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Multi-Level Embedding and Alignment Network
with Consistency and Invariance Learning for
Cross-View Geo-Localization

Zhongwei Chen, Zhao-Xu Yang, Hai-Jun Rong

Abstract—Cross-View Geo-Localization (CVGL) involves de-
termining the localization of drone images by retrieving the most
similar GPS-tagged satellite images. However, the imaging gaps
between platforms are often significant and the variations in view-
points are substantial, which limits the ability of existing methods
to effectively associate cross-view features and extract consistent
and invariant characteristics. Moreover, existing methods often
overlook the problem of increased computational and storage
requirements when improving model performance. To handle
these limitations, we propose a lightweight enhanced alignment
network, called the Multi-Level Embedding and Alignment Net-
work (MEAN). The MEAN network uses a progressive multi-level
enhancement strategy, global-to-local associations, and cross-
domain alignment, enabling feature communication across levels.
This allows MEAN to effectively connect features at different
levels and learn robust cross-view consistent mappings and
modality-invariant features. Moreover, MEAN adopts a shallow
backbone network combined with a lightweight branch design,
effectively reducing parameter count and computational com-
plexity. Experimental results on the University-1652 and SUES-
200 datasets demonstrate that MEAN reduces parameter count
by 62.17% and computational complexity by 70.99% compared
to state-of-the-art models, while maintaining competitive or even
superior performance. The codes will be released soon.

Index Terms—Cross-view geo-location, invariance and consis-
tency, progressive multi-level augmentation, cross-domain align-
ment

I. INTRODUCTION

ROSS-VIEW geo-localization (CVGL) has received ex-
C tensive attention in autonomous vehicles, aerial photog-
raphy, and autonomous navigation [I-3]. CVGL is usually
recognized as an image retrieval task on the heterogeneous
platform, enabling one to accurately determine the geo-
location of a query image by matching it with several reference
images taken from the varying views of different platforms.
It has been more common in earlier applications to achieve
geo-localization by matching the ground panoramic images
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with satellite images [4—0]. Recently, drone aerial photography
has further extended its applications [7-9], including drone
target localization and drone navigation. In these cases, the
images taken by drones can be matched with satellite images
of the same geographic area, which contain precise longitude
and latitude coordinates, achieving indirect localization of
drones. This realizes drone navigation, replacing the need for
global navigation satellite system (GNSS) equipment onboard
[10]. However, CVGL encounters substantial challenges due
to appearance variations and spatial misalignments caused by
scale variations, imaging gaps, and spatial transformations in
the aerial photography scene.

Prior research focused on improving feature representation
capabilities, initially using global features to encompass over-
all structural information [11, 12] or local features to detail
fine-grained aspects [ 13, 14]. However, global features lack the
ability to represent detailed information, whereas local features
are sensitive to variations in viewpoint or scale. Consequently,
some researches have developed the joint global-local fea-
ture representations to overcome their respective inherent
limitations, incorporating more powerful feature extraction
architectures. For example, the Transformer [15, 16] is used
to model long-range dependencies and complex contextual
semantics at both the global and local levels. Although these
architectures possess strong feature extraction capabilities to
enhance overall feature representation and mitigate the dis-
crepancies caused by appearance variations, the disparity in
feature space distribution due to spatial misalignment makes
it difficult to obtain efficient alignment of cross-view features,
namely feature consistency. Moreover, the excessive emphasis
on contextual information can induce noise interference [17],
limiting feature consistency and matching accuracy in the
complex retrieval tasks. Furthermore, increasing architecture
complexity results in a high parameter count, significantly
increasing the computational costs of deployment in environ-
ments with limited airborne resources [18].

Attempts to extract the cross-view consistent features pro-
vide the possibilities to accurately align and associate the same
target from different viewpoints and transformed spatial [19].
Several methods [12, 20, 21] have been proposed to address
inconsistencies in the feature distribution. These methods
combine dense partition learning [9, 22] and feature alignment
strategies [19, 23] to capture deep structural relationships
of cross-view features within a shared embedding space. To
further improve the discriminability of features in the cross-
view mappings of these methods, contrastive loss [5] and
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Fig. 1. The balance between model performance and parameter count. Model
performance is evaluated based on the R@1 accuracy on the Drone— Satellite
from the University-1652 dataset. Our method achieves superior performance
with a lower parameter count compared with state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods,
demonstrating efficiency in cross-view geo-localization tasks.

triplet loss [24] have been used to achieve a more precise
differentiation between positive and negative samples within
the embedding space.

Although these methods have made significant progress
in addressing feature distribution inconsistencies through
dense partition learning and feature alignment, they often
overemphasize fine-grained feature alignment. In this case,
it relied heavily on the specific details of the viewpoints
or scales,making it difficult to effectively associate features
across different levels. In scenarios characterized by sub-
stantial viewpoint differences or large-scale spatial variations,
consistency mappings may not capture the critical cross-view
invariant that differs from these environmentally sensitive
features, i.e., the invariance of features[25]. This limited
their robustness and uniformity, ultimately undermining the
generalization capability.

To address those issues, we propose a novel enhanced align-
ment network for the cross-view geo-localization tasks, called
multi-level embedding alignment network (MEAN). In the
proposed MEAN, ConvNeXt-Tiny, the smallest network in the
ConvNeXt family[26] is used as a backbone to extract coarse-
grained features. These features are then processed separately
by the three designed branches. The progressive diversification
embedding branch proposed in the MEAN adopts a stepwise
expansion strategy to generate a rich set of embedding fea-
tures, allowing the model to learn diverse feature represen-
tations. Furthermore, it uses contrastive loss to enhance the
consistency and discriminability of the shared embeddings. To
better coordinate feature representation capabilities, the other
branch, named the global expansion embedding branch, jointly
optimizes global and fine-grained feature representations to
realize the global-to-local associations. Additionally, the multi-
level feature fusion and adaptive calibration strategies with
multi-level constraint achieve precise and robust feature align-
ment in the embedding space in the cross-domain enhanced
alignment branch. Therefore, the proposed MEAN not only
enhances feature representation, but also deeply explores the

invariant modes and potential commonalities within the fea-
tures. As shown in Fig. 1, our method significantly achieves
improvements in both matching accuracy and computational
efficiency compared with existing state-of-the-art methods. Its
main contributions are summarized as follows.

e« The proposed MEAN establishes a joint lightweight
learning framework that possesses the shallow feature
representation and deep latent structure learning to in-
corporate multi-level characteristics and semantic depth.
It enhances the feature representation capacity through
collaborative embedding branches. Moreover, the consis-
tency and invariance of cross-view features are ensured
through the multi-level feature fusion and adaptive cali-
bration strategies with multi-level constraints.

