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Figure 1. At an optimal confidence threshold, CYWS [25] (top row) sometimes still produces false positives—□ in (a) & (c)—and fails
to detect changes (a). Dashed - - - boxes show groundtruth changes. First, we encourage detectors to be more aware of changes via a novel
contrastive loss. Second, our Hungarian-based post-processing reduces false positives (a), improves change-detection accuracy (b), and
estimates correspondences (c–d), i.e., paired changes such as (□, □) and (□, □). Our work (bottom row) is the first to estimate change
correspondences compared to prior works [25, 26, 40] (top row). More qualitative results in (Fig. A4) .

Abstract

Detecting object-level changes between two images
across possibly different views (Fig. 1) is a core task in
many applications that involve visual inspection or camera
surveillance. Existing change-detection approaches suffer
from three major limitations: (1) lack of evaluation on im-
age pairs that contain no changes, leading to unreported
false positive rates; (2) lack of correspondences (i.e., local-
izing the regions before and after a change); and (3) poor
zero-shot generalization across different domains. To ad-
dress these issues, we introduce a novel method that lever-
ages change correspondences (a) during training to im-
prove change detection accuracy, and (b) at test time, to
minimize false positives. That is, we harness the supervision
labels of where an object is added or removed to supervise
change detectors, improving their accuracy over previous
work [25] by a large margin. Our work is also the first to
predict correspondences between pairs of detected changes
using estimated homography and the Hungarian algorithm.
Our model demonstrates superior performance over exist-
ing methods, achieving state-of-the-art results in change de-
tection and change correspondence accuracy across both

in-distribution and zero-shot benchmarks.

1. Introduction

Identifying key changes between two images is a core task
that powers many applications [25], e.g., to detect changes
across brain scans [6, 22], a missing car in a parking lot
(Fig. 1) [13, 31], or a defective product in a manufactur-
ing pipeline [36]. However, existing work has three major
limitations. First, most papers did not test on pairs of im-
ages where there are no changes [25, 26] and therefore do
not measure false positives. Many image-difference cap-
tioning benchmarks contain only change cases [34] or only
a small subset of no-change examples, e.g., 10% of Spot-
the-Diff [13]. Second, prior models are trained to detect
only changes; yet, such detected changes are not too us-
able in the downstream application when there are many
changes predicted per image but no correspondence pro-
vided (Fig. 1). Third, many image-difference prediction
works are specialized for a single domain (e.g., remote sens-
ing [37]) and do not measure zero-shot generalization to un-
seen datasets [37, 40].
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In this paper, we address these three problems by lever-
aging change correspondences during (a) training to im-
prove change detection precision, and (b) test time to re-
duce false positives. Compared to prior works [25, 26, 40],
our work is the first to predict correspondences in addi-
tion to the changes (Fig. 1). That is, we propose a post-
processing algorithm based on an estimated homography
and the Hungarian algorithm [2, 17] to reduce false posi-
tives (Fig. 1) of a state-of-the-art change detector [25]. In-
tuitively, first, we run a pre-trained change detector [25] on
a pair of images to collect a set of predicted changes on
each image. Then, we project the predicted boxes in image
1 onto image 2 and filter out those that do not substantially
overlap with any predicted changes in image 2, arriving at
higher-precision change predictions (Fig. 4). A similar pro-
cedure is used to filter out the predicted changes in image
2. We then harness the Hungarian algorithm to predict cor-
respondences in addition to the predicted changes (Fig. 1).
Our main findings are:1

1. Leveraging correspondence labels in finetuning detec-
tors leads to state-of-the-art change detectors, outper-
forming CYWS [25] by a large margin (from +1.05 to
+9.04 in mAP) on all five benchmarks (Sec. 5.1).

2. Our proposed contrastive matching loss function for
finetuning change detectors also improves the accuracy
in predicting correspondences, from +1.31 to +6.56),
on all five benchmarks (Sec. 5.2).

3. Moreover, we have established a new metric for eval-
uating matching scores among different models, fa-
cilitating a consistent and comparative assessment of
change detection performance (Sec. 2.3).

4. We present OpenImages-Inpainted, i.e., a novel
change detection dataset with ∼1.3M image pairs,
where image pairs consist of exactly 1 change
derived from realistic scenes of the OpenImages
[18] dataset. Our OpenImages-Inpainted has no
view-transformation artifacts (compared to COCO-
Inpainted [25]) and minimal inpainting artifacts (com-
pared to Img-Diff [14]).

2. Problem formulation
2.1. Definition of Changes

We define a change to be an addition, absence, or modifica-
tion of an object in one image compared to the other (see
Fig. 2a–b). A major challenge is to detect such object-level
changes in the presence of changes in camera viewpoint
(COCO-I, KC), colors (COCO-I), or lighting (STD), which
we do not aim to detect. The objects that change include

1Code and data are available on github.

humans, animals (COCO-I), man-made objects (COCO-I,
STD, KC, OI), and letters (SC).

In the case where the same object moves from one lo-
cation to another (Fig. 2c) across two images, we expect
two changes to be detected: (1) An object is removed from
the first location in image 1, and (2) an object is added to
the second location in image 2. That is, two pairs of corre-
sponding changes are to be predicted.

