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ABSTRACT
Cloud type classification based on ground-based cloud image observations is an important task in atmospheric research.
Currently, two kinds of cloud image observations with infrared and visible light images are widely used for cloud classification. However, they are only independently analyzed
and simply compared in the current study. The useful information from these two kinds of images is not fully utilized
and integrated. The classification performance could be improved if taking full advantage of the complementary information of these two observations. Thus, first, a database containing these two kinds of cloud images with same temporal
resolution is released in this study. Then, a two-observation
joint encoding strategy of LBP (local binary pattern) features
is proposed to implement cloud classification by encoding the
joint distribution of LBP patterns in different observations,
which captures the correlation between two observations. Experimental results based on this database show the significant
superiority of the proposed method compared to the results
based on the single observation.
Index Terms— Local binary patterns, joint distribution,
cloud classification, visible light, infrared cloud images
1. INTRODUCTION
In recent years, ground-based image observations of clouds
have become increasingly popular. Because these images are
available at low cost and high resolution, and they offer accurate local and short-term cloud information ([1, 2]). Cloud
height, cloud cover, and cloud type are three important factors
for ground-based cloud observation. In this study, we focus
on the research of cloud type. The timely and accurate cloud
type classification has a great significance on the weather prediction and the understanding of climatic conditions([3, 4, 5]).
Currently, ground-based cloud image observations generally include two ways of infrared and visible light. Visible
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light images provide the most direct and accurate observation
for clouds, however, they are easily affected by visibility and
aerosol. Infrared images gain the cloud information by using
the 8-14 µm band infrared radiation, and they can achieve
the 24 hours’ continuous observation. These two kinds of
cloud image observations attain different useful information
of clouds. However, they are only independently analyzed
and simply compared in the current study. The useful information is not fully utilized and integrated. Thus, the classification performance could be improved if taking full advantage of the complementary information of these two observations.
Extracting effective features is a fundamental issue in image analysis. In particular, a local texture descriptor, called
local binary pattern (LBP)([6]), has gained much attention
due to its low computational complexity, gray-scale and rotation invariance, robustness, and excellent performance in
many applications ([7, 8, 9, 10]). Thus, in this study, LBP
features are introduced to the classification of cloud images.
To integrate cloud texture information in two kinds of different observations, a concatenated strategy similar to multiscale strategy is a natural choice ([11]). However, this simply concatenated strategy ignores the correlation information
between different observations. In fact, texture patterns in different image observations clearly have a strong correlation,
because visible light and infrared cloud images are taken at
the same time and place. Ignoring such correlation may lead
to the loss of the useful discriminative information of cloud
type classification. Thus, in this study, we propose a twoobservation joint encoding strategy of LBP ( TOJ-LBP ) feature to encode the joint distribution of LBP patterns in different image observations.
2. TWO-OBSERVATION JOINT ENCODING OF
LOCAL BINARY PATTERNS
2.1. A simple review of LBP operator
LBP is an effective gray-scale and rotation invariant texture
operator that depicts local structures of natural texture im-
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Fig. 1. Difference of LBP histogram and integrated histogram
of LBPs and co-occurrence LBPs.
ages. The LBP patterns can be computed by comparing its
pixel value with the values of its neighbors:
LBPP,R =

P
−1
X

p

s(gp − gc )2 , s(x) =

p=0



1 x≥0
0 x < 0,

(1)

where gc and gp , p = 0, . . . , P − 1 are the gray values of center pixel and neighboring pixels on a circle of radius R(R >
0) from a circularly neighbor set.
To achieve robustness to image rotation, a uniform gray
scale and rotation invariant texture descriptor is introduced
by defining a uniformity measure U
 PP −1
riu2
p=0 s(gp − gc ) if U (LBPP,R ) ≤2
LBPP,R
=
(2)
P +1
otherwise

To characterize stronger image texture features, it is necessary to jointly encode the joint distribution of LBP patterns
in different observations. Here, we propose a two-observation
joint encoding strategy of local binary pattern (TOJ-LBP)
features. Denote TOJ-LBP with observations s1 and s2 as
T OJLBP (s1 , s2 ), then it can be defined as follows:
h
(s1 )
(s2 )
T OJLBP (s1 , s2 ) = LBPP,R
, LBPP,R
,
i
(s1 )
(s2 )
(3)
[LBPP,R , LBPP,R ]co
where s1 and s2 refer to the ground-based visible light and
infrared observations, respectively. LBPP,R (·) refer to the
rotation invariant uniform LBP patterns. [, ]co refer to the cooccurrence LBP patterns. For example, as indicated before,
riu2
riu2
LBP8,1
and LBP16,2
have 10 and 18 patterns, respectively.
(s )

