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ABSTRACT

We propose a novel learned keypoint detection method to increase the number of
correct matches for the task of non-rigid image correspondence. By leveraging true
correspondences acquired by matching annotated image pairs with a specified de-
scriptor extractor, we train an end-to-end convolutional neural network (CNN) to
find keypoint locations that are more appropriate to the considered descriptor. Ex-
periments demonstrate that our method enhances the Mean Matching Accuracy of
numerous descriptors when used in conjunction with our detection method, while
outperforming the state-of-the-art keypoint detectors on real images of non-rigid
objects by 20 p.p. We also apply our method on the complex real-world task of ob-
ject retrieval where our detector performs on par with the finest keypoint detectors
currently available for this task. The source code and trained models are publicly
available at https://github.com/verlab/LearningToDetect_PRL_2023

© 2023 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Finding discriminative patterns that are repeatable across
various images of the same scene is the primary goal of key-
point detectors. A good detector should be equivariant
to changes in viewpoint and scale as well as invariant to
changes in illumination. Furthermore, objects may change
in shape over time due to deformations. Therefore, equiv-
ariance to non-rigid deformations is an important property
when identifying points for visual correspondence.

Recently, learning-based systems [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9] have become more prevalent in feature detection tech-
niques, producing outcomes that greatly exceed handcrafted
keypoint detectors [10, 11]. Despite the advances in learn-
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ing feature representations, end-to-end learning of key-
point detection is still a challenging problem. Typically,
a learned keypoint detector is trained to find recurring
patterns across images. However, this approach does not
ensure that the detected points are good for matching. For
instance, consider the high degree of ambiguity in texture
while matching points on edges and repetitive patterns,
e.g ., structures that commonly appear in man-made build-
ings. In regions where accurate matching is not achiev-
able [3], methods that first detect keypoints before describ-
ing them often degrade the matching performance. More-
over, it is computationally infeasible to bypass detection
by dense matching, i.e., matching all pixels [6]. The time
complexity to match two images A and B using feature
sets FA and FB is O(|FA| · |FB |). The problem becomes in-
tractable, requiring carefully designed training techniques
and high computational resources. Dense matching also
has to deal with the inherent ambiguity caused by poorly-
textured regions and poor localization properties. Some
methods, like LoFTR [12], rely on fewer confident matches
at a lower resolution and propagate this more robust infor-
mation of matching for neighboring pixels to higher resolu-
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tions. In this context, keypoint detection may be needed
to improve dense matching. Few works have attempted
to achieve equivariance regarding non-rigid deformations,
and most recent advances in this direction, such as the
work of Yu et al . [13], suggest using additional depth in-
formation. Still, color cameras are by far the most used
and available imaging sensors.

Differently from these previous approaches, we pro-
pose a novel learned keypoint detection methodology for
handling non-rigid deformations on still images (Figure 3
shows some qualitative results). In this work, we assume
locally smooth non-rigid deformations, i.e., the gradient
of the deformation field is locally continuous and does not
have abrupt discontinuities. This implies that the nearby
pixels from a point in the image should follow similar off-
sets from one image to another, which is a reasonable as-
sumption for most real-world scenarios, especially when
dealing with local features, because of their local recep-
tive field. Inspired by DEAL [14], we model the deforma-
tions using Thin-plate Splines [15], where one minimizes
the bending energy of the deformation field by solving for
an affine transformation and the Radial Basis Functions
(RBFs) coefficients for the following energy function:

Etps(f) =

k∑
i=1

||yi − f(xi)||2, (1)

where yi and xi are two sets of corresponding points, also
called control points, and f(x) is the RBF that employs
the TPS kernel. Once the affine matrix A and coefficients
of wi ∈ R2 are obtained, one can map a pixel x from a
reference frame to the target frame by using the TPS warp
as follows:

f(x) = Ax+

nc∑
i=1

ρ(||x− ci||2)wi, (2)

where ρ(r) = r2 log r is the thin-plate radial basis func-
tion, x is a 2D point, nc is the number of control points,
ci is a control point of index i.

Several challenges need to be addressed for successfully
detecting keypoints on deformable surfaces with high ac-
curacy. Specifically, robustness to non-linear illumination
changes, occlusions, and local photometric changes, which
can introduce high ambiguity for both the detection and
description stages. By assuming that desirable features to
be discovered are also salient points that are likely to pro-
duce accurate matches, we propose to tackle the keypoint
detection problem in a well-defined manner. By using an
existing detector-descriptor setup, our learned detection
model takes advantage of matching score maps. Our net-
work can be easily paired with any combination of pre-
existing detector-descriptor since it is trained to identify
good features based on the map created from true descrip-
tor matches on virtual deformations.