2.2. Five benchmarks

Following [25], we train and test both our model and CYWS
[25] on COCO-Inpainted. Additionally, we test these mod-
els zero-shot on four unseen change-detection benchmarks:
STD [13], Kubric-Change [25], and Synthtext-Change [25]
and our proposed OpenImages-Inpainted.
COCO-Inpainted (COCO-I) [25] contains 57K, 3K,
and 4.5K image pairs in the train, validation, and test sets,
respectively. In each pair, one image is originally from
COCO and the other is a clone with N objects removed
(1 ≤ N ≤ 24) from the image. The test set is divided
into three groups based on the size of removed objects:
small (38%), medium (39%), and large (23%) (see Fig. 2a).
Images are subjected to random affine transformations and
color jittering. Combined with cropping, these modifica-
tions yield image pairs, where all objects may not appear in
both images.
VIRAT-STD (STD) [13] A random 1,000 pairs of im-
ages (see Fig. 2b) is selected from the Spot-the-Difference
dataset [13], a dataset of camera surveillance images of
street views. Two images in each pair have almost iden-
tical views but are taken at different times. Objects being
changed are typically humans and cars.
Kubric-Change (KC) [25] comprises 1,605 test cases
(see Fig. 2c). The scenes comprise a randomly chosen as-
sortment of 3D objects on a ground plane with a random
texture. After applying the change to the scene, the cam-
era’s position in the 3D space slightly moves, yielding two
different views of the scene.
Synthtext-Change (SC) [25] consists of 5K pairs of real
images with N changes, where 1 ≤ N ≤ 6. Each change
includes an arbitrary letter synthetically placed on one im-
age at random locations.
OpenImages-Inpainted (OI) To address the view-
transformation and inpainting artifacts in and Img-Diff
[14], we create ∼1.3M pairs of images containing exactly
1 change. We adopt the original images from OpenImages
dataset [18], and remove a single object using LaMa [33]
inpainter, similar to COCO-I [25]. We filter the object sizes
based on their relative bounding box area to the image size
and keep the objects that fall within the range of 0.01 to
0.04. This ensures that objects are neither tiny nor overly
large. We rotate a random image in the pair within the range
of [-10, 10] degrees, and then apply random croppings to

2

https://github.com/anguyen8/image-diff


(a) viewpoint, colors (b) viewpoint (c) move = remove + add

Figure 2. Example predicted changes. In , our method detects a removal of an elephant (a) despite viewpoint and color differences
between two images. A tiny, white object (b) removal is detected despite viewpoint differences in . In , a blue truck moving from
one location to another is correctly detected as two changes: a removal and an addition. Colored, solid-bordered boxes, e.g., (□, □), (□,
□), (□, □), show predicted paired changes.

generate viewpoint differences. We use a 5K subset for test-
ing and the remaining images for training.

2.3. Evaluation metrics

Change detection evaluation We use object localiza-
tion metrics to evaluate the accuracy of change detection.
Specifically, we follow CYWS and use mAP for the top
k = 100 predicted boxes with the highest confidence scores
in PASCAL VOC [20] style (see the code). We thresh-
old bounding boxes by confidence scores to filter out low-
confidence predictions, ensuring better precision by reduc-
ing the false positives (FP) for mAP.
Correspondence evaluation Common metrics for change
detection focus on detecting changed objects, ignoring the
correspondence information [25, 26]. We are the first to
adopt the F1 score ( 2×Precision×Recall

Precision+Recall ) from the classifica-
tion tasks to evaluate the correctness of the correspondence
predictions in the change detection task. That is, we com-
pare each predicted pair of correspondence to the ground
truth corresponding boxes to see if they match.
We define True Positive (TP), False Positive (FP), and False
Negative (FN):

• TP: For each predicted box in the correspondence pair,
we calculate their IoU with ground truth. If the IoU
value for each predicted box in the pair is ≥ 0.5, the
pair is labeled TP. If more than 1 prediction matches
the same ground truth, the pair with the highest IoU
value, for each box in the pair, is assigned TP.

• FP: Any predicted pair in which either one or both of
its boxes does not meet the IoU ≥ 0.5 criteria is la-
beled FP. If the boxes in the pair meet the criteria but
do not have the highest IoU, we label them FP.

• FN: For each ground truth box, if there is no predicted
pair with a nonzero IoU, we label the prediction FN.

3. Methods
CYWS [25], a SOTA change detection model, is a U-Net
coupled with CenterNet head [7] to detect changes in two

images. That is, they predict 100 boxes per image, assum-
ing the images always contain changes. Here, we summa-
rize the current problems with this method that limit its real-
world applications.

1. They assume that each image pair always contains ≥ 1
changes. However, there are many cases in the real
world where no changes exist.

2. Given that they only detect boxes and the correspon-
dence information is not predicted, it is not trivial to
understand and relate its predictions with each other
across two images when several changes are present
(see Fig. 1).

In this work, we aim to solve these problems, i.e., we ad-
dress both change and no-change scenarios and predict a
correspondence between the changed objects.
Our change detection pipeline consists of 3 stages: (1)
change detection backbone, (2) alignment, and (3) corre-
spondence prediction. Given a pair of images in Stage 1
(Fig. 3), a change detector e.g., CYWS [25], detects boxes
over the changed objects. Then, in Stage 2, we aim to re-
duce the false positive predictions and remove the boxes
that are poor candidates for correspondence prediction via
an alignment stage. Finally, we use the Hungarian algo-
rithm with a contrastive matching loss to predict the corre-
spondences in Stage 3.

