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Abstract

The utilization of multi-modal sensor data in visual place
recognition (VPR) has demonstrated enhanced performance
compared to single-modal counterparts. Nonetheless, integrat-
ing additional sensors comes with elevated costs and may not
be feasible for systems that demand lightweight operation,
thereby impacting the practical deployment of VPR. To ad-
dress this issue, we resort to knowledge distillation, which
empowers single-modal students to learn from cross-modal
teachers without introducing additional sensors during infer-
ence. Despite the notable advancements achieved by current
distillation approaches, the exploration of feature relation-
ships remains an under-explored area. In order to tackle the
challenge of cross-modal distillation in VPR, we present Dis-
tilVPR, a novel distillation pipeline for VPR. We propose
leveraging feature relationships from multiple agents, includ-
ing self-agents and cross-agents for teacher and student neu-
ral networks. Furthermore, we integrate various manifolds,
characterized by different space curvatures for exploring fea-
ture relationships. This approach enhances the diversity of
feature relationships, including Euclidean, spherical, and hy-
perbolic relationship modules, thereby enhancing the overall
representational capacity. The experiments demonstrate that
our proposed pipeline achieves state-of-the-art performance
compared to other distillation baselines. We also conduct nec-
essary ablation studies to show design effectiveness. The code
is released at: https://github.com/sijieaaa/DistilVPR

1 Introduction
Visual place recognition (VPR) serves as a foundational task
in localization, aiming at identifying locations by comparing
visual sensor data, such as camera images and LiDAR point
clouds, to stored references in a database. This task finds
application in diverse domains, including autonomous driving
(Chen et al. 2023), precise positioning (Sarlin et al. 2019),
and augmented reality (Sarlin et al. 2022).

Traditional VPR solutions rely on handcrafted features
like Vector of Locally Aggregated Descriptor (VLAD) (Jé-
gou et al. 2011) and Bag of Words (BoW) (Gálvez-López
and Tardos 2012). These methods often fall short in challeng-
ing conditions including changing lighting, view distortions,
and environmental perturbations due to their dependence on
manual design.

*These authors contributed equally.
†Corresponding author: Qiyu Kang.
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Figure 1: The pipeline of cross-modal KD to transfer knowl-
edge from the cross-modal teacher to single-modal students.

The rise of deep learning has inspired data-driven VPR ap-
proaches that can tackle these challenges. NetVLAD (Arand-
jelovic et al. 2016) skillfully combines deep convolutional
networks (CNNs) and traditional VLAD to enhance the ro-
bustness and efficacy of image scene feature extraction. This
innovation paved the way for subsequent learning-based
strategies. Addressing camera sensitivity to illumination,
PointNetVLAD (Uy and Lee 2018) suggests utilizing point
clouds from LiDARs which, unlike cameras, actively project
laser beams to perceive surroundings, thus rendering them
more resistant to lighting variations. Moreover, integrating
data from multiple sensors can yield a more resilient and
high-performing VPR model. In this vein, MinkLoc++ (Ko-
morowski, Wysoczańska, and Trzcinski 2021) leverages both
images and point clouds as inputs to achieve efficient multi-
modal feature extraction, showcasing superiority over single-
modal alternatives.

While integrating various sensors can elevate model per-
formance, it also incurs additional expenses. Moreover,
lightweight mobile systems might not support heavy sensors,
such as LiDARs, making multi-modal sensors impractical.

Although using multiple sensors during inference is not
favored, we can harness this cross-modal knowledge during
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student model training. This is where cross-modal knowledge
distillation (KD) enters the picture. Specifically, in the stu-
dent training phase, as depicted in Fig. 1, distinct modalities
can be fed into the pre-trained teacher model. The extracted
teacher features can then guide single-modal student models
in learning superior features through additional supervision.
During inference, student models can still rely on single-
modal data, eliminating the need to accommodate multiple
sensors.

Given the inconsistency in feature embedding across differ-
ent modalities, directly compelling students to learn teacher
features would be intricate. In contrast, the relational KD
paradigm (Park et al. 2019), which delves into feature rela-
tionships, offers a more suitable approach to address this in-
consistency. However, the vanilla relational KD solution only
considers feature relationships in limited embedding spaces,
and they restrict relationship computing within the same
knowledge agents (i.e. either teacher-teacher relationships or
student-student relationships). These limitations hinder the
efficient transfer of knowledge from teachers to students.