We test our detector using three separate benchmark
datasets of real deformable objects as well as with an

application of content-based object retrieval, demonstrat-
ing that our approach can achieve state-of-the-art perfor-
mance not only in matching evaluation scores but also in a
relevant practical computer vision task of image retrieval.
Figure 3 shows how well our detector performs in match-
ing keypoints in comparison to several recently developed
detectors.

The two main technical contributions of our work are:
(i) a novel keypoint detection training framework designed
to enhance the matching performance of pre-existing de-
scriptors and (ii) the first learned keypoint detector tai-
lored to handle non-rigid deformations on color images.
This paper extends the results and contributions of our
previous work [16] on several major fronts. First, we intro-
duce and evaluate novel architecture components, such as
deformable convolutional network (DCN) layers, to eval-
uate the contribution of providing the network with more
specialized inductive bias than regular CNNs for the task
of non-rigid keypoint detection. Second, we perform ex-
periments by adding DCN layers to different stages of the
network backbone. Extensive experimental analysis re-
veals that the DCN layers help during training but do not
improve the generalization of the network; the main im-
provement comes from our learning strategy. Finally, we
extend the experimental evaluation with nine more recent
strong baseline detectors. These additional experiments
with several keypoint detectors indicate that our novel
training paradigm can be adopted as a general framework
for improving matching for non-rigid correspondence. Our
method can be trained for any pair of detectors and de-
scriptors to specialize the keypoint selection and improve
matching quality with a specified descriptor.

2. Related work

The most popular keypoint detectors are based on care-
fully crafted algorithms that choose feature patterns like
blobs, corners, or edges [17, 10, 11]. Deep learning, on the
other hand, has recently emerged as the new standard for
feature extraction and image matching. However, these
learning-based methods are mainly used for tasks involv-
ing feature description [18, 19, 14], and joint detection and
description [3, 4, 5, 7, 6, 20, 21, 22, 23]. There are only a
few studies that specifically address learning to recognize
keypoints by raising detection likelihood for repeatable ar-
eas between image pairs [24, 25, 26]. While such key-
point detectors have high repeatability, their keypoints are
mostly ambiguous, and the matching performance is de-
graded [2]. To enhance the representation and generaliza-
tion of low-level characteristics, Barroso-Laguna et al . [2]
and Di et al . [1] employ fixed handcrafted filters in ad-
dition to learned ones. However, manually created filters
can include biases that could make it difficult to find ap-
propriate keypoints, resulting in subpar detections.

Alternatively, recent studies have been published based
on a new research trend called the describe-then-detect
approach, where the keypoints are found from a dense de-
scriptor map. According to Revaud et al . [3], keypoints
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should be identified based on repeatability and depend-
ability because detection and description are inextricably
entwined. Suwanwimolkul et al . [8] noted that since the
keypoint selection is more handcrafted in approaches like
D2-Net [4] and ASLFeat [5], there are no guarantees that
the chosen keypoints can match the learned descriptors.
Consequently, the accuracy of the matched keypoints is
not usually very high. In contrast, in our method, the de-
tector is trained to increase matching accuracy with real
image pairings, and the peaks are generated directly from
the network output (score map shown in Figure 1).

Only a few studies take descriptor matching into ac-
count in the training pipeline. GLAM [27] detects key-
points based on matching quality but for a very specific
domain of retinal images. By first identifying repeatable
keypoints and then selecting the confident keypoints based
on the matching, SEKD [7] proposes a non-domain specific
detector and descriptor. However, when a high number of
good keypoints for matching is not discovered during the
repeatability optimization stage, this strategy often pro-
duces degraded results. To jointly optimize detection and
description, DISK [6] takes into account detection and de-
scription in a probabilistic relaxation and applies a rein-
forcement learning strategy. The method’s disadvantage is
that in order to converge, it needs cautious hyperparam-
eter adjustments and parameter annealing tricks. A deci-
sion tree was developed by Tonioni et al . [28] to learn how
to choose 3D keypoints based on good matches. The au-
thors argue that good traits for detection are those that are
most likely to produce accurate matches. We implement
a similar approach but on 2D keypoints, using a modern
deep learning design. We employ the outcomes of match-
ing descriptors with a weighting technique for creating a
Matching Heatmap, which is non-domain specific.