(s )

1
2
Thus, [LBPP,R
, LBPP,R
]co would include 10 × 10 = 100
and 18 × 18 = 324 co-occurrence patterns for P = 8 and
P = 16, respectively. And the TOJ-LBP would contain 120
and 360 patterns.
The cloud images can be represented by the corresponding LBP histogram feature vector:
i
h
(4)
f (s1 , s2 ) = hLBP (s1 ) , hLBP (s2 ) , h[LBP (s1 ) ,LBP (s2 ) ]
P,R

where
U (LBPP,R ) =
+

P,R

P,R co

where hLBP (s1 ) denotes the histogram for visible light obserP,R

|s(gP −1 − gc ) − s(g0 − gc )|
P
−1
X

P,R

vation, and its element
X
hLBP (s1 ) (i) =
B(LBPP,R (x, y) = i), i ∈ [1, L], (5)

|s(gp − gc ) − s(gp−1 − gc)|.

P,R

p=1

For example, for the number of neighbors P =8, LBP has
36 rotation invariant patterns, in which there are 9 uniform
patterns and 27 non-uniform patterns.
2.2. Two-observation joint encoding of LBP patterns
To capture the texture information in different observations,
a two-observation concatenation strategy is a natural choice.
First, the LBP histograms are extracted individually from
each observation, and then the histograms for two observations are concatenated into the final representation.
Unfortunately, however, the correlations among the LBP
patterns with different observations are ignored during the
LBP histogram generation process. For example, the LBP
patterns in two observations of visible light and infrared cloud
images are composed of four LBP A and four LBP B patterns,
respectively, as shown in Fig. 1 (a). Then, the concatenated
LBP histograms are generated by a direct concatenated operation as shown in Fig.1(b). In contrast to the histograms of the
co-occurrence LBP patterns extracted from two observations
shown in Fig.1(c), the original concatenated LBP histograms
obviously lose some important information. This also suggests that the expression ability of the original LBP is insufficient, and there is still a room for further improvement to the
performance of LBP-based features.
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x,y∈I

Boolean indicator
B(v) =



1 when v is true
0 otherwise,

(6)

L is the size of rotation invariant uniform LBP patterns. The
histograms for infrared and joint observations have similar expression with Eq. (5).
2.3. Dimension reduction
The co-occurrence texture information encoded by TOJ-LBP
forms high dimensional feature vectors compared to traditional uniform LBP features. Correspondingly, some redundant
or noised information is inevitably introduced in this process.
Therefore, we perform dimension reduction on the extracted
co-occurrence LBP feature vector before performing classification. Principal component analysis (PCA) is a commonly used way to reduce the dimensions of the feature vectors.
Suppose that the matrix corresponding to the original data set
X has D1 dimensions, the PCA will select the first D2 eigenvectors corresponding to the first largest D2 eigenvalues of
the matrix X T X. The criterion to select D2 is usually based
on the following equation:
PD2
k=1 |λk |
>θ
(7)
PD1
k=1 |λk |

where λk denotes the kth eigenvalue of the matrix X T X, and
θ is a threshold value such as 95%.

Fig. 2. Some infrared and visible light cloud image samples.
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In this domain, we do not find public benchmarking database
containing both visible light and infrared cloud image observations with same temporal resolution. In view of this problem, we create a database with 591 × 2 cloud image samples.
The images are stored in a color JPEG format with the resolutions of 2272 × 1704 and 738 × 650 pixels, respectively.
As such, these images are rectangular in shape, but the whole
sky mapped is circular. All images are captured in Yangjiang,
Guangdong province of China. In the course of this observation, four different sky conditions of stratiform, undulatus,
and cirriform clouds, and mixed sky conditions are covered.
The sample sizes for each cloud type are 231, 23, 272, and 65,
respectively. Some representative images from each category
are shown in Fig. 2.
In this study, the kernel support vector machine (KSVM)
and multi-level perceptron (MLP) are chosen([4]). For effectively evaluating the performance of the extracted features and
algorithms, the widely used Leave-One-Out Cross-validation
(LOOCV) are applied ([3]). Specifically, for a training sample set T with the size of n, if one single element t is removed,
the algorithm is trained with the remaining data set T −t. This
process is repeated n times. The average number of correctly
classified elements can be expressed
(8)