3.1. Stage 1: Change detection

The change detection backbone identifies change locations
between left and right images using bounding boxes. Af-
ter applying an optimal detection threshold to filter out pre-
dicted boxes with low confidence scores, the remaining
bounding boxes are used as input for Stage Two and Stage
Three (Fig. 3).
U-Net encoder The ResNet-50 architecture is employed as
the encoder backbone. The input image has a shape of 3 ×
256 × 256. The output of the last layer (Layer 4.2) has a
shape of 8× 8× 2048.
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Figure 3. Our approach of detecting changes and predicting their correspondence. Our approach comprises three major stages. The
first is the change detector, which we employ from the CYWS paper to identify changes between two images. The second is the alignment
step, where an ideal detection threshold is established before forwarding anticipated boxes to the alignment process, aiding in the removal
of false positive predicted boxes. The third is the matching algorithm, which takes the output from the alignment step to determine the
correspondence between each pair of changes between the two images.

Cross-attention The cross-attention module facilitates in-
formation exchange between left and right images, enabling
accurate computation of changes between the two. This
process generates three feature maps with shapes 8 × 8 ×
4096, 16× 16× 2048, and 32× 32× 1024, respectively.
U-Net decoder The decoder utilizes the three feature maps
produced by the cross-attention module as input and up-
samples them to generate feature maps with a shape of
64 × 256 × 256. Skip connections from the encoder and
scSE [24] blocks are incorporated into the upsampling pro-
cess. The decoder output passes to the Bbox head.
Bbox head: The bbox head employs CenterNet [7] to pre-
dict bounding boxes for the detected change regions in the
two images. CenterNet produces three output maps: center
map (1× 256× 256), offset map (1× 256× 256), and and
height-width map (2× 256× 256).

3.2. Stage 2: Alignment

Thresholding the box predictions with the confidence score
significantly reduces the number of false positives (Tab. 6).
However, we take an additional step to eliminate boxes that
are poor candidates for alignment. The alignment stage is
based on the premise that if a predicted change box appears
in the left image, there should be a corresponding box in
the right image. This helps us refine candidate boxes for the
subsequent matching stage in our proposed solution.
To identify the alignment box of a candidate box in the left
image, we first determine the transformation matrix—an
affine transformation between the two images. We use Su-
perGlue [29] to establish point correspondences between
the images, and apply RANSAC to eliminate outliers. We

use SuperGlue because of its lightweight and high accuracy
point-matching performance [29].

A candidate box is valid if its alignment overlaps with any
box in the other image (IOU > 0). Otherwise, it is invalid
and excluded. Two candidate boxes (red and green) in the
left image are aligned with corresponding dashed boxes in
the right image. The red box’s alignment overlaps with the
orange box, making it valid, while the green box’s align-
ment does not overlap and is discarded (Fig. 4b).

Point 
Matching RANSAC Transformation

Matrix

(a) Estimate transformation matrix

Transformation
Matrix

(b) Estimate bounding boxes locations in left image to right image

Figure 4. Alignment Overview. (Fig. 4a) illustrates the process
for estimating the homography matrix. In (Fig. 4b), dashed □
represent the corresponding box in the right image of □ in the left
image. Similarly for □ box.
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3.3. Stage 3: Correspondence prediction

The alignment stage combined with the confidence thresh-
olding substantially reduces the false positives, yielding im-
proved mAP on five benchmarks (see Tab. 3). Yet, the lack
of correspondence information remains unsolved (see the
outputs of Stage 2 in Fig. 3).
Here, we aim to predict the correspondence between the
predicted boxes for each image pair given the embeddings
of each box. That is, we first extract embeddings from the
feature maps in the backbone (Stage 1) for each aligned box
of Stage 2. Then, we use the Hungarian bipartite matching
algorithm jointly with a contrastive matching loss to predict
the final correspondence.
Box embedding extraction Since each predicted box in-
tersects with ≥ 1 image patches in the feature maps of Stage
1, we use 2 different methods to extract the box embed-
dings, and choose the best one based on the mAP score in
App. B:

1. Mean pooling Method: We hypothesize that the mean
of patches associated with a predicted box enriches the
correspondence embedding vector of the box with con-
textual information surrounding the object. We input
each image (of size 256× 256) into the image encoder
to obtain a feature volume of 8 × 8 × 2048. From the
8 × 8 = 64 patch embeddings, we select all N em-
beddings corresponding the patches that overlap with
a given bounding box in the input image space. Then,
we take the mean of the N embeddings to obtain final
embedding of size 2048 (code).

2. Region Cropping Method: This method evaluates
whether excessive contextual information surrounding
an object negatively impacts the quality of the em-
bedding vector. To address this, only the informa-
tion within the predicted bounding box is utilized. We
crop the input image to bounding-box region to cre-
ate a cropped image (code). We feed the cropped im-
age into a ResNet-50 image encoder and average the
8× 8× 2048 feature output from layer 4.2 to obtain a
2048 dimensional embedding.