« We propose two embedding branches to facilitate the col-
laborative modeling of global and fine-grained features.
The contrastive loss-based stepwise expansion strategy is
utilized in the progressive expansion branch to incremen-
tally generate diverse embedding representations, while
the global expansion branch ensures the global-to-local
associations and structural integrity of the feature space.

e In the cross-domain enhanced alignment branch, the
multi-level feature fusion and adaptive calibration strate-
gies with multi-level constraints realize the consistency
learning and effectively ensure robust invariance under
cross-domain transformations.

o Compared with state-of-the-art models, extensive exper-
iments demonstrate that the proposed MEAN achieves a
reduction of 62.17% in parameter count and a decrease of
70.99% in computational complexity while maintaining
competitive or even superior performance.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we provide a concise overview of two main
methods commonly employed in cross-view geo-localization
tasks: 1) feature extraction and contextual enhancement, and 2)
feature alignment and optimization for discriminative power.

A. Feature Extraction and Context Enhancement

The first category of methods focused primarily on enhanc-
ing feature representation, typically achieving cross-view geo-
localization through single global or local feature extraction.
LCM [I1] mapped drone and satellite images into a unified
feature space, transforming the task into a global location
classification to capture the overall structure of the image.
However, the ability to learn fine-grained features is limited
by such global methods. Therefore, LPN [13] introduced a
local pattern partitioning method that segmented images into
multiple distance-based regions using a square ring parti-
tioning strategy. This method effectively extracts fine-grained
contextual information surrounding the target. Although this
local method improves the model’s sensitivity to detail, sin-
gle global or local feature extraction still proves limited in
handling significant viewpoint and scale variations. Moreover,
relying on a single branch for processing either global or
local features hinders effective integration of multi-scale and
multi-level spatial information in cross-view scenarios. To



address these issues, IFSs [8]proposed a multi-branch joint
representation learning strategy that integrates global and local
feature information through a multi-branch structure.

However, these methods are mainly based on convolu-
tional neural networks (CNNs), which are inherently lim-
ited in modeling long-range dependencies and complex con-
textual semantics, particularly in cross-view geo-localization
tasks[22]. Transformer and ConvNeXt architectures have been
gradually adopted in cross-view geo-localization due to their
advantages in long-range dependency modeling and contextual
information extraction. TransFG[10] employed Transformer-
based feature aggregation and gradient-guided modules to
effectively integrate global and local information. SRLN[27]
based on Swin Transformer [28] combined direction guidance
and multi-scale feature fusion strategies, effectively bridging
viewpoint and scale discrepancies. MCCG [7], in contrast, in-
troduced a multi-classifier method based on ConvNeXt to learn
rich feature representations, though the emphasis on contextual
information can lead to over-attention to non-essential features.
To mitigate this, CCR [29] introduced counterfactual causal
reasoning to strengthen the model’s attention mechanism, help-
ing it distinguish between essential and non-essential features.
MFJR[17] used a multi-level feedback joint representation
learning method, incorporating an adaptive region elimination
strategy to effectively suppress irrelevant information and
focus on key target features.

Despite the effectiveness of Transformer-based and large
ConvNeXt architectures, combined with specific multi-level
learning strategies, in capturing features, their high compu-
tational costs pose challenges for deployment in resource-
constrained environments. Furthermore, with significant view-
point or scale variations, maintaining robustness and consis-
tency in cross-view matching remains difficult.

B. Feature Alignment and Discriminative Optimization

To extract consistency across varying cross-view features,
researchers have sought to employ spatial alignment strategies
and learn more consistent and discriminative features within a
shared feature space. PCL[23] utilized Perspective Projection
Transformation (PPT) to align UAV and satellite images,
reducing spatial misalignment between views, and then em-
ployed a CGAN to synthesize realistic satellite image styles,
thereby narrowing the viewpoint gap. However, this explicit
alignment method struggles to effectively learn internal feature
differences and may add unnecessary noise. Consequently,
many researchers have attempted to integrate the metric loss
and the contrastive loss within a shared space to guide the
model in capturing these internal discrepancies. However, this
method is often challenged by interference from viewpoint
variations and exhibits limited discriminative power for neg-
ative samples. To address this, Sample4Geo [5] employed
a hard negative sampling strategy to enhance the model’s
feature discrimination and contrastive learning effectiveness.
However, significant differences in feature representations
across cross-views challenge the extraction and alignment of
geographical features under substantial viewpoint variations.
Relying solely on constraint-based alignment within a shared

embedding space often proves insufficient to address these
discrepancies. Therefore, CAMP[30]introduced contrastive at-
tribute mining and position-aware partitioning strategies to
align geographic features under varying viewpoints and scales.
Although this method enhances local feature consistency
and discrimination, it excels at extracting explicit differences
across viewpoints but struggles to learn feature invariance
under significant viewpoint and scale changes, thereby limiting
the model’s generalization capability. DAC[19]adopted domain
alignment and scene consistency constraints to achieve coarse-
to-fine feature consistency, relying primarily on direct align-
ment without fully exploring deep invariant patterns across
viewpoints. As a result, DAC faces challenges in maintaining
stable feature mappings under extreme viewpoint or scale
variations. Moreover, both CAMP and DAC incur high com-
putational costs in improving alignment accuracy, impacting
model efficiency and deployment flexibility.

III. MULTI-LEVEL EMBEDDING AND ALIGNMENT
NETWORK

The proposed MEAN network is introduced in this section,
with an overview of this model illustrated in Fig.2. MEAN uti-
lizes ConvNeXt-Tiny as the backbone to extract initial coarse-
grained features. The progressive extension embedding (PEE)
branch and global extension embedding (GEE) branch gen-
erate multi-embedding representations, seizing representative
cross-view feature cues, and refining global spatial represen-
tations, respectively. Additionally, the cross-domain enhanced
alignment (CEA) branch is integrated to exhaustively extract
underlying structural patterns across different view images.
During the training phase, distinct loss functions are utilized
for the features extracted from each branch. In particular,
a cross-joint optimization strategy is employed in the PEE
and CEA branches. By incorporating multi-level constraints,
MEAN promotes feature enhancement and alignment, while
optimizing the adaptability of feature representation for cross-
view consistency and modality invariance.

Problem Formulation: Given a cross-view geo-localization
dataset, we denote the input image pairs as {x%, x°}, where
x¢ and 2° represent the images taken from drone and satellite
views, respectively. Each image is associated with a label
y=1,---,C, where C denotes the total number of categories
corresponding to different locations in the dataset. For exam-
ple, in the University-1652 dataset, there are 701 buildings,
each containing one satellite view image and multiple drone
view images. For the cross-view geo-localization task, the
goal is to learn a mapping function that projects images from
different platforms (e.g., drone and satellite) into a shared
semantic space. In this space, the features of images repre-
senting the same location should be close to each other, while
those from different locations should be well separated. This
method enables effective matching of images from different
views of the same location by leveraging feature similarity. It
can address the challenges of significant viewpoint differences
and supports accurate geo-localization.
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Fig. 2. The pipeline of the proposed network,which includes a ConvNeXt-Tiny backbone and three core branches: the PEE branch, the GEE branch and
the CEA branch. The PEE learns multi-scale embedding features through progressive multi-scale convolutions, optimized with the Lpyfoncg to learn diverse
feature representations and discriminatory. The GEE module aggregates global and local generated embedding features, further optimizing the embedding
feature representation using the Lcg loss. The CEA branch uses a multi-level fusion and adaptive calibration strategies with a novel Lcpa loss to dynamically
adjust feature consistency within a shared latent space of high-dimensional embeddings.