3.2. Experimental Results
With the released database, we provide the total and the respective class classification results based on the LOOCV for
the rotation invariant uniform LBP patterns on the single and
joint observations. In view of the computation cost and the
representation of circular neighbor in LBP patterns, we select
(P = 8, R = 1), (P = 16, R = 2) and (P = 24, R = 3)
three combinations.
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3.1. Database and experimental setup
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n
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3

4
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Table 2. Classification performance on MLP Classifier

3. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

LOOCV =

Table 1. Classification performance on KSVM Classifier
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3.2.1. Results on KSVM classifier
Table 1 shows the classification results of five techniques for
three cases of (P = 8, R = 1), (P = 16, R = 2) and
(P = 24, R = 3) on KSVM classifier. First, we can see that if
extracting LBP features only from visible light cloud images,
riu2
the traditional LBP8,1
method exhibits the worst classification performance with only 61.9%. For the infrared cloud
riu2
images, the total classification performance of LBP8,1
elevates about 8.5 points from 61.9% to 70.4%. By directly
concatenating the LBP features from two observations of infrared and visible light cloud images into a final feature vecriu2
tor, the LBP8,1
shows a slightly lower performance than
riu2
that of the LBP8,1
(infrared). It is clear that this feature
integration does not bring the improvement of classification
accuracy. In fact, this is because this simple integration could
not add the co-occurrence information into the final feature
vector. Thus, a two-observation joint encoding strategy is proposed by considering the joint distribution of LBP patterns in
different observations in this study.
However, unfortunately, this direct joint encoding does
not also receive the superior classification performance. It only achieves similar classification accuracy (70.4%) with the
riu2
LBP8,1
(infrared). This is because although this operation
captures the co-occurrence texture information from two ob-

servations, it also introduces the dimensional pressure compared to the traditional uniform LBP features. Correspondingly, some redundant or noised information is inevitably introduced in this process. Therefore, we should perform dimension reduction on the extracted co-occurrence LBP feature vector before performing classification. Experimental results validate this point. The classification accuracy of the
proposed method increases about five percentage points from
70.4% to 75.1% after the dimension of the TOJ-LBP features
is reduced from 100 to 18.
When the (P, R) varies from (8, 1) to (16, 2), whether for
infrared and visible light observations, or for their integration, the total classification accuracies all elevate about two
percentage points. The proposed method with PCA further
elevates 4.4% corresponding to the case of (P, R) = (8, 1).
The best classification performance of our method rises by
7.5%, 18.3%, 8.9%, and 8.4% relative to the performances of
other methods on three combinations of (P, R), respectively.
Table 1 also presents the results of each class based on the
LOOCV. For types 3 and 4, our method achieves 80% accuracy. For type 2, in all three cases, the traditional LBP exhibits
the worst performance for visible light cloud images that all
samples are misclassified. However, by integrating the LBP
patterns from infrared images and the co-occurrence patterns
from infrared and visible light images, our method reaches to
86.9% accuracy. In all four cloud types, the classification results of type 1 are the worst. The classification accuracies of
the proposed method are only 64.9%, 71.4% and 71.9% for
three cases, respectively. By observing the confusion matrix,
we find that type 1 is easily misclassified as types 2 and 3.
3.2.2. Results on MLP classifier
For the MLP classifier, all methods show better performance
than that on the SVM classifier. For example, in contrast to
the classification performance on SVM classifier for single
infrared observation, the total and the respective class classification accuracies lift 4.2%, 3.4%, 30.5%, 2.2%, and 6.1%,
respectively. In particular, as shown in Table 2, for type 2, the
accuracies of LBP riu2 (visible light) are no longer zero, and
they varies from zero to 17.4% and 30.4%.
Furthermore, the performances of the proposed method
are superior to other methods in three cases of (8, 1), (16, 2),
and (24, 3). They are 77.8%, 81.5%, and 84.6%, respectively. Similar to the SVM classifier, in all four cloud types, the
worst classification results are still type 1. The maximum improvement arises in type 2. For types 2, 3, and 4, all methods
with the co-occurrence patterns show a performance of more
than 80% (the type 3 is 78.7% in the case of (8, 1)).
In a word, the proposed method achieves the best performance with accuracy 84.6% in the case of (P, R) = (24, 3)
on MLP classifier. In future study, we will extend the proposed two-observation joint encoding strategy to other LBP
type methods such as local texture patterns (LTP).
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