Descriptors like DEAL [14] present a deformation-aware
local feature description technique that learns to describe
non-rigid surfaces without depth information using explicit
network deformation modeling. Similarly, the DaLi de-
scriptor [29] finds features invariant to non-rigid deforma-
tions and variations in light by transforming local patches
into meshes and applying heat diffusion operators. Like-
wise, GeoBit descriptor [30] and GeoPatch [31] compute
isometrically invariant features for RGB-D images by us-
ing geodesics from an object’s surface. In contrast to the
suggested strategy in this paper, these solutions are de-
signed for RGB-D images and focus only on the descrip-
tion step and ignore the detection phase. A 3D keypoint
detector has recently been proposed by UKPGAN [13], in
which keypoints are found for 3D reconstruction. How-
ever, unlike our detector for 2D images, their approach is
only appropriate in the context of 3D keypoints. To the
extent of our knowledge, no previous study has addressed
the detection of 2D features on images with non-rigid de-
formations. Tarashima et al . [32] proposed to deal with
non-rigid objects by considering deformations only in the
matching stage. Despite having reasonable premisses for
matching, the deformations still degrade the detection and

Encoder Decoder

, ,
, ,

Ground Truth
Maching HeatmapScore Map

Figure 1. Network architecture for keypoint detection. The
Siamese network is optimized to detect reliable keypoints
to be matched for a given descriptor. The encoder-decoder
architecture is an U-Net with dimensions Dencoder =
{1, 32, 64, 128} and Ddecoder = {128, 64, 32, 1} with skip connec-
tions and a final sigmoid layer.

description needed as input in the matching. In this paper,
we offer a method for obtaining keypoints less affected by
non-rigid deformations using only visual data.

3. Methodology

Our detector is trained to identify stable areas in im-
ages that are affected by non-rigid deformations. Our
training setting imposes keypoints to be found at repet-
itive places with a high likelihood of matching for a given
descriptor. Our network (Figure 1) receives an image and
outputs the most likely keypoints to be detected. We de-
scribe the training framework, the loss design, and imple-
mentation specifics in the following sections.

3.1. Keypoint detection learning framework
In contrast to learned keypoints like Key.net [2] and

describe-to-detect techniques like R2D2 [3] and ASLFeat [5],
the central idea of our learning technique is to bootstrap
the learning process with an existing detector-descriptor
pair that is targeted at high confidence matches. Let
A ∈ RH×W be the anchor image, which is an image from
our training set. On image A, we apply two combina-
tions of random homography and thin-plate-spline warp
(TPS) [33], g and g′, to generate images B and B′, respec-
tively. The TPS was purposefully chosen since non-rigid
deformations can be efficiently parameterized via TPS wrap-
pings. Then, using a base detector, we find k salient key-
points for images A, B, and B′. We use k = 0.02×H×W
in our trials, which yields a significant amount of keypoints
at all regions in the image. This number of keypoints is an
upper limit for the ground truth generation, as we filter a
great portion of them later in the pipeline.

After selecting the salient pixels, we extract descriptors
for each keypoint location and compare the descriptors of
images A and B, and the descriptors of images A and B′.
Note that g and g′ can be used to determine the loca-
tions of the correct matches. When the descriptors pass
the nearest neighbor distance ratio tests and is a correct
match, its keypoint location (x, y) is added to the set Ci,
where i is the index of the keypoint for image A, B, or B′.



4

Figure 2. Training setting. Our training comprises three
steps: i) We detect the keypoints using a base detector
for images A, B and B’ (an anchor, and two transformed
versions of the anchor with random homography and non-
rigid image deformations); and then, we extract the descrip-
tors on the detected keypoints to find correspondences with
nearest neighbor search; ii) Using the correct matches, we
build a Matching Heatmap (MH) from the locations of cor-
rect matches for each input image; iii) MH weighting done
based on keypoint quality, i.e., true match repeatability.

The tolerance used to consider a match correct is set to 3
pixels, and the nearest neighbor distance ratio is set to 0.8.
Using the position of the correct descriptors’ matches as
our training data, we train our model to recognize reliable
keypoint locations. The map created using true matches
is denoted as Matching Heatmap (MH). Figure 2 shows a
summary of this procedure.