A. ConvNeXt-Tiny Backbone for Feature Extraction

In this work, we use ConvNeXt-Tiny as the backbone for the
extraction of features. ConvNeXt-Tiny is the most lightweight
variant within the ConvNeXt family, combining depthwise
convolutions and layer normalization to provide an efficient
CNN solution for cross-view geo-localization tasks.

ConvNeXt-Tiny processes input images with a resolution of
384384 pixels, and the output feature maps are represented
as follows,

fi - fbackbone(xl)a

where ' represents input images from drone views {z?}
and satellite views {z®}, and Fpycknone denotes the feature
extraction function of ConvNeXt-Tiny. The extracted feature
maps f; € RE*HixWi capture the underlying hierarchical
patterns that are critical for subsequent procedures, where
C;, H; and W; represent the number of channels, height
and width, respectively. Additionally, weight sharing is imple-
mented between drone and satellite branches, which not only
enhances cross-domain feature consistency but also reduces
computational overhead.

Remark 1: Compared with deeper and more complex back-
bone networks such as Transformer-based [ | 7] and ConvNeXt-
based [29] models for cross-view geo-localization, ConvNeXt-
Tiny reduces the parameter count by 67%. However, because
of the shallow structure and compact design, it has certain

i=d,s. (1)

limitations to learning complex and deep information about
features. To address these shortcomings, we introduce com-
plementary branches, designed as follows.

B. Progressive Extension Embedding branch

The proposed progressive extension embedding branch
(PEE) utilizes a multi-branch convolutional structure to fuse
information across different scales. It enhances feature em-
beddings and enables precise learning of complex semantic
patterns in multi-scale scenarios. The PEE branch consists of
two sub-modules, namely the diversified embedding generator
(DEG) and the diversified embedding classifier (DEC).

DEG module: DEG extracts contextual information from
multiple embeddings through parallel pathways, enhancing
representational consistency in different embeddings. As il-
lustrated in Fig.2, for the output of the feature map by the
backbone network f; € RC:*HixWi three dilated convolution
layers with a kernel size of 3 x 3 are applied. These layers,
namely ¢, ¢}, and ¢} have dilation rates of 1, 2 and 3,
respectively. They reduce the channel size of the feature map
to one-fourth of its original size. The feature maps are then
fused by combining the outputs into a single feature map,
followed by the ReLU activation layer Fre y to improve
the nonlinearity of the DEG’s representation. Subsequently,
another convolutional layer with a kernel size of 1 x 1, denoted



as 07, is applied to the resulting feature map to restore its
dimension to match that of the original feature map f;. Based
on this, we obtain compact and enhanced embedded features
with improved diversity f;". To adaptively address feature
alignment and enhancement across different task scenarios, we
introduce a feature augmentation and balanced fusion strategy.
This strategy combines the generated embedding features
f~ with the original features f; through weighted fusion,
preserving essential information from the original features
while enhancing the overall feature representation. Finally, the
DEG module generates two identical feature representations,
both of which undergo a dropout operation D(-) to mitigate
overfitting and enhance the model generalization capability.
These two sets of feature outputs will be used in subsequent
classification procedure to expand the discriminative power
of the model and enable it to co-optimize across different
feature subspaces. The feature embedding f;" is represented
as follows,

1
£, = D(G‘fxl(FRew(g(wé(fi) +orE) +e3(E) @
£l =w(f, +1f) 3)

where w serves as a augmentation and balanced fusion factor
to weight the contributions of f (; and f;, and the collective set
of generated embeddings f;; is subsequently employed as the
input for the DEC module.

DEC module: To address the potential oversight of fine-
grained details and cross-scale contextual information in previ-
ous diversified embeddings, the DEC module adopts a broader
receptive field to obtain diverse embedded local details. In
addition, it incorporates a progressive feature enhancement
strategy to further explore and enhance the representational
capacity of the embeddings. Specifically, we use four branches,
three of which apply dilated convolution layers v}, 12 and
3 with dilation rates of 1, 2 and 3 corresponding to dif-
ferent scales. These convolution layers expand the receptive
field of the network, enabling the model to learn both fine
details and wide contextual information without increasing the
number of parameters. Furthermore, we introduce an extra
1 x 1 convolution 971{(1 to further adjust the embeddings
distribution and improve the balance between local and global
embeddings representations. Therefore, the generated features
are concatenated C'(-) and fused to form a unified embeddings
representation.

Subsequently, adaptive average pooling (AvgPool) is applied
to aggregate the multi-scale information, producing more dis-
criminative semantic embeddings. Finally, the compact feature
representation is processed through the batch normalization
operation B(-), followed by a dropout operation D(-) for
regularization to aviod overfitting, and then propagated to
the linear layer L(-) for classification. We summarize these
processing operations (C(-),B(-),D(-),L(-)) as P(-)

£EF = PLEL), WR(ES) w3 (ED), 00, (60) @

Remark 2: Compared with the method [17] that extract
multi-scale information through repeated feature partitioning,
iterative similarity computation and progressive feedback, the

DEG module employs parallel multi-scale dilated convolutions
(dilation=1, 2, 3) to captures multi-scale features directly.
This design avoids redundant feature propagation, significantly
reduces computational complexity and achieves superior effi-
ciency in multi-scale feature extraction and integration. The
proposed structure highlights both simplicity and effectiveness,
thereby maintaining a low parameter count.

Remark 3: In the DEC module, to further enhance the
depth and flexibility of multi-scale feature extraction, the
module employs a grouping mechanism to decompose the
input channels. It utilizes multi-scale dilated convolution paths
combined with 1 x 1 convolutions for channel fusion, enabling
more refined and integrated feature representations. This de-
sign enriches the diversity of feature expression, allowing for
a more comprehensive perception of both local and global
spatial information.

C. Global Extension Embedding Branch

The GEE branch adopts a global context aggregation strat-
egy, compared with the PEE branch, which progressively
generates and enhances local embedded details. In the GEE
branch, a mean pooling operation replaces the DEG module,
processing the output features of the backbone f; to obtain a
global feature representation. The global feature representation
is then propagated to the DEC module for further refinement.

By applying the mean pooling to f;, the GEE branch pro-
vides a more global perspective of feature representation be-
fore diverse embedded local detail processing. The backbone
output feature f; € R *H:*Wi yndergoes mean pooling to
compute the global average feature representation as follows,

" 1 H, W;

v h=1w=1

where, h = 1,--- | H; and w = 1,--- , W, are height factor
and width factor, respectively. This operation compresses the
spatial dimensions, where fnti € RC. The global feature
is then fed into the DEC module for further processing to
obtain f!F described as DEC module III-B. In this way,
the GEE branch can aggregate global information, generating
comprehensive global feature embeddings that provide the
DEC module with context-aware global features. Based on this
global perspective, global and local consistency is ensured in

the GEE branch.