A key challenge in implementing change detection in real-
world scenarios is identifying the correspondence between
changes detected in two images. We use the Hungarian
algorithm to match the predicted bounding boxes between
the two images. Given, ei, and ej , the embeddings of two
bounding boxes from (Sec. 3.3) we calculate a cost matrix
using the ground distance (Eq. (1)) similar to [23].

dij = 1− ⟨ei · ej⟩
∥ei∥∥ej∥

(1)

where i, j are indices of matrix elements. Using the cost
matrix the Hungarian algorithm assigns the correspondence

No Match

Binary 
Classification

Bipartite
Matching

Concatenation Fully Connected

Match

No Match

Binary 
Classification

Binary 
Classification

Figure 5. Contrastive matching loss. Contrastive matching loss
trains the model to distinguish between positive and negative pairs
of image patches. Each ground-truth bounding box is assigned
an embedding from the last layer of encoder, and the Hungarian
algorithm is employed to establish matches between ground-truth
boxes across two images. A matched pair is labeled as positive
if it aligns with the correspondence ground truth; otherwise, it is
designated as negative. Embeddings of positive and negative pairs
are concatenated and passed through a fully connected layer to
compute BCELoss.

between boxes from the first and second image such that the
total cost is minimum.
Contrastive matching loss We use the contrastive match-
ing loss to train the model to classify pairs of matched boxes
obtained from the Hungarian algorithm. The Hungarian al-
gorithm is not perfectly accurate, i.e., it achieves an F1 score
of 91.68% on the dataset (see App. A) when using the
ground truth boxes, and it generates both negative and posi-
tive matchings. Specifically, we compare the matched boxes
with the correspondence information in the ground truth,
classifying them as either: (1) positives, i.e., they match
the ground truth, or (2) negatives, i.e., they do not. We
leverage this fact and train the model using our contrastive
matching loss. First, the embeddings of matched pairs are
concatenated and processed through a fully connected layer.
Then, we use a binary classification loss (BCELoss), treat-
ing the matched pairs as predictions and the ground-truth
correspondence as targets.
The final training objective in (Eq. (2)) consists of two main
components: (1) object detection loss and (2) contrastive
matching loss. The detection loss integrates center-based
loss components, ensuring precise localization and classifi-
cation.

Ltotal = LCenterNet + αLDETR + βLcontrastive (2)

where LCenterNet is the CenterNet detection loss [7], and
LDETR [2] is the combination of L1 loss and GIOU loss,
Lcontrastive is our contrastive matching loss. The comprehen-
sive analysis of each loss component shows in (Sec. 4.3).

3.4. Training hyperparameters

This section specifies the training hyperparameters. We
fine-tuned the CYWS change detector [25] using con-
trastive matching loss and DETR loss [2], leveraging the
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pre-trained CYWS model. Transformation estimation fol-
lowed the method in [26]. The fine-tuning process ran for
200 epochs on four A100 GPUs with a batch size of 16,
optimized using the Adam algorithm [16] with a learning
rate of 0.0001 and weight decay of 0.0005. The final loss
(Eq. (2)) used α = 3 and β = 2. A detailed analysis of
hyperparameter selection is provided in (App. C).

4. Hyperparameters Tuning

4.1. Training contrastive matching loss with only
ground-truth achieves the highest mAP

We analyze the impact of assigning embeddings from
ground-truth boxes or predicted boxes as inputs to the Hun-
garian algorithm on the matching process (Fig. 3).

Experiments We evaluate three embedding assignment
methods for training the contrastive matching loss. The
first method assigns embeddings exclusively to predicted
bounding boxes. The second method assigns embeddings
only to ground-truth bounding boxes. The third method,
a hybrid approach, utilizes both ground-truth and pre-
dicted bounding boxes, where predicted embeddings are
passed to the Hungarian algorithm, and correctly assigned
matches replace predicted embeddings with their corre-
sponding ground-truth embeddings, while incorrect assign-
ments retain the original predicted embeddings. In all meth-
ods, the output from the Hungarian algorithm is used to
compute the contrastive matching loss (Fig. 5).

Results The method relying solely on only ground-truth
boxes achieves the highest mean average precision (mAP)
across the , , and datasets. In contrast, combin-
ing ground-truth and anticipated boxes results in improved
mAP for both the and datasets. However, due to vari-
ations in viewpoint across the , , and datasets, lever-
aging predicted boxes for feature embeddings proves insuf-
ficient for accurately capturing differences between paired
images. Consequently, the mAP is reduced when using pre-
dicted boxes alone, compared to using solely ground-truth
boxes (Tab. 1).

Model Predicted Ground-Truth

CYWS [25] 62.73 53.98 76.13 88.97 69.70
Our ✓ 69.60 56.08 79.95 89.60 75.43
Our ✓ 71.77 57.00 81.07 90.02 78.84
Our ✓ ✓ 70.86 57.26 79.28 90.44 76.57

Table 1. Ground-truth bounding boxes are crucial for training
contrastive matching loss effectively. Relying solely on predicted
bounding boxes or combining them with ground-truth bounding
boxes significantly degrades the model’s mAP accuracy.