Let the MH of A be Ma1,Ma2 and the MH of B be
Mb1,Mb2 having values in the range [0, 1], where value 0
denotes regions with low matching confidence and 1 de-
notes regions with high matching confidence (Figure 2).
The size of the MH is the same as the input image. If
the position (x, y) is in the set Ci, we set the MH value
to 1. The final step combines the MH from all pairwise
matches such that the areas in the map where descrip-
tors were correctly matched on both match attempts, i.e.,
matches of image A with B and A with B′, are given
more weight. The final MH for image A is therefore Ma =
(Ma1 +Ma2)/2. A similar approach with three degrees of
weights is applied to images B and B′. Regarding image
B, we have descriptors that are accurate in both image
pairs, accurate in the match between B and A, and accu-
rate in the match between B′ and A. On the MH of B, the
latter is likewise depicted, albeit with less weight. For B′,
the same reasoning is used. As a result, the global MHs
for B and B′ are as follows: B: Mb = (g(Ma) + Mb1)/2
and B′: Mb′ = (g′(Ma) +Mb2)/2. At the end of this op-
eration, we utilize images B and B′ and their respective
matching heatmaps to train the network. A 3×3 Gaussian
kernel with σ = 1.5 is applied to each binary MH for it
to peak at the ground truth keypoint coordinates. This
makes it simpler for the CNN model to learn the global
MH. We chose this kernel size to maintain a small acti-
vation neighborhood while maintaining smoothness in the
heatmaps.

Finally, each image’s high-confidence locations to be
matched are present on the MH. As we select only repeti-

tive keypoints by choosing the right matches, we also im-
pose our model to learn repeatable points. Siamese train-
ing [34] is used to boost similarities between the score map
and the MH of the anchor image and its transformations
to further reinforce the repeatability of the detected key-
points. These techniques increase the detector’s repeata-
bility when subject to geometric changes. It is important
to highlight that our strategy is agnostic to the base de-
tector and descriptor used to generate the ground truth of
correspondences. In the experiments, we demonstrate how
the suggested detection strategy can enhance the matching
ability of three recent descriptors.

3.2. Loss function
Due to the uneven distribution of positive and nega-

tive pixels in the MH, using the entire map for training
would bias the model’s predictions in favor of maps with
generally very low scores. Therefore for each positive key-
point match in the training, we randomly choose a certain
number of negative keypoint instances to address this is-
sue. We uniformly sample n negative examples and back-
propagate 2n examples, where n is the number of positive
keypoints in each image. This strategy is expressed as a
binary pixel-wise mask F with the value 1 at the coordi-
nates of the selected pixels and the value 0 otherwise. We
define S′ = S × F given an image I, its respective MH
M , and the model output score map S. Finally, we ap-
ply the cosine similarity to optimize the similarity between
the MH M and the estimated score map image from the
network S′:

Lcossim(I) = 1− cossim (S′,M) .

We chose the cosine similarity to improve the keypoint
localization, as this loss focuses more on assuring that the
high responses between the ground truth and the predicted
map are in the same location rather than on the magnitude
of the values between the score maps. Also, to optimize the
peaks values, we take the following L2 loss into account:

Lsimple(I) =
1

2n

H·W∑
i=1

(S′
i −Mi)

2
. (3)

We also want the regressed map to peak at the keypoint
locations. Therefore, we use a third loss term to force
local peakiness in the score map to achieve even faster
convergence. Taking into consideration a collection of non-
overlapping N × N patches P = {p} originated from a
regular grid within the image I, where there is at least
one non-zero pixel at the corresponding location of the
patch on M, the peakiness loss term of the score map is
defined as:

Lpeak(I) = 1− 1

|P|
∑
p∈P

(
max
(i,j)∈p

Si,j − mean
(i,j)∈p

Si,j

)
. (4)

While modeling the loss, we observed that if N is too large,
the network will produce fewer keypoints and a smoother
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heatmap. This behavior is not desirable for pixel-level
accurate matching. However, if N is too small, it will
produce a high number of low-quality keypoints. The
weighted sum of cossim, L2, and peak losses yields the
final detector training loss L:

L(I) = λ1Lcossim(I) + λ2Lsimple(I) + λ3Lpeak(I). (5)

3.3. Implementation details
The learned detector comprises a 4-level deep U-net [35]

with a final sigmoid activation function in the output layer.
We included 3× 3 convolution blocks with batch normal-
ization and ReLU activations in each layer. Grid-search
was used to determine the weights λ1 = 3.0, λ2 = 1.0, and
λ3 = 0.3 which provided the best results. Even though
the experiments are composed of real images with real de-
formations, our network was only trained using artificially
generated deformations. To apply the non-rigid deforma-
tions and homography, we employ the code from [14] to
generate the simulated deformations.