D. Cross-Domain Enhanced Alignment branch

In cross-view geo-localization tasks, images taken from
different platforms often exhibit significant geometric differ-
ences, resulting in substantial variations in feature distributions
and posing challenges for cross-domain matching. Feature
alignment has been proven to be effective in addressing
this issue[31-33]. Inspired by [19], we designed a cross-
domain enhanced alignment (CEA) branch that uses multi-
level fusion and adaptive calibration strategies to dynamically
adjust feature consistency within a shared latent space in high-
dimensional embeddings. In addition, invariance constraints
are incorporated to learn the inherent structural invariances



of these features. As shown in Fig.2 after the initial feature
extraction by the backbone, we obtain high-dimensional fea-
tures from different perspectives (drone view f; and satellite
view f;). To efficiently utilize global information and facil-
itate cross-view feature alignment and matching, we apply
a transformation M;(-) to reshape these high-dimensional
features into two-dimensional matrices f° € R *Li as the
input feature of the CEA branch, where L; = H; x W; and
i = d,s. Break down the subsequent procedures into three
modules, including domain enhancement (DE) module, feature
adaptive temperature (FAT) module, and multi-scale feature
fusion (MSF) module, which are described as follows.

DE module: We apply two 1 x 1 convolutional kernels
0! and 6!, to project the two-dimensional input features
ng into a higher-dimensional space. Subsequently, the batch
normalization operation and the ReLU activation function are
used to adjust the feature distribution, ensuring stability during
the training phase. This procedure obtains a high-dimensional
feature representation f' € R2Ci*Li. Then, another 1 x 1
convolutional kernel is used to map the high-dimensional
features back to the low-dimensional space, followed by the
dropout operation and the normalization operation N (-) to
improve the generalization capability. This produces a more
compact feature representation f! € RS *Z+, which improves
computational efficiency and can be formally expressed as
follows,

fih = Freru (8(9; (fizD)) (6)

£l = N(D(0,(t]")) 7

FAT module: After obtaining compact low-dimensional fea-
tures f!, a 1x1 convolutional kernel 6} is applied to further ad-
just the feature representation. We apply T-Softmax FL ;. . (-)
to achieve the temperature-scaled local features with temper-
ature factor 7', highlighting the crucial distinctions of the
features f!/7T. This is followed by S-Softmax F5 . (-) for
global rebalancmg to ensure that the features FL  (f!/T)
can maintain consistency and harmony across different levels
or scales. We have

fiw = sof[mdx(Fsoftmdx(fil/T)) (8)
where the dual Softmax-processed feature £ € R *Fi,
Both the input feature f?° and the dual Softmax-processed
features f;” are transformed into a shared dimension of Cigcl
by the 1 x 1 convolutional kernels w, and w,, respectively.

MSF module: Once the features have been transformed into
the same dimensional space, they are concatenated along the
channel dimension, namely the concatenated features repre-

sented as follows,

£ = cat(w, (f:), w, (£")) ©)

where ¢ € R(C:tC)xLi Then a 1x1 convolutional kernel wi
is applied to the concatenated features to restore the channel
size back to C%C' achieving a more compact representation.
Finally, the batch normalization and the ReLU activation
function are employed to normalize and activate the feature
distributions. The output of the CEA branch is computed as
follows,

£ = FreLu(B(wi (£7)) (10)

Remark 4: The proposed CEA branch maps the input
features to a higher-dimensional space to learn rich deep
semantic information and optimize the feature distribution.
Subsequently, a dual adaptive temperature scaling mecha-
nism reconstructs the high-dimensional features, enhancing the
saliency of key features and maintaining global consistency.
On this basis, the branch fuses high- and low-dimensional
features. Through two stages of dimensionality reduction, it
compresses the feature representation and ultimately generates
compact and highly expressive cross-domain aligned features.

E. Multi-Loss Optimization

In order to guide MEAN for learning, each of the three
branches is optimized using different losses. The following
will introduce the specific losses employed, including multi-
level constrain named cross-domain invariant mapping align-
ment loss (CDA loss), InfoNCE loss[34], and cross-entropy
loss (CE loss).

CDA Loss: The CEA branch effectively aligns features from
different viewpoints through multi-level fusion and adaptive
transformation. However, ensuring robust cross-view feature
representation during consistency mining remains a significant
challenge. To address this, we designed the CDA loss, as
shown in Fig.3, to learn multi-level features across viewpoints
and mine feature alignment consistency and cross-domain
invariance within a shared space.

For the feature embeddings £ and f generated by the CEA
branch described in Eq.(10), cosine similarity C(-,-) is used
to estimate spatial directional consistency, while mean square
errors measure absolute differences in the component compo-
nents of the feature. Using cosine similarity and mean square
errors, CDA loss effectively realizes the semantic consistency
of aligned features at a global scale and maintains consistency
in local details. The loss function can be formulated as follows,

Lcpa = ac<fd7 ) + ﬂD(fd7 ) (11)

where o and [ are weighting coefficients to balance the
contributions of cosine similarity C(f7,f?) and mean square
errors D(£9,£2) . C(f9,£f7) is designed to promote global
semantic consistency and invariance across cross-view features
and represented as follows,

M f dok f o)

Sk 12
Z A (12)

where dy, and sg, k = 1,--- , M are denoted index of the drone
and satellite images, respectively. M is the number of images
we have used for each view in the training phase. D(fg, £7)
is used to promote local semantic consistency and invariance
between 7 and f2, and defined as follows,

Z I£5, — £2,11°

Therefore, CDA loss can obtain dual capacities of the global
feature alignment and the local detail alignment.

Remark 5: CDA Loss is designed to enforce feature con-
sistency from both global and local perspectives. The global

C(fdv

D(fg,£0) = (13)
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consistency constraint ensures that the overall representations
across domains remain aligned, while the local consistency
constraint focuses on fine-grained feature alignment. This
approach effectively captures invariant features under style
transformations, thereby significantly enhancing the model’s
robustness.

InfoNCE Loss: In the PEE branch, although diversity and
hierarchical embedding generation have been achieved, there
exists a limitation of the consistency and discriminative capa-
bility. To address this issue, we introduce the InfoNCE loss
to optimize the embedding space. By contrasting embeddings
from different scenes (negative samples) and embeddings from
the same scene (positive samples), InfoNCE loss ensures the
consistency of embedding features within the same scene
while maximizing the discriminability between embeddings of
different scenes. The InfoNCE loss contains two queries from
both detections, one of which uses a known satellite image to
query D drone images, namely satellite — drone. The other
uses a known drone image to query S satellite images, which
can be termed as drone — satellite. The InfoNCE Loss is
defined as follows,
exp(fit- f;dt /)

— log
2N Eim (S L)
exp(fg'tl+ 5t/
+log =3 fH+ . ftt
Zp:l exp( gd " lgsp /7)

where f;j described in Eq.(4) represents an encoded satellite
image, which is referred to as the query. D is the number of

»ClnfoN CE— —

encoded drone images fg‘tg, j=1,---,D, called references,
among which only one positive sample denoted as fgtlt

matches the query f;*. Similarly, f;:f described in Eq.(4)
represents an encoded satellite image, which is also called
the query. S is the number of encoded satellite images f;f.|,
p=1,---,5, among which only one positive sample denoted
fq";t matches the query f;f. The operation ) represents the
sum of the loss for N samples during the training phase. 7 is
the temperature scaling parameter.