4.2. Encoder feature maps yield better localization
than decoder feature maps

To compute the cost matrix for the Hungarian algorithm in
Stage Three, features are extracted from the encoder or de-
coder in Stage One to generate embeddings for each pre-
dicted bounding box (Fig. 3). We hypothesize that using
features from different decoder layers allows the extraction
of multi-scale information, resulting in embeddings with
richer representations compared to those generated solely
from the encoder’s output. Specifically, we evaluate fea-
tures obtained from the output of the encoder’s final layer
and the outputs of the first three initial layers of the decoder.
Experiments In the first experiment, the output from
Layer 4.2 of the encoder (ResNet-50) is used, resulting in
an embedding of size 2048 being assigned to each predicted
bounding box. In the second experiment, the feature vol-
umes from the first three initial layers of the decoder, with
dimensions 8×8×4096, 16×16×2048, and 32×32×1024,
respectively, are used. We concatenate embedding extracted
from three decoder layers to form the final embedding of
size 7168 (code).
Results Using the embeddings from the decoder layer
does not lead to a better mAP score (see Tab. 2) across
all datasets. The feature map obtained from the encoder
has a higher value of +0.97 in the dataset, +2.19 in
the dataset, and +1.01 in the dataset. However, on
the dataset, it yields a marginal improvement of only
+0.03. Therefore, we use the Encoder feature map for our
finetuned model.

Model Encoder Decoder

Our ✓ 70.80 57.03 78.88 89.01 78.58
Our ✓ 71.77 57.00 81.07 90.02 78.84

Table 2. Feature embeddings derived from encoder feature maps
outperform those derived from decoder feature maps on mAP.

4.3. Ablation study of loss function

Our fine-tuning loss (Eq. (2)) has three components: Cen-
terNet loss, DETR loss, and our novel contrastive matching
loss. Here, we run an ablation study to show that all three
losses contribute to the final result.
Experiments We conduct fine-tuning experiments on the
CYWS model under various configurations. In the first
setup, we used only the CenterNet loss and DETR loss for
training. In our ablation study, we fine-tune the model under
different configurations to evaluate the impact of the DETR
loss and the Contrastive matching loss on change detection
performance. Specifically, we experiment with our model
fine-tuned with and without the DETR loss, as well as with
and without the Contrastive matching loss. For all these ex-
periments, the models were initialized with weights derived
from the pre-trained CYWS model.

6

https://github.com/anguyen8/image-diff/blob/main/models/centernet_with_coam.py#L1871


Results We find that DETR loss contributes improve-
ments of +7.02, +2.45, +2.95, +0.79, +6.73 in the , ,

, , datasets, respectively, compared to using Center-
Net alone. Similarly, the Contrastive matching loss leads to
enhancements of +6.7, +3.02, +4.94, +1.11, and +3.49
across the same datasets, respectively, compared to Cen-
terNet alone. Adding all three losses results in the highest
mAP across 4 out of 5 datasets.

Model CenterNet DETR Contrastive

CYWS [25] ✓ 62.73 53.98 76.13 88.97 69.70
Our ✓ ✓ 69.75 56.43 79.08 89.76 76.43
Our ✓ ✓ 69.43 56.07 79.11 90.08 73.19
Our ✓ ✓ ✓ 71.77 57.00 81.07 90.02 78.84

Table 3. Loss ablation study. contrastive matching loss signifi-
cantly improves mAP score across all datasets, achieving substan-
tial improvements and remaining effective when combined with
other losses, such as DETR loss.

5. Results
5.1. Given the same performance on no-change

cases, our finetuned detector outperforms
state-of-the-art CYWS

Real-world applications require models to perform well in
both the change and no-change cases. We test our hypoth-
esis that visual correspondence (i.e., the binary supervi-
sion labels of whether two image patches contain a change
or not) improves change detection accuracy. We evalu-
ate change detection performance by applying a detection
threshold to ensure that the average number of predicted
boxes per image in no-change cases remains below 0.01.
This is a critical consideration for practical deployment,
which has been overlooked in prior work [25].
Experiments We initialize our model with the pre-trained
CYWS weights and fine-tune it (Sec. 3.4) using the Ltotal

loss function (Eq. (2)). We evaluate mean Average Preci-
sion (mAP) on five datasets (Sec. 2.2) using both CYWS
[25] and our models. We choose the optimal detection
threshold at 0.25 for both models, ensuring the average
number of predicted boxes per image in the no-change case
remains below 0.01.
Results Our fine-tuned model outperforms CYWS [25]
across all THREE post-processing STAGES (see Tab. 4).
Since we keep the fine-tuning strategy fixed and repeat
the experiment with various post-processing techniques,
we contribute the positive delta in mAP score to our con-
trastive matching loss (Sec. 3.3). That is, our contrastive
loss improves change detection performance across both
change and no-change pairs compared to CYWS [25].
This performance gap further increases across all five
datasets when an optimal threshold is applied. For in-
stance, in the dataset, the margin increases from +9.04

to +10.97.