The training process used 10K images, resulting in 5K
pairs of images with a resolution of 400× 300. We applied
various random photometric transformations in each im-
age. With an initial learning rate of 0.006, we optimize the
network using Adam, scaling it by 0.9 every 500 steps for
7 epochs. We used a batch size of 12 images with at least
32 peaks in their MH. We trained the model on roughly
1.5M ground truth keypoints for the ASLFeat descriptor.
We implemented the peakness loss by using Max and Av-
erage Pooling operations. The window size used in the
peakiness term is N = 5, which is defined by the kernel
size used in the pooling operations. In all experiments,
we applied non-maximum suppression (NMS) with a 5×5
pixel window size. Additionally, we post-process the key-
points using edge reduction techniques like SIFT [10] (with
a threshold of 10). The top k keypoints having the largest
scores, where k ∈ Z+ with respect to detection scores are
maintained, while those with detection values below 0.2
are filtered out. The average time to detect 1,024 key-
points in a 600×900 image is 869ms, using 2.5Gb of GPU
in an NVIDIA Titan XP.

4. Experiments and results

The training and validation datasets were generated
from random images from SfM datasets [36]. We assess
our detector using a variety of publicly accessible datasets
with deformable objects under various viewing circum-
stances, including lighting, perspective, and deformation.
We chose the two datasets recently issued by GeoBit and
DeSurT [37]. They contain color images of 11 deforming
real-world objects, with a total of 770 pairs of images with
shapes between 960×540 and 640×480, and ground-truth
correspondences collection follows the protocol of [38]. Our
training setting considers a base detector and descriptor.
Given the large range of detectors and descriptors avail-
able, we start using ASLFeat [5] because its architecture

Figure 3. Qualitative results on real non-rigid matching
examples. The green lines show correct correspondences,
while red lines depict wrong correspondences. Our key-
point detector improves matching accuracy of the DEAL,
ASLFeat, and SuperPoint descriptors with respect to their
traditional detectors, while maintaining a similar number
of total matches.

features deformable convolutional kernels and is among
the state-of-the-art methods for the detection-description
task. The deformable kernels aim to develop dynamic re-
ceptive fields to accommodate the capabilities of modeling
geometric variations. We also select the DEAL [14] de-
scriptor, which is non-rigid deformation invariant. At last,
to show the robustness of our training setting, we chose
the SuperPoint detector-descriptor due to its success on
traditional rigid matching tasks.

4.1. Metrics and baselines
In our experiments, we use the Mean Matching Accu-

racy (MMA) [3] that computes the ratio of correct matches
to possible matches; and the Matching Score (MS) [3].
We chose these metrics since the ultimate objective of our
feature detection is to maximize the number of correct
feature matches. We also employ keypoint Repeatabil-
ity Rate (RR), a popular keypoint metric that computes
the ratio of potential matches to the minimum number of
keypoints in the shared view with a 3 pixel error thresh-
old. We perform comparisons to eleven widely adopted
detectors across three descriptors. We take into account
three handcrafted detectors, SIFT [10], ORB, FAST [39]
and AKAZE [40], which provide stable keypoints and are
still regarded as good baselines by a recent study [38]; and
seven state-of-the-art learning-based frameworks: Keynet [2],
ASLFeat [5], R2D2 [3], D2Net [4], DISK [6], ALIKE [23]
and SuperPoint [41]. Considering the discussion of Mikola-
jczyk et al . [42], the metrics require the methods to detect
enough keypoints for the stability of the results. For that
reason, on each image, each detector is configured to find
1, 024 keypoints. Methods like SEKD and GLAM could
not maintain a large number of detections and, for that
reason, are not included in Table 1

4.2. Results on sequences of deformable objects
We evaluate the metrics achieved by the detectors us-

ing existing descriptors. For this, we chose DEAL [14],



6

Table 1. Detector matching performance comparison. Best in bold and second-best underlined. The higher the value, the
better. Our detector provides keypoints on images with non-rigid deformations that enhances the matching results.