CE Loss: In the GEE branch, the CE loss is introduced to
optimize the global feature embeddings fntj described in Eq.
(5). The primary purpose of this loss function is to ensure that
the model not only extracts rich semantic information from the

global context, but also accurately maps these global feature
embeddings ;" to the correct class labels, thereby improving
the classification performance. Through CE loss, the model
learns the correspondence between global features and class
labels, minimizing the discrepancy between the predicted and
true distributions. CE loss measures the difference between the
predicted class distribution of the global feature embeddings
£+ and the true class label. The loss function is defined as

follows,

N

Lo =~ log(py £5) (15)
r=1

St — exp(z(yy)) (16)

el exp(zr(c))

where z,(y) represents the logit score corresponding to the
class y,. for the feature embedding £, and p(y,|f ) is the
probability of the feature embedding belonging to the label y,..
C represents the total number of classes (i.e., the number of
categories in the classification task), and ¢ denotes the index
of all possible classes.

Totle Loss: In the overall model, we combine three loss
functions Lcpa, Lmfonces and Lceg. We optimize the overall
performance of the model by minimizing these three functions.
The total loss is formulated as follows,

Liotal = M Lcpa + A2 LmgoNcE + A3LcE (17

where A, Ao and A3 are utilized to weigh the relative
importance of the different loss terms.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
A. Experimental Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate the performance of our proposed cross-view
geo-localization framework, we conduct experiments on two
large-scale datasets and one multi-weather scenario, includ-
ing University-1652[1], SUES-200[35], and Multi-weather
University-1652[36]. These datasets provide complementary
challenges for multi-view image matching and retrieval tasks.

University-1652 is a cross-view geo-localization dataset
consisting of drone, satellite, and ground-level images from
1,652 locations across 72 universities worldwide. The training
set includes 701 buildings from 33 universities, while the test
set consists of 951 buildings from 39 universities, with no
overlap between training and testing data. This dataset is first
used to introduce drone-view to cross-view geo-localization,
extended the visual localization task as ground-drone-satellite
cross-view matching.

SUES-200 introduces altitude variation in drone images, fea-
turing 200 unique locations. The training and test sets contain
120 and 80 locations, respectively. Each location includes a
satellite image and drone images taken at four altitudes: 150m,
200m, 250m, and 300m, encompassing diverse environments
such as parks, lakes, and buildings. This dataset evaluates
the model’s capability for cross-view retrieval with altitude
variations.

Multi-weather  University-1652 is an extension of
University-1652 with ten simulated weather conditions,



TABLE I
COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED METHOD AND SOME STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE UNIVERSITY-1652 DATASETS.THE BEST RESULTS
ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED, WHILE THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BLUE.

Drone—Satellite  Satellite—Drone

Model Venue Paramars (M)  GFLOPs R@1 AP R@1 AP
LCM[11] RS’2020 52.66 - 66.65 70.82 79.89 65.38
MuSe-Net[36] PR’2024 50.47 74.48 77.83 88.02 75.10
LPN[13] TCSVT’2021 62.39 36.78 75.93 79.14 86.45 74.49

F3-Net[21] TGRS’2023 - - 78.64 81.60 - -
Dai[37] TIP’2023 4391 - 82.22 84.78 87.59 81.49
TransFG[10] TGRS 2024 >86.00 - 84.01 86.31 90.16 84.61
Swin-B[28] ICCV’2021 > 88.00 - 84.15 86.62 90.30 83.55
IFSs[8] TGRS 2024 - - 86.06 88.08 91.44 85.73
SwinV2-B[38] CVPR’2022 > 88.00 - 86.99 89.02 91.16 85.77
~ MCCG[7]  TCSVT2023  56.65 51.04  89.40 91.07 9501  89.93

SDPL[9] TCSVT’ 2024 42.56 69.71 90.16 91.64 93.58 89.45
MFIR[17] TGRS’2024 > 88.00 - 91.87 93.15 95.29 91.51
CCR[29] TCSVT2024 156.57 160.61 92.54 93.78 95.15 91.80
Sample4Geol[5] ICCV’2023 87.57 90.24 92.65 93.81 95.14 91.39
SRLN[27] TGRS 2024 193.03 - 92.70 93.77 95.14 91.97
DAC[19] TCSVT2024 96.50 90.24 94.67 95.50 96.43 93.79
MEAN(Ours) - 36.50 26.18 93.55 94.53 96.01 92.08

including fog, rain, and snow, providing a benchmark to
test the model’s robustness under various environmental
conditions.

Furthermore, we employ Recall@K (R@K) and Average
Precision (AP) as evaluation metrics. R@K measures the pro-
portion of correct matches within the top-K retrieved results,
while AP represents the balance between precision and recall.
Additionally, we evaluate model efficiency through parame-
ter count and computational complexity (GFLOPs) to gauge
model portability under resource-constrained conditions.

Remark 6: These datasets present unique challenges such
as altitude variation (SUES-200), large-scale distractor sets
(University-1652), and weather-induced feature distortion
(Multi-weather University-1652), facilitating a comprehensive
assessment of cross-view geo-localization performance.

B. Implementation Details

We adopt a symmetric sampling strategy to select the input
images. The ConvNeXt-Tiny model, pre-trained on ImageNet,
is used as the backbone network for feature extraction, with
a newly added classifier module initialized by the Kaiming
initialization method. During both training and testing, all
input images are uniformly resized to 3x384x384. We also
apply a series of data augmentation techniques, including
random cropping, random horizontal flipping and random
rotation. The batch size is set to 64 images (32 drone images
and 32 satellite images per batch). For optimization, we use
the AdamW optimizer with an initial learning rate of 0.001.
In Lponce, wWe employ label smoothing with a smoothing
factor of 0.1, and the temperature parameter 7 is set as a
learnable parameter. Furthermore, in Lcpa, We introduce two
balancing factors, o and [, to adjust the model’s learning
efficacy. All experiments are conducted on the Pytorch deep

learning framework, with the experimental platform running
on Ubuntu 22.04, equipped with four NVIDIA RTX 4090
GPUs (24GB memory each), leveraging this computationally
accelerated environment for experimentation.

C. Comparison with State-of-the-art Methods

We compare the proposed MEAN method with several
state-of-the-art methods to demonstrate the superiority of
our method. The experimental results on the University1652
dataset are reported in Table I, while the results on the Multi-
weather University-165 dataset in Table II. Additionally, the
results on the SUES-200 dataset are presented in Tables III
and IV.

Results on University-1652: As shown in Table I, our
MAEN achieves 93.55% R@1 and 94.53% AP in the Drone
— Satellite setting, and 96.01% R@1 and 92.08% AP in
the Satellite — Drone setting. These results demonstrate the
strong performance and generalization capability of MAEN
in cross-view geo-localization. MAEN offers an efficient and
lightweight solution, reducing model size by 62.17% and
computational complexity by 70.99% compared with the
current state-of-the-art model DAC[19], while maintaining
comparable performance. Furthermore, with minimal parame-
ter count and computational complexity, MAEN outperforms
other advanced methods, including MCCG[7] for multi-feature
representation, MFJR[17] for multi-branch joint optimization,
and Sample4Geo[5], which employs contrastive optimization
techniques. These findings underscore MAEN’s capability to
balance high accuracy with computational efficiency, making it
a highly effective model for cross-view geo-localization tasks.

