure A19. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-
12:00 p.m., (f) 12:00-13:00 p.m., (g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-15:00 p.m., and (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m.
from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix,
Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Desert Rock, Colorado—October 2022.

Appendix E. Plots of Uncertainty Surface Albedo Predictions for Time Periods
and Location
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Figure A20. Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for time periods 16:00-17:00 p.m. PM from
objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix, Stan-
dard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National Solar
Radiation Database Predictions for Desert Rock, Colorado—October 2022.
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Figure A21.

Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 8:00-9:00

a.m., (b)9:00-10:00 a.m., (c¢) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (d) 11:00-12:00 p.m., (e) 12:00-13:00 p.m., and
(f) 13:00-14:00 p.m. from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image
MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix, Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations
and the National Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Golden, Colorado—January 2022.
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Figure A22. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 14:00-15:00 p.m., (h) 15:00-
16:00 p.m., and (i) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A23. Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m.,
(b) 8:00-9:00 a.m., (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-12:00 p.m., and (f) 12:00-13:00
p-m. from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-
Mix, Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Golden, Colorado—March 2022.
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Figure A24. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-
15:00 p.m., (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (j) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A25. Plots of 1 min surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m., (b) 8:00—
9:00 a.m., (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-12:00 p.m., and (f) 12:00-13:00 p.m.
from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix,
Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Golden, Colorado—August 2022.
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Figure A26. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-
15:00 p.m., (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (j) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A27. Plots of uncertainty surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 8:00-9:00 a.m.,
(b) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (c) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (d) 11:00-12:00 p.m., (e) 12:00-13:00 p.m., (f) 13:00-14:00 p.m.
from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-Mix,
Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Golden, Colorado—January 2022.
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Figure A28. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 14:00-15:00 p.m., (h) 15:00-
16:00 p.m., and (i) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A29. Plots of uncertainty surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m.,
(b) 8:00-9:00 a.m., (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-12:00 p.m., and (f) 12:00-13:00
p-m. from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-
Mix, Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Golden, Colorado—March 2022.
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Figure A30. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-
15:00 p.m., (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (j) 16:00-17:00 p.m.
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Figure A31. Plots of uncertainty surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m.,
(b) 8:00-9:00 a.m., (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-12:00 p.m., and (f) 12:00-13:00
p-m. from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-
Mix, Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Golden, Colorado—August 2022.
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Figure A32. Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-15:00
p-m., (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (j) 16:00-17:00 p.m.



Remote Sens. 2025, 17, 461

50 of 57

Surface Albedo

Surface Albedo

0.80 0.80 0.80
—— Multispectral WaveMixer —— Multispectral WaveMixer —— Multispectral WaveMixer
o Multispectral WaveMixer Mean — Multispectral WaveMixer Mean | Multispectral WaveMixer Mean
—— Ground Observations —— Ground Observations B, —— Ground Observations
—— NSRDE —— NSRDB — NSRDB
0.70 0.70 4 0.70 4
0.65 | 0.65 4 0.65 -
0.60 0.60 4 0.60 -
0.55 0.55 4 0.55 4
0.50 0.50 4 0.50
0.45 2 g
T 0451 T 045
2 2
< <
0.40 @ 040 @ 0404
] ]
= £
0.35 3 035 @ 035
0.30 0.30 4 0.30 4
0.25 0.25 4 0.25 4
0.20 0.20 4 020 (T L T T T T T e
0.15 0.15 4 015 4
0.10 0.10 4 0.10 4
0.05 0.05 4 0.05 4
0.00 T T T T w 0.00 T T T T T 0.00 T T T T T
o 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Minutes Minutes Minutes
(o) (0) ©
0.80 0.80 0.80
—— Multispectral WaveMixer —— Multispectral WaveMixer —— Multispectral WaveMixer
e Multispectral WaveMixer Mean — Multispectral WaveMixer Mean — Multispectral WaveMixer Mean
—— Ground Observations —— Ground Observations —— Ground Observations
— NSRDB — NSRDB — NSRDB
0.70 4 0.704 0.70 4
0.65 4 0.65 1 0.65 1
0.60 - 0.60 4 0.60 4
0.55 4 0.55 4 0.55 4
0.50 4 0.50 4 0.50 1
o
0.45 4 T 0.45 B 045
k= 2
= <
0.40 4 g 0.40 4 @ 040
]
‘= =
3 =
0.35 4 @ 035 @ 035
0.30 0.30 4 0304
0.25 0.25 4 0.254
0.20 - TeT—— e 0.20 - TR M M 02047 b
015 0.15 4 0154
010 0.10 4 0104
0.05 0.05 4 0.054
0.00 T r v y T 0.00 r r r r T , 000 . . - : v )
(] 10 20 30 40 50 60 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 o 10 20 30 a0 50 60
Minutes Minutes Minutes

(d)

(e)

)

Figure A33. Plots of uncertainty surface albedo predictions for time periods (a) 7:00-8:00 a.m.,
(b) 8:00-9:00 a.m., (c) 9:00-10:00 a.m., (d) 10:00-11:00 a.m., (e) 11:00-12:00 p.m., and (f) 12:00-13:00
p-m. from objective model, Multispectral-Wave Mix, peer models Image to Image MLP-Mix, MLP-
Mix, Standard MLP model against observations from SURFRAD monitoring stations and the National
Solar Radiation Database Predictions for Golden, Colorado—OQOctober 2022.
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Figure A34. (Note—this figure continues from the previous figure) (g) 13:00-14:00 p.m., (h) 14:00-
15:00 p.m., (i) 15:00-16:00 p.m., and (j) 16:00-17:00 p.m.

Appendix F. Predicted Temporal Shift Heatmaps

(e) ()

(@)

(b)
Figure A35. Predicted temporal shift heatmaps from the Multispectral-WaveMix model across

(0) (d) (8)
spectral approximation and detail aggregation methods, minimum, maximum, sum, mean, and their
combinations compared against the ground truth. (a) Ground Truth (b) Combined max, min, mean,

and sum (c) without any aggregation (d) Maximum (e) Minimum (f) Mean (g) Summation.
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Appendix G. Ablation Studies—Comparative Plots of Root Mean Square Error
Between Wavelet Methods
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