Model Det-thres Align Hung Thres

CYWS n/a 62.73 53.98 76.13 88.97 69.70
(a) Our n/a 71.77 57.00 81.07 90.02 78.84

+9.04 +3.02 +4.94 +1.05 +9.14

CYWS ✓ 0.25 51.25 43.40 65.46 86.38 61.68
(b) Our ✓ 0.25 62.22 47.80 71.25 88.08 72.69

+10.97 +4.40 +5.79 +1.70 +11.01

CYWS ✓ ✓ 0.25 47.83 40.44 64.98 84.76 44.39
(c) Our ✓ ✓ 0.25 59.23 44.62 69.23 86.59 58.83

+11.40 +4.18 +4.25 +1.83 +14.44

CYWS ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.25 44.48 39.93 54.16 83.78 44.41
(d) Our ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.25 56.59 44.67 60.85 85.86 58.88

+12.02 +5.34 +6.69 +2.08 +14.47

Table 4. Change detection (mAP). The mAP value is calculated
using several settings. In this context, we have selected an optimal
detection threshold that ensures the average number of predicted
boxes per image is below 0.01 on the No-change cases.

Each additional stage, including detection threshold, align-
ment, and Hungarian matching, contributes to a mono-
tonic reduction in false positives across all five benchmark
datasets for both change cases (Tab. 7) and no-change cases.
On the dataset, false positives are reduced by -1.045.
Similar reductions are observed across other datasets: a re-
duction of -1.474 on the dataset, -0.216 on , -1.428 on

, and -0.059 on (Tab. 5).

Det-thres Align Hung Thres

n/a 100 100 100 100 100
✓ 0.1 1.640 1.737 1.372 1.731 0.119
✓ ✓ 0.1 1.253 1.055 1.219 1.058 0.054
✓ ✓ 0.1 0.982 0.945 1.309 0.976 0.060
✓ ✓ ✓ 0.1 0.595 (-1.045) 0.263 (-1.474) 1.156 (-0.216) 0.303 (-1.428) 0.060 (-0.059)

Table 5. Average number of predicted Boxes per image for no
change cases (↓). The effectiveness of applying detection thresh-
old, alignment, and Hungarian in removing false positive predicted
box in no change case of the CYWS model. See (Fig. A3) for qual-
itative examples.

5.2. The alignment stage plays a crucial role in the
success of the matching algorithm

Given two sets of boxes of predicted changes [25], our
Hungarian-based matching algorithm’s goal is to pair up
corresponding changes. The alignment stage (Fig. 3) iden-
tifies pairs of corresponding boxes between two images and
eliminates boxes that do not have a match. We aim to
test the matching accuracy with and without the Alignment
stage to understand its importance.
Experiment We repeat our correspondence prediction al-
gorithm (Sec. 3.3) on all five benchmarks with and without
the Alignment stage.
Results We find that the Alignment stage plays a crucial
role, responsible for +34.57 in the dataset, +29.27 in the

dataset of CYWS model in matching accuracy. Similarly,
in and datasets, our model’s improvement is +38.18
and +30.04, respectively (see Tab. 6). See (Fig. A1) for
qualitative results.
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Model Det-thres Align Hung Thres

CYWS ✓ ✓ 0.25 39.72 18.78 56.70 54.73 55.91
CYWS ✓ ✓ 0.25 38.40 53.22 63.93 83.83 57.59
CYWS ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.25 41.79 53.35 (+34.57) 63.96 84.00 (+29.27) 57.67

Our ✓ ✓ 0.25 45.77 18.81 63.84 55.27 68.15
Our ✓ ✓ 0.25 46.00 56.06 68.98 85.22 69.45
Our ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.25 48.35 56.99 (+38.18) 69.72 85.31 (+30.04) 69.53

Table 6. Alignment stage contributes to the success of the match-
ing algorithm based on the F1 score. See (Fig. A1) for qualitative
examples.

5.3. Contrastive matching loss improves change
matching accuracy

The contrastive matching loss directs the model to focus
on regions exhibiting changes in both images, filtering out
false positives. This approach improves change detection
accuracy and boosts the correspondence score relative to the
CYWS model.
Experiment We evaluate our model and the CYWS model
under three configurations: using a detection threshold, in-
corporating an alignment stage, and applying the Hungarian
algorithm to detect changes across five datasets (Sec. 2.2).
The matching score was computed with and without align-
ment on these datasets.

Model Det-thres Align Hung Thres

CYWS ✓ ✓ 0.25 39.72 18.78 56.70 54.73 55.91
Our ✓ ✓ 0.25 45.77 18.81 63.84 55.27 68.15

+6.05 +0.03 +7.14 +0.54 +12.24

CYWS ✓ ✓ 0.25 38.40 53.22 63.93 83.83 57.59
Our ✓ ✓ 0.25 46.00 56.06 68.98 85.22 69.45

+7.60 +2.84 +5.05 +1.39 +11.86

CYWS ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.25 41.79 53.35 63.96 84.00 57.67
Our ✓ ✓ ✓ 0.25 48.35 56.99 69.72 85.31 69.53

+6.56 +3.64 +5.76 +1.31 +11.86

Table 7. Change correspondence F1 Score. We examine the
matching score in two scenarios—one with alignment and the
other without—between our model and CYWS model. Our model
performs better than CYWS model in two scenarios. For qualita-
tive examples, see (Fig. A2).

Results Our model, trained with contrastive matching loss,
surpasses CYWS across five datasets under both scenar-
ios—with and without alignment. Without alignment, our
model yields improvements of +6.05 on , +7.14 on ,
and +12.24 on . With alignment, it maintains a strong ad-
vantage with +6.56 on , +3.64 on , +5.76 on , and
+1.31 on (Tab. 7).