Results on Multi-weather University-1652: As shown in
Table II, MEAN consistently achieves superior performance



TABLE II
COMPARISON WITH STATE-OF-THE-ART RESULTS UNDER MULTI-WEATHER CONDITIONS ON THE UNIVERSITY-1652 DATASET. THE BEST RESULTS ARE
HIGHLIGHTED IN RED, WHILE THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BLUE.

Over

Normal Fog Rain Snow Fog+Rain ~ Fog+Snow  Rain+Snow Dark _exposure Wind

Model R@I/AP R@I1/AP R@I/AP R@I/AP R@I/AP R@I/AP R@I/AP R@I/AP R@I/AP R@I1/AP
Drone— Satellite

LPN[13] 74.33/77.60 69.31/72.95 67.96/71.72 64.90/68.85 64.51/68.52 54.16/58.73 65.38/69.29 53.68/58.10 60.90/65.27 66.46/70.35

MuSeNet[36]  74.48/77.83 69.47/73.24 70.55/74.14 65.72/69.70 65.59/69.64 54.69/59.24 65.64/70.54 53.85/58.49 61.65/65.51 69.45/73.22

Sample4Geo[5] 90.55/92.18 89.72/91.48 85.89/88.11 86.64/88.18 85.88/88.16 84.64/87.11 85.98/88.16 87.90/89.87 76.72/80.18 83.39/89.51

MEAN(Ours)  90.81/92.32 90.97/92.52 88.19/90.05 88.69/90.49 86.75/88.84 86.00/88.22 87.21/89.21 87.90/89.87 80.54/83.53 89.27/91.01
Satellite—Drone

LPN[13] 87.02/75.19 86.16/71.34 83.88/69.49 82.88/65.39 84.59/66.28 79.60/55.19 84.17/66.26 82.88/52.05 81.03/62.24 84.14/67.35

MuSeNet[36]  88.02/75.10 87.87/69.85 87.73/71.12 83.74/66.52 85.02/67.78 80.88/54.26 84.88/67.75 80.74/53.01 81.60/62.09 86.31/70.03

Sample4Geo[5] 95.86/89.86 95.72/88.95 94.44/85.71 95.01/86.73 93.44/85.27 93.72/84.78 93.15/85.50 96.01/87.06 89.87/74.52 95.29/87.06

MEAN(Ours) 96.58/89.93 96.00/89.49 95.15/88.87 94.44/87.44 93.58/86.91 94.44/87.44 93.72/86.91 96.29/89.87 92.87/79.66 95.44/86.05

TABLE III

COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED METHOD AND SOME STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE SUES-200 DATASET IN THE
DRONE— SATELLITE.THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED, WHILE THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BLUE.

Drone— Satellite

Model Venue Paramars(M) GFLOPs 150m 200m 250m 300m
R@l AP R@l1 AP R@l1 AP R@1 AP
LCM[11] RS’2021 52.66 - 4342 49.65 4942 5591 5747 6031 6043 65.78
LPN[13] TCSVT 2022 62.39 36.78  61.58 67.23 70.85 7596 80.38 83.80 81.47 84.53
Vit[35] TCSVT’ 2023 172.20 - 59.32 6493 6230 6724 71.35 7549 77.17 80.67
IFSs[8] TGRS’2024 - - 77.57 81.30 89.50 91.40 92.58 9421 97.40 97.92
MCCG[7] TCSVT’2023 56.65 51.04 8222 8547 89.38 91.41 93.82 95.04 9507 96.20
SDPL[9] TCSVT 2024 42.56 69.71 82.95 8582 9273 94.07 96.05 96.69 97.83 98.05
CCR[29] TCSVT 2024 156.57 160.61 87.08 89.55 93.57 9490 9542 9628 96.82 97.39
MFIR[17] TGRS’ 2024 >88.00 - 88.95 91.05 93.60 94.72 9542 96.28 9745 97.84
SRLN[27] TGRS’ 2024 193.03 - 89.90 9190 9432 9565 9592 96.79 96.37 97.21
Sample4Geo[5] ICCV’2023 87.57 90.24  92.60 94.00 97.38 97.81 98.28 98.64 99.18 99.36
DAC[19] TCSVT’ 2024 103.84 90.24  96.80 97.54 97.48 9797 9820 98.62 97.58 98.14
CAMP[30] TGRS 2024 91.40 90.24 9540 96.38 97.63 98.16 98.05 98.45 99.33 99.46
MEAN(Ours) - 36.50 26.18 9550 96.46 98.38 98.72 98.95 99.17 99.52 99.63

across various weather conditions in both Drone — Satellite
setting and Satellite — Drone setting. In the Drone — Satellite
setting, MEAN achieves the best performance in 8§ out of
10 weather conditions. It records R@1 and AP scores of
90.81% and 97.32% under Normal conditions, 90.97% and
92.52% under Fog, and 88.19% and 90.05% under Rain,
significantly outperforming other methods. Under challenging
conditions like Fog+Rain and Snow, MEAN continues to
deliver strong results, achieving an R@1 of 88.60% and AP
of 88.84% in Fog+Rain, and 87.21% and 89.21% in Snow.
Similarly, in the Satellite — Drone setting, MEAN sets new
benchmarks in 8 out of 10 weather scenarios. It achieves
R@1 scores of 96.58%, 96.00%, and 95.15% under Normal,
Fog, and Rain conditions, respectively. Even in adverse sce-
narios like Over-exposure and Dark, MEAN maintains robust
performance, reaching R@1 scores of 92.87% and 96.29%,
respectively. Compared with the state-of-the-art models such
as Sample4Geo, LPN, and MuSeNet, MEAN demonstrates
a remarkable balance between performance and robustness
across diverse environmental conditions. These results high-
light MEAN’s ability to effectively learn feature consistency
and maintain high accuracy, even under challenging cross-view

and multi-weather scenarios.

Results on SUES-200: As shown in Table III, in the Drone
— Satellite setting, MEAN achieves R@1 scores of 95.50%,
98.38%, 98.95%, and 99.17% and AP scores of 95.46%,
98.72%, 99.05%, and 99.63% at different altitude settings
(150m, 200m, 250m, 300m). Although MEAN narrowly falls
behind other models at 150m in terms of R@1 and AP, it
surpasses state-of-the-art models at the other three altitude
levels, achieving the best performance. This demonstrates
MEAN’s strong adaptability in higher-altitude domains, effec-
tively preserving high-level semantic consistency and robust
across different views. Similarly, as shown in Table IV, in
the Satellite — Drone setting, MEAN achieves R@1 scores
of 97.50%, 97.00%, 98.10%, and 98.87%, and AP scores of
94.75%, 96.06%, 98.06%, and 99.21% across these altitude
levels. MEAN consistently achieves the best performance at
all heights, further confirming its stability and robustness in
extracting and matching cross-view image features, regardless
of altitude variations. In general, MEAN demonstrates substan-
tial advantages in both performance and efficiency. Compared
with the state-of-the-art models such as Sample4Geo, DAC,
and CAMP[30], MEAN achieves a significant reduction in



TABLE IV
COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED METHOD AND SOME STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS ON THE SUES-200 DATASET IN THE
DRONE—SATELLITE.THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED, WHILE THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BLUE.