Dataset 770 pairs total - MS / MMA@3 pixels

Detector
+

ASLFeat
Kinect1 Kinect2 DeSurT Mean

Detector
+

DEAL
Kinect1 Kinect2 DeSurT Mean

SIFT 0.35 / 0.77 0.37 / 0.85 0.26 / 0.63 0.33 / 0.75 SIFT 0.33 / 0.68 0.38 / 0.85 0.27 / 0.63 0.33 / 0.72
FAST 0.43 / 0.69 0.53 / 0.85 0.33 / 0.56 0.43 / 0.70 FAST 0.36 / 0.58 0.51 / 0.81 0.29 / 0.49 0.39 / 0.63
AKAZE 0.39 / 0.66 0.49 / 0.76 0.26 / 0.48 0.40 / 0.66 AKAZE 0.38 / 0.65 0.47 / 0.74 0.23 / 0.42 0.36 / 0.60
Keynet 0.31 / 0.65 0.35 / 0.62 0.24 / 0.51 0.30 / 0.59 Keynet 0.27 / 0.58 0.34 / 0.59 0.22 / 0.45 0.28 / 0.54
ASLFeat 0.31 / 0.58 0.39 / 0.69 0.28 / 0.53 0.33 / 0.60 ASLFeat 0.31 / 0.66 0.40 / 0.73 0.25 / 0.54 0.32 / 0.64
R2D2 0.20 / 0.51 0.24 / 0.57 0.15 / 0.40 0.20 / 0.49 R2D2 0.16 / 0.41 0.20 / 0.48 0.12 / 0.33 0.16 / 0.41
ORB 0.17 / 0.37 0.26 / 0.57 0.14 / 0.34 0.19 / 0.43 ORB 0.03 / 0.07 0.14 / 0.34 0.06 / 0.15 0.08 / 0.19
D2NET 0.32 / 0.83 0.37 / 0.89 0.18 / 0.68 0.29 / 0.80 D2NET 0.28 / 0.72 0.34 / 0.84 0.16 / 0.57 0.26 / 0.71
DISK 0.57 / 0.85 0.51 / 0.88 0.40 / 0.66 0.49 / 0.80 DISK 0.48 / 0.71 0.46 / 0.80 0.35 / 0.55 0.43 / 0.69
ALIKE 0.45 / 0.68 0.53 / 0.84 0.31 / 0.48 0.43 / 0.67 ALIKE 0.4 / 0.61 0.49 / 0.78 0.29 / 0.44 0.39 / 0.61
SuperPoint 0.46 / 0.77 0.56 / 0.89 0.34 / 0.61 0.42 / 0.76 SuperPoint 0.34 / 0.57 0.47 / 0.75 0.27 / 0.48 0.36 / 0.60
Ours 0.49 / 0.86 0.48 / 0.89 0.31 / 0.66 0.43 / 0.81 Ours 0.45 / 0.79 0.46 / 0.85 0.28 / 0.59 0.40 / 0.74

ASLFeat [5], and SuperPoint [41] as descriptors and re-
trained three detectors to match each of the three con-
sidered descriptors. As can be observed in Table 1, in
both MS and MMA metrics, our keypoints combined with
DEAL descriptors perform better on average than all detector-
DEAL combinations. It is also clear that our trained de-
tector achieves the best MMA across all datasets for the
ASLFeat descriptor. It is important to note that when
the ASLFeat’s detector is replaced by ours, the average
MMA score jumps from 0.60 to 0.80 (20 p.p.), and our ap-
proach is significantly different from the second-best MMA
method by 4 p.p (SuperPoint-ASLFeat). When compared
to the SIFT detector used to train the DEAL descriptor,
our detector consistently gets the highest and second-best
MS and MMA scores, improving, on average, by roughly 7
and 2 points for MS and MMA respectively. Matching ex-
amples of our detector using various descriptors are shown
in Figure 3. Similar to the SIFT and ASLFeat detectors,
our technique can provide evenly spaced matches in the
image, but with higher accuracy.

Aside from MMA and MS, we also evaluated the re-
peatability rate, where FAST has the best RR of any
approach, averaging 0.59 and followed by SuperPoint at
0.57. AKAZE, ASLFeat, and our approach achieve an RR
of 0.50. SIFT has the lowest RR metric of any detector
with 0.43. These results demonstrate that our detector
achieves a competitive RR while improving the MMA and
MS matching metrics. It is noteworthy that, while having
a high RR, the ASLFeat detector has a smaller MS and
MMA, as shown in Table 1. Moreover, a high RR does not
necessarily translate into strong matching results. We also
extended our experiments to retrain our detector using the
widely adopted learned detector-descriptor SuperPoint. In
Table 2, we compare the results of all the previous base-
line detectors in conjunction with SuperPoint descriptors.
The "Ours [SP]" line shows the results of training on Su-
perPoint keypoints and descriptors. Even though Super-
Point has a joint detector-descriptor learning method, we
were able to better filter the detection in a way that we
have better matches at the cost of less repeatable key-

Table 2. Detector matching performance comparison. Best
in bold and second-best underlined.