6. Related Work
Change Detection The state-of-the-art model CYWS [25]
targets change detection for 2D objects in surveillance im-
ages, demonstrating broad applicability without retraining.
To extend this capability to 3D objects, CYWS-3D [26] was
proposed. However, neither approach identifies correspond-
ing changes between image pairs.

Methods like Changemamba [4], SCanNet [5], and STADE-
CDNet [19] are specifically designed for remote sensing
applications. In this domain, images generally exhibit a
single change between two images, simplifying the corre-
spondence problem. In contrast, our approach addresses a
more complex correspondence problem, involving multiple
changes between two surveillance images (see Fig. A4b).
Change Segmentation Prior research, including [1, 28],
has focused on detecting changes in street views, while
studies such as [9,27,35,37,38] concentrate on satellite im-
agery. [40] presents a novel zero-shot change segmentation
approach specifically for satellite images. Similarly, our
model demonstrates strong performance across four zero-
shot benchmarks.
Change Captioning The Spot-the-Diff ( ) change cap-
tioning dataset, introduced by [13], contains 13,000 image
pairs captured from surveillance cameras. Research in this
domain also explores remote sensing image datasets [3] and
addresses challenges in datasets such as CLEVR-Change,
CLEVR-DC, and Bird-to-Words [8, 10–12, 15, 21, 30, 39],
which either simulate or capture real-world changes. These
works lack effective change localization, and change cap-
tioning becomes more complex when multiple changes oc-
cur between two images. Our approach addresses these
issues by providing change localization with correspon-
dence, simplifying interpretation. [32] presents STVchrono,
a benchmark dataset of 71,900 Google Street View images
from 18 years across 50 cities to study long-term changes
in outdoor scenes. However, its creation is labor-intensive
and time-consuming, limiting scalability. In contrast, our

dataset can be efficiently scaled with a simple process.

7. Discussion and Conclusions
Limitations We observe that the accuracy of Point estima-
tion (Stage 2 in our pipeline) plays a critical role in our
pipeline. Specifically, images with significant distortions or
detailed textures (see Fig. A4a) poses a challenge to Point
Estimate to align two images and leads to estimation accu-
racy declines, impacting alignment stage effectiveness.
Conclusions This study proposes a novel contrastive
matching loss function that improves detector accuracy
and matching accuracy, surpassing the CYWS method.
The post-processing algorithm ensures accurate pairing of
changes, and a new metric is introduced for evaluating
matching scores across models.
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Appendix for: Improving Zero-Shot Object-Level Change Detection
by Incorporating Visual Correspondence

A. Upper bound accuracy of correspondence algorithm

Here, we want to estimate the correspondence component. Correspondence algorithm consists of alignment step before using
the Hungarian algorithm. By using ground-truth boxes, we can evaluate the maximum accuracy of the matching algorithm.
Experiments To assess the effectiveness of the post-processing method we employ ground-truth boxes directly rather than
utilising the change detector’s projected box output as the feature extractor’s input.
Results The findings presented in Tab. A1 upper bound indicate that our matching method demonstrates strong performance
in F1 score when applied to both the (+100) and (+99.96) algorithms. A gap persists in the availability of the (96.50)
and (91.68) datasets. The efficacy of the transformation matrix is limited in certain challenging scenarios involving or

. The dataset contains numerous artifacts, which hinder the accurate estimation of the transformation matrix.

Change (F1 Score)

Model

Ground-truth Baseline 91.68 100 96.50 99.96 99.94

Table A1. Correspondence Accuracy Upper Bound. Using ground truth boxes as input for matching algorithm

B. Features of mean pooling provide more accurate correspondence than cropped images features

The proposed approach offers flexibility in selecting methods for assigning embeddings to predicted boxes. This section
evaluates two methodologies for generating embeddings. To identify the optimal method, we conduct a comparative analysis
using our fine-tuned model. The effectiveness of each approach is assessed based on the matching score (F1).
Experiments This section analyzes the impact of two embedding assignment methods: mean-pooling and region cropping
on the correspondence score. The analysis is conducted based on the methodologies outlined in (Sec. 3.3).
Results We hypothesize that using only cropped images reduces the availability of contextual information surrounding
the object, resulting in lower correspondence accuracy. The average feature method consistently outperforms the cropping
method across all five datasets, with significant improvements observed in the and datasets. Consequently, we have
adopted the average feature technique for all subsequent experiments. Detailed results are presented in Tab. A2.

Model Average Crop Thres

Our + ResNet-50 ✓ 0.25 44.10 56.29 68.10 67.73 62.25
Our + ResNet-50 ✓ 0.25 46.19 56.94 69.52 85.33 69.53

+2.09 +0.65 +1.42 +17.60 +7.28

Table A2. Features obtained using the average method achieve higher F1 scores compared to those derived from the cropping method.
This approach consistently produces reliable results across all datasets, with particularly notable performance on the and datasets.
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C. Training hyperparameters
Results We follow the training hyperparameters in (Sec. 3.4). We investigate the impact of training parameters, including
the number of epochs and learning rate, on model performance. Training for 500 epochs led to overfitting, reducing zero-shot
accuracy on the , , , and datasets (Tab. A4). Increasing the learning rate from 0.0001 to 0.0005 further degraded
accuracy (Tab. A3). Additionally, using a deeper decoder did not improve accuracy (Tab. A5).