Satellite—Drone

Model Venue Paramars(M) GFLOPs 150m 200m 250m 300m
R@1 AP R@1 AP R@1 AP R@1 AP
LCM[11] RS’2021 52.66 - 57.50 38.11 68.75 49.19 7250 47.94 7500 59.36
LPNJ[13] TCSVT’2022 62.39 36.78 83.75 83.75 83775 83.75 83.75 83.75 83.75 83.75
Vit[35] TCSVT’2023 172.20 - 82.50 5895 85.00 6256 88.75 6996 96.25 84.16
CCR[29] TCSVT 2024 156.57 160.61 92.50 88.54 97.50 9522 97.50 97.10 97.50 97.49
Sample4Geo[5] ICCV’2023 87.57 90.24  92.60 94.00 97.38 97.81 98.28 98.64 99.18 99.36
IFSs[8] TGRS 2024 - - 93.75 79.49 97.50 90.52 97.50 96.03 100.00 97.66
MCCG[7] TCSVT’ 2023 56.65 51.04 9375 89.72 9375 9221 96.25 96.14 98.75 96.64
SDPL[9] TCSVT’2024 42.56 69.71 93.75 83.75 96.25 9242 97.50 9565 96.25 96.17
SRLN[27] TGRS 2024 193.03 - 93775 93.01 9750 95.08 97.50 96.52 97.50 96.71
MEFIR[17] TGRS 2024 >88.00 - 95.00 89.31 96.25 94.72 94.69 96.92 98.75 97.14
CAMP[30] TGRS 2024 91.40 90.24  96.25 93.69 97.50 96.76 98.75 98.10 100.00 98.85
DAC[19] TCSVT 2024 103.84 90.24  97.50 94.06 98.75 96.66 98.75 98.09 98.75 97.87
MEAN(Ours) - 36.50 26.18  97.50 94.75 100.00 97.09 100.00 98.28 100.00 99.21

TABLE V

COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED METHOD AND STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS IN CROSS-DOMAIN EVALUATION ON DRONE—SATELLITE.THE
BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED, WHILE THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BLUE.

Drone— Satellite
Model Venue Paramars(M) GFLOPs 150m 200m 250m 300m
R@1 AP R@l1 AP R@l1 AP R@l AP
MCCG[7] TCSVT’2023 56.65 51.04 57.62 62.80 66.83 71.60 7425 7835 8255 8527
Sample4Geo[5] ICCV’2023 87.57 90.24 70.05 7493 80.68 83.90 87.35 89.72 90.03 91.91
DACI19] TCSVT 2024 103.84 90.24 76.65 80.56 86.45 89.00 92.95 94.18 94.53 9545
CAMP[30] TGRS 2024 91.40 90.24 7890 82.38 86.83 89.28 91.95 93.63 95.68 96.65
MEAN(Ours) - 36.50 26.18 81.73 87.72 89.05 91.00 92.13 93.60 94.63 95.76
TABLE VI

COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED METHOD AND STATE-OF-THE-ART METHODS IN CROSS-DOMAIN EVALUATION ON SATELLITE—DRONE.THE
BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED, WHILE THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BLUE.

Satellite—Drone
Model Venue Paramars(M) GFLOPs 150m 200m 250m 300m

R@l1 AP R@l AP R@l1 AP R@l1 AP

MCCG[7] TCSVT’2023 56.65 51.04 61.25 53.51 82.50 67.06 81.25 7499 87.50 80.20
Sample4Geo[5] ICCV’2023 87.57 90.24 83.75 73.83 91.25 8342 93.75 89.07 93.75 90.66
DACT19] TCSVT 2024 103.84 90.24 87.50 79.87 96.25 8898 95.00 92.81 96.25 94.00
CAMP[30] TGRS 2024 91.40 90.24 87.50 7898 95.00 87.05 95.00 91.05 96.25 93.44
MEAN(Ours) - 36.50 26.18 91.25 81.50 96.25 89.55 95.00 92.36 96.25 94.32

parameter count and computational complexity while main-
taining outstanding accuracy. Among 16 evaluation metrics,
MEAN achieves the best results in 14 metrics and ranks second
in the remaining two, underscoring its robust ability to learn
feature consistency and invariance when addressing cross-view
perspective differences and scale variations. In addition to its
ability to learn consistent and invariant features between cross-
view images, MEAN exhibits high computational efficiency,
making it an effective solution for cross-view geo-localization
in large-scale scenarios.

D. Comparison with State-of-the-Art Methods on Cross-

Domain Generalization Performance

In cross-view geo-localization, cross-domain adaptability is
a critical metric for evaluating the generalization capability
of a model, especially when the training and testing datasets
exhibit significant differences. To evaluate the transferability
of our proposed model, we conducted experiments by training
on the University-1652 dataset and testing on the SUES-200
dataset.

As shown in Table V and Table VI, MEAN demonstrates ex-
ceptional cross-domain adaptability in both Drone — Satellite



setting and Satellite — Drone setting across varying altitudes
(150m, 200m, 250m, and 300m). In the Drone — Satellite
setting (Table V), MEAN achieves competitive results at all
altitudes. At 150m, it attains an R@1 of 81.73% and an AP
of 87.72%, surpassing other methods. As altitude increases,
MEAN maintains robust performance, achieving R@1/AP
scores of 93.60%/94.65% at 250m and 94.63%/95.76% at
300m. These results highlight MEAN’s strong generalization
capability across varying domains. In the Satellite — Drone
setting (Table VI), MEAN similarly exhibits superior general-
ization performance. At 150m, it achieves the highest R@1 of
81.50% and AP of 85.60%, maintaining high competitiveness
at higher altitudes. At 250m and 300m, MEAN outperforms
other models with R@1/AP scores of 92.06%/93.23% and
92.87%/94.89%, respectively, further validating its robustness
in cross-view geo-localization. Compared with the state-of-
the-art models such as Sample4Geo, DAC, and CAMP, MEAN
achieves superior performance while significantly reducing
model complexity. With only 36.50M parameters and 26.18
GFLOPs, MEAN achieves the best performance in 14 of 16
evaluation metrics and secures the second-best results in the
remaining two. These findings underscore MEAN’s ability to
learn domain-invariant features and adapt effectively to unseen
data domains, making it a highly efficient and accurate model
for cross-view geo-localization under cross-domain conditions.