Dataset 770 pairs total - MS / MMA@3
Detector

+
SuperPoint

Kinect1 Kinect2 DeSurT Mean

SIFT 0.34 / 0.74 0.36 / 0.85 0.25 / 0.63 0.32 / 0.74
FAST 0.38 / 0.79 0.39 / 0.55 0.30 / 0.48 0.36 / 0.61
AKAZE 0.41 / 0.69 0.47 / 0.69 0.28 / 0.59 0.39 / 0.67
Keynet 0.28 / 0.59 0.37 / 0.64 0.24 / 0.51 0.30 / 0.58
ASLFeat 0.48 / 0.84 0.53 / 0.78 0.34 / 0.62 0.45 / 0.75
R2D2 0.18 / 0.48 0.22 / 0.54 0.14 / 0.37 0.18 / 0.46
ORB 0.14 / 0.31 0.23 / 0.51 0.13 / 0.30 0.17 / 0.37
D2NET 0.31 / 0.80 0.35 / 0.87 0.18 / 0.67 0.28 / 0.78
DISK 0.53 / 0.80 0.49 / 0.86 0.39 / 0.63 0.47 / 0.76
ALIKE 0.41 / 0.62 0.50 / 0.79 0.29 / 0.45 0.40 / 0.60
SuperPoint 0.43 / 0.73 0.53 / 0.85 0.33 / 0.59 0.43 / 0.72
Ours [SP] 0.33 / 0.78 0.45 / 0.88 0.21 / 0.67 0.33 / 0.78

points. We highlight that the SuperPoint training already
includes keypoint augmentation via homography to im-
prove repeatability, thus it would be very challenging to
improve upon that without losing match accuracy. We
gain 6 p.p. in MMA, showing that our keypoints are still
competitive for the descriptor. Tables 1 and 2 show that
the ALIKE descriptor has a small advantage in match-
ing scores in some cases due to the reduced number of
keypoints (approximately 100 detected keypoints less on
average), but is inferior in matching accuracy for all ex-
periments. Also our approach is superior to DISK in MMA
in almost all experiments, while having a competitive per-
formance in Matching Scores. Despite SEKD and GLAM
not detecting enough instances (averaging 121 and 235,
respectively), we computed their MMA, MMS, and RR
metrics using the nonrigid descriptor DEAL. For the sake
of fairness, we also lowered the number of maximum de-
tections of our method to match each competitor. Com-
paring Ours versus SEKD, on average, SEKD scored 0.51,
0.43, and 0.80 in RR, MMS, and MMA, respectively, while
Our detector scored 0.44, 0.36, and 0.78. Comparing Ours
versus GLAM, on average, GLAM scored 0.51, 0.42, 0.79
in RR, MMS, and MMA, respectively, while our detector
scored 0.47, 0.40, and 0.80. It is worth mentioning that
experiments with a small number of keypoints can result
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Table 3. Ablation study. Comparing MS, MMA, and Mean
RR for different architecture choices.

Dataset 770 pairs total - MS / MMA@3 / MRR pixels
Our Detector Kinect1 Kinect2 DeSurT Mean
Enc. DCN 0.21/0.67/0.22 0.41/0.93/0.43 0.21/0.52/0.37 0.27/0.70/0.42
Dec. DCN 0.44/0.82/0.48 0.37/0.92/0.40 0.29/0.64/0.26 0.37/0.79/0.30
All DCN 0.48/0.92/0.52 0.3/0.94/0.31 0.36/0.68/0.46 0.38/0.84/0.43
Single Branch 0.43/0.88/0.48 0.26/0.92/0.28 0.22/0.6/0.30 0.3/0.82/0.35
Only Homography 0.37/0.86/0.43 0.24/0.93/0.25 0.26/0.64/0.37 0.29/0.81/0.35
Ours 0.49/0.86/0.55 0.48/0.89/0.54 0.31/0.66/0.42 0.43/0.80/0.51

in misleading results as shown by Mikolajczyk et al . [42]

4.3. Results on the application of object retrieval
To further demonstrate the efficacy of our detector in

real-world applications, we conducted experiments on a
content-based object retrieval task. The goal is to return
the top K images corresponding to a given query. We rep-
resent each image using a Bag-of-Visual-Words method.
The DEAL descriptor [14] was used to create a visual dic-
tionary for each keypoint, which is then used to gener-
ate a global descriptor for each image. We determine the
global descriptor for a given query image and employ the
K-Nearest Neighbor search to identify the top K closest ob-
jects. To assess the effectiveness of the detectors, we use
retrieval accuracy@K, i.e., the number of accurate objects
recovered in the top K images. We only employ a descrip-
tor that models isometric deformations because the appli-
cation’s database is deformable. The retrieval accuracy
for SIFT, ASLFeat, and Ours at K = 20 achieved 100%.
The outcomes show that, even though our detector was
trained to improve matching tasks, it can effectively select
representative keypoints for non-matching challenges.