Change (mAP Score)

Model LR CenterNet DETR Contrastive

Our 0.0005 ✓ ✓ ✓ 57.87 47.95 68.20 88.54 60.33
Our 0.0001 ✓ ✓ ✓ 71.77 57.00 81.07 90.02 78.84

Table A3. Training with different learning rate (LR). Using different learning rate in training

Change (mAP Score)

Model Epochs CenterNet DETR Contrastive

Our 500 ✓ ✓ ✓ 72.15 54.17 78.64 89.01 78.65
Our 200 ✓ ✓ ✓ 71.77 57.00 81.07 90.02 78.84

Table A4. Training with more epochs. Training the model for 500 epochs decreases accuracy in zero-shot testing on the , , , and
datasets.
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Figure A1. With the significant improvement in the and datasets, the alignment stage is a crucial component in increasing correspon-
dence accuracy. The second row’s findings demonstrate how the alignment step aids in correcting every case’s incorrect matching in the
first row. You may view the improvement’s specifics in the Tab. 6.

D. Training with a deeper decoder does not enhance model accuracy
In order to find the best change detection architecture, we added more layers to the decoder in this section.
Experiment We used [256, 128, 64] channels for each decoder layer in the prior configuration. We add two further layers
with 32 and 8 channels, respectively, in this configuration.
Results The outcomes of employing deeper decoder layers are displayed in Tab. A5. The findings demonstrate that the final
accuracy decreases with the number of decoder layers.

Change (mAP Score)

Model Epochs CenterNet DETR Contrastive

Our 200 ✓ ✓ ✓ 51.76 49.70 63.95 87.57 54.39
Our 200 ✓ ✓ ✓ 71.77 57.00 81.07 90.02 78.84

Table A5. Training with a deeper decoder does not enhance model accuracy

E. The alignment stage plays a crucial role in the success of the matching algorithm
The qualitative results Fig. A1 we present in this section demonstrate how well our alignment stage worked to enhance the
matched pairs of modifications displayed in the Tab. 6.

F. Correspondence
We present qualitative results in this part that contrast our model with CYWS model in terms of matching qualitative.

According to the qualitative results, our model outperforms CYWS model in the matching score, as indicated by the Tab. 7.
See qualitative results in Fig. A2

G. Reduce false positive predicted box in no-change case
The output from CYWS model in the default situations is shown in the first row of Fig. A3. The outcomes of our post-

processing procedure are shown in the row that follows.

H. Additional qualitative results
In this part, we present further qualitative comparison findings between our fine-tuned model and CYWS [25] model

following the use of a detection threshold of 0.25 and a post-processing technique. CYWS findings are shown in the first
row, while the results of our model are shown in the second row. For qualitative results, see Fig. A4.

I. Number of predicted box after applying detection threshold
For both the ground-truth and our refined model with different thresholds, CYWS, we display the average number of boxes

per image. You can view the detail in the Tab. A6
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Figure A2. CYWS model, as seen in (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e), is unable to identify every difference between two images. Conversely,
our model is able to identify every change in the two images. CYWS model can only identify one change for the entire region in the

example, where three changes appear at nearly the same location. Our model, on the other hand, can identify each of the three changes
independently. We hypothesise that the model learns the number of changes implicitly based on information gleaned from the contrastive
matching loss. Check Tab. 7 for quantitative results.

(a) No-Change (b) No-Change (c) No-Change (d) No-Change
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Figure A3. In no-change scenarios, our post-processing approach reduces false positive predicted boxes.

Change

Avg Predicted Box Per Image

Model Thres

Ground-Truth n/a 1.93 5.85 1.80 1.10 1.0

CYWS n/a 100 100 100 100 100
Our n/a 100 100 100 100 100

CYWS 0.1 3.63 6.55 2.27 2.55 3.54
Our 0.1 3.21 7.23 2.37 2.25 2.64

CYWS 0.2 1.75 4.38 1.95 1.23 1.17
Our 0.2 1.85 4.90 1.96 1.19 1.14

CYWS 0.3 0.98 2.81 1.75 0.80 0.54
Our 0.3 1.20 3.13 1.79 0.84 0.67

CYWS 0.4 0.55 1.38 1.50 0.49 0.26
Our 0.4 0.70 1.48 1.56 0.63 0.37

CYWS 0.5 0.29 0.59 1.08 0.42 0.10
Our 0.5 0.45 0.60 1.18 0.44 0.18

Table A6. Average Predicted Box Per Image for Change with Different Thresholds. Evaluate the influence of detection threshold on
the number of predicted boxes per image in change case with CYWS model and our fineturned model
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Figure A4. When comparing our model’s change detection output to that of CYWS model, it is evident that our contrastive matching loss
enhances the model’s accuracy. Additionally, our post-processing technique can apply in many situations with multiple modifications
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Figure A5. Contrasting the results following change detection and using our post-processing both with and without the alignment step.
Evaluation of the findings in , , , , and demonstrates the significance of the alignment stage
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