E. Ablation Studies

In the ablation study, we evaluate the contribution of each
component in MEAN on the University-1652 dataset. As
shown in Table VII, the PEE branch, GEE branch, CEA
branch, and CDA Loss are analyzed to assess their individual
and combined impacts. Here, £(D) and £(C) represent the
mean squared error and cosine similarity constraints within
the CDA Loss, respectively. The baseline model is defined
as ConvNeXt-Tiny trained solely with the CE loss, without
incorporating any additional branches.

The results demonstrate that incorporating the PEE branch
individually improves performance. Combining PEE and GEE
further enhances R@1 and AP, highlighting the complemen-
tary advantages of Progressive Diversification Expansion and
Global Extension Embedding in improving feature represen-
tation. The addition of the CEA branch significantly enhances
performance in both settings (Drone — Satellite setting and
Satellite — Drone setting), indicating that the Cross-Domain
Enhanced Alignment branch effectively aligns cross-domain
features and strengthens domain invariance.

For loss functions, the joint application of £(D) and £(C')
further improves the performance on cross-domain tasks. With
all components and losses integrated, MEAN achieves the
optimal results: R@1 and AP scores of 93.55% and 94.53%
in the Drone — Satellite setting, and 96.01% and 92.08% in
the Satellite — Drone setting. Compared to baseline, MEAN
improves R@1 and AP by 9.55% and 7.92% in the Drone —
Satellite setting, and by 3.79% and 9.28% in the Satellite —
Drone setting. These results validate the effectiveness of each
component in advancing cross-view geo-localization.

Feature distribution.To comprehensively evaluate the
effectiveness of the MEAN model in cross-view geo-

TABLE VII
THE INFLUENCE OF EACH COMPONENT ON THE PERFORMANCE OF
PROPOSED MEAN.THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN RED.

University-1652

Setting Drone—Satellite ~ Satellite— Drone
PEE GEE CEA L(D) L(C) R@l AP R@1 AP

84.00  86.51 9229  82.90
v 91.10 92,59 9557  90.23
v v 9149 9293 9572  90.80
v v v 92.07 9339 9558 91.57
v v v v 9284 9404 9544 91.78
v v v v v 9355 9453  96.01 92.08

localization, we visualized the intra-class and inter-class dis-
tance distributions on the University-1652 dataset, as shown
in Fig. 4(a-e). The analysis includes a comparison of two
representative methods, MCCG and Sample4Geo, along with a
baseline model to validate the contributions of each component
in MEAN. Compared with the initial features (Fig. 4(a)),
MCCG (Fig. 4(b)), Sample4Geo (Fig. 4(c)), and the baseline
model (Fig. 4(d)), the MEAN model achieves substantial sep-
aration between intra-class and inter-class distances, resulting
in more compact intra-class features and more distinctly sep-
arated inter-class features. However, both the baseline model
and the MCCG exhibit limitations in intra-class compactness,
inter-class separation, and cross-view consistency. Although
Sample4Geo demonstrates improved discriminative ability and
consistency over the baseline and MCCQG, it still exhibits
overlap in some areas, indicating suboptimal intra-class com-
pactness and inter-class separation. By contrast, the MEAN
model (Fig. 4(e)) significantly reduces intra-class distances
while increasing inter-class distances, showcasing superior
feature discriminability and cross-view consistency.

Fig.4(f-j) further illustrates the feature distributions of dif-
ferent models in a 2D feature space obtained using t-SNE[39].
The initial features (Fig.4(f)) and the baseline model (Fig.4(i))
show poor separation between features from different loca-
tions, whereas features from the same location are widely
dispersed. In comparison, MCCG (Fig.4(g)) and Sample4Geo
(Fig.4(h)) show some improvements in intra-class compact-
ness and inter-class separation, though partial overlap persists
between features of different locations. In contrast, the MEAN
model (Fig.4(j)) demonstrates a distinct advantage: images
from the same location, including UAV and satellite views, are
closely clustered in feature space, while features from different
locations are clearly separated. This distribution highlights the
strong modality invariance of the MEAN model, effectively
mitigating feature discrepancies caused by viewpoint varia-
tions and enhancing cross-view consistency.

E. Visualization

Retrieval result. To further illustrate the effectiveness of
the MEAN model, we present the retrieval results on the
University-1652 dataset, as shown in Fig. 5. For each retrieval
result, the green border indicates correctly matched images,
while the red border signifies incorrect matches. The results
indicate that the MEAN model significantly improves retrieval
performance.
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Fig. 4. In the cross-view UAV navigation task, (a-e) illustrate the intra-class and inter-class distances of features, where intra-class and inter-class distances
are represented in blue and green, respectively. (f-j) depict the distribution of feature embeddings in the 2D feature space, with x and pentagrams representing
UAV image features and satellite image features, respectively. A total of 40 locations were selected from the test set. Samples with the same color belong to
the same location, while those with different colors indicate different locations.

In the drone-to-satellite task, the "Query" panel on the left
displays the query image from the drone perspective, while
the right panel shows the satellite images retrieved by the
model. Given that there is only one satellite image per location,
MEAN successfully retrieves the correct satellite image in the
Top-1 ranking for each scene, demonstrating its accuracy and
effectiveness under single-image conditions.

In the satellite-to-drone task, the satellite perspective image
serves as the query image, and MEAN efficiently matches the
correct target in the drone perspective (green border). This out-
come illustrates that MEAN maintains a high level of retrieval
performance in cross-view geo-localization tasks, effectively
capturing feature consistency across different viewpoints.

Furthermore, to further validate the performance of MEAN
in multiscale environments and under significant viewpoint
differences, we visualized the matching performance on the
SEUS-200 dataset at various altitudes (150m, 200m, 250m,
and 300m) as shown in Fig. 6. The results indicate that even in
scenarios with substantial scale and perspective discrepancies,
MEAN maintains more stable modality invariance between
different viewpoints and effectively learns modality consis-
tency across multiple height settings.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a lightweight multi-level em-
bedding alignment network (MAEN) framework for cross-
view geo-localization tasks. The framework aims to enhance
feature representation capability and discriminability through a
multi-branch structure, comprising progressive diversification
embedding, global extension embedding, and cross-domain
enhanced alignment. Specifically, the progressive diversifica-
tion embedding branch focuses on generating diverse fea-
ture embeddings to accommodate complex geographic view
variations, utilizing contrastive learning to improve feature
consistency and discriminability across domains. The global
extension embedding branch further optimizes the interaction

between global and fine-grained features, enabling coherent
expression of cross-domain information. The cross-domain
enhanced alignment branch learns a shared mapping between
domains through adaptive calibration and applies a cross-
domain invariance alignment loss to overcome the limitations
of relying on local detail alignment. This strengthens the
intrinsic correlation of cross-domain features and further mines
consistency and invariance within the embedding space. Exper-
imental results demonstrate that MAEN achieves competitive
performance, striking a notable balance between matching
accuracy and computational efficiency, while exhibiting supe-
rior adaptability and robustness in cross-view geo-localization
settings, outperforming existing state-of-the-art methods in
certain cases.

In current cross-view geo-localization tasks, existing meth-
ods heavily rely on labeled paired images and label-driven
supervised training. In the future work, we will explore a new
self-supervised learning framework to alleviate the bottleneck
of high data annotation costs in cross-view geo-localization.
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