4.4. Ablation study and sensitivity analysis
Siamese network: We trained our model using two con-
figurations for ablation studies: (i) a Siamese network
scheme and (ii) a conventional network training scheme,
i.e., employing a single branch. According to the exper-
iments, a Siamese scheme (i) aids the model’s ability to
learn repeating keypoints. Using the Siamese method, the
RR went up from 0.35 to 0.51, the MS from 0.39 to 0.43,
and the MMA went down from 0.81 to 0.80; nevertheless,
the inliers dramatically increased from 150 to 170.
Deformable convolutions: We also evaluated the con-
tribution of adopting Deformable Convolutional layers (DCNs)
in the network model of our detector with four configu-
rations: (i) using DCNs at the decoder (dec.), (ii) using
DCNs at the encoder (enc.), (iii) using DCNs in both the
encoder and decoder, and (iv) using conventional convolu-
tion layers. We can see in the results of Table 3 the adopted
full CNN model achieved, on average, the best matching
score and repeatability rate while maintaining a consis-
tently high, and second best, matching accuracy. Since
DCN layers have considerably more learnable parameters,
they introduce a bigger domain gap between the synthetic
training data and the real-world deformable objects on the
benchmark datasets.
TPS deformations: We trained our model with only
homography changes to evaluate the effect of using TPS

Table 4. Ablation study. Comparing the average MS,
MMA, and Mean RR across the nonrigid evaluation dataset
for different loss combinations.

Loss Combination RR MMS MMA@3
(i) Lcossim + Lsimple + Lpeak 0.50 0.43 0.81
(ii) Lcossim + Lsimple 0.48 0.39 0.80
(iii) Lcossim + Lpeak 0.34 0.29 0.80
(iv) Lsimple + Lpeak 0.25 0.19 0.74
(v) Lcossim 0.42 0.37 0.81
(vi) Lsimple 0.51 0.43 0.82

Figure 4. Loss comparison. Looking closer at the score map
prediction between the configurations (b) and (c), we can
see that combining the three losses (b) results in much more
confident keypoints with less ambiguous areas.

on top of homography to generate the dataset. As shown
in table 3, the use of TPS deformations improved every
metric on all datasets, showing that this transformation
is much more representative of real nonrigid objects than
simply homography.
Loss combinations: At last, we assess six setups to
gauge how well each of our proposed loss components (Equa-
tion 5) contributes to and supports our implementation
choices, as shown in table 4. Our findings demonstrate
that setup (i) is the most effective, with the repeatability
rate at 0.5, the best MS at 0.43, and MMA@3 at 0.81. De-
spite (vi) having slightly better values, it results in much
less confident keypoints, resulting in an ambiguous score
map with almost no peaks, as shown in Figure 4. For
this reason we choose setup (i). To further justify the
weighting step choices in our training framework, we ex-
perimented by applying equal weights based on repeatable
matching. This will set all the peaks in the MHs to a con-
stant value of 1.0. For this equal weights strategy, we
achieved RR and MS values of 0.45 and 0.37, which are
much lower than what we achieve when utilizing the pro-
posed weighted Matching Heatmap strategy (0.50 and 0.43
for RR and MS, respectively).
Limitations: As stated in Section 3, our detection strat-
egy learns to improve the types of keypoints provided by
the base detector and conditions them to work better with
the descriptor used in the training for matching non-rigid
surfaces. This behavior is not uncommon, and it can be
observed when a detector is trained with the assistance, or
at the same time, of a specific descriptor, like R2D2 and
DISK. But this modeling also implies that our detector
can incorporate limitations from the description method,
e.g., if ASLFeat fails to match poorly-textured regions, our
detector will also avoid these areas.

5. Conclusion

We present a novel method for locating confident key-
points on images having non-rigid deformations, focused
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on improving matching results. For designing a detector
that learns the likelihood of proper matching for a given
descriptor, we devised a method for training a CNN us-
ing non-rigidly deformed images. The experimental results
demonstrate that our approach successfully matched and
detected keypoints on non-rigid deformation datasets with
state-of-the-art accuracy. We observed that learning the
types of keypoints that remain robust to matching goes be-
yond keeping the base detector predictions, as our method
could maintain the number of detections and improve the
keypoint selection. The experimental analysis also indi-
cates that a successful detector requires more than just re-
peatability. Our learned detector improved matching for
three different state-of-the-art descriptors compared to a
wide variety of competitors. We also demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of our detector in a practical setting, indicating
the potential of improving keypoint detection as a research
area for enhancing performance in practical tasks. Future
works can easily extend our approach to tackle not only
challenges in deformable object matching but a wider class
of problems involving reliable keypoint computation.
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