To mitigate these issues, we propose DistilVPR, a novel
cross-modal distillation pipeline for VPR. Our contributions
can be summarized as follows:

• We present DistilVPR, a cross-modal KD solution
uniquely tailored for VPR. This framework extends the
scope of feature relationships, encompassing both self-
agents and cross-agents to facilitate a more comprehen-
sive exploration of knowledge. In addition, our approach
performs feature embedding in multiple manifolds with
diverse feature geodesic measurements, enhancing the
construction of effective feature relationships

• Through extensive experiments, we showcase the remark-
able performance of DistilVPR when compared to previ-
ous KD baselines. Our approach achieves state-of-the-art
(SOTA) performance in the task of cross-modal distilla-
tion for VPR. Furthermore, we rigorously investigate our
design through vital ablation studies, providing empirical
evidence of the efficacy of our proposed methodology.

2 Related Work and Preliminary
In this section, we introduce related works and necessary
manifold preliminaries.

2.1 Visual Place Recognition
NetVLAD (Arandjelovic et al. 2016) pioneers the combi-
nation of the traditional VLAD descriptor and the CNN to
construct a learnable aggregation layer. Its success has paved
the road for many VPR models. PointNetVLAD (Uy and
Lee 2018) leverages point clouds instead of images to con-
duct place recognition. The point cloud features are extracted
by PointNet (Qi et al. 2017) and then fed into a NetVLAD
layer to produce the final global descriptor of the scene. Min-
kLoc3D (Komorowski 2021) is built based on a sparse 3D
CNN for point cloud feature expression.

The aforementioned works use either images or point
clouds for VPR. We now review approaches that take the
multi-modal fusion strategy. Cues-Net (Oertel, Cieslewski,
and Scaramuzza 2020) generates pseudo 3D point clouds

from image sequences using Direct Sparse Odometry
(DSO)(Engel, Koltun, and Cremers 2017). PIC-Net (Lu et al.
2020) transforms night images into the daytime style to re-
duce the impact of illumination perturbations on images.
CORAL (Pan et al. 2021) projects the 3D point cloud us-
ing bird’s-eye-view (BEV) mapping, such that a 2D image
backbone can be applied on both the point cloud branch and
the image branch. MinkLoc++ (Komorowski, Wysoczańska,
and Trzcinski 2021) follows the style of the MinkLoc3D se-
ries to achieve sparse 3D feature representation. The final
global descriptor is concatenated with the 2D image descrip-
tor and 3D point cloud descriptor. AdaFusion (Lai, Yin, and
Scherer 2022) leverages a multi-scale attention module that
hierarchically aggregates multi-modal features.

2.2 Knowledge Distillation
KD has emerged as a pivotal technique in model compression
and multi-modal learning, enabling the transfer of knowledge
from complex teacher models to compact or cross-modal stu-
dent models. Vanilla KD (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015)
first introduces the concept of KD to compress the knowledge
from larger teacher models to smaller student models. RKD
(Park et al. 2019) emphasizes the self-relationships present in
the data samples of both teacher and student outputs. This ap-
proach serves as an implicit distillation solution, facilitating
the transfer of the teacher’s knowledge to the student model.
AFD (Ji, Heo, and Park 2021) employs an attention-based
meta-network to acquire relative similarities among features
and then employs these identified similarities to regulate the
intensity of distillation for all feasible pairs. MKD (Jin, Wang,
and Lin 2023) conducts prediction alignment at the instance
of three different levels simultaneously, which include the
instance, batch, and class levels.

There are also some other distillation works focusing on
various tasks. 2DPass (Yan et al. 2022) employs an innovative
approach to enhance semantic information extraction from
multi-modal data with the integration of two key components:
auxiliary modal fusion and multi-scale fusion-to-single distil-
lation. LSD-Net (Peng et al. 2022) leverages dual distillation
to transfer teacher patterns into students for lightweight VPR.
EPC-Net (Hui et al. 2022) proposes ProxyConv, which is a
lightweight module for local geometric feature aggregation.
It uses a grouped VLAD network to form the global descrip-
tors. To train its more lightweight version, the final feature
is distilled from the larger teacher network to the smaller
student network. CSD (Wu et al. 2022) represents a flexible
framework for asymmetric similarity distillation to enhance
the small query model for image retrieval. UniDistill (Zhou
et al. 2023) digs into BEV object detection and leverages
KD from features, relationships, and responses. LiDAR2Map
(Wang et al. 2023b) presents an online camera-to-LiDAR
distillation scheme to facilitate semantic information from
images to point clouds for semantic map segmentation.

2.3 Manifold Preliminary
The concept of a manifold (Zhao et al. 2023; Wang et al.
2023a; She et al. 2023; Shi et al. 2023) serves as a generaliza-
tion of surfaces in higher dimensions, extending the notion
of well-behaved geometrical structures. A manifold M is a



topological space that locally resembles the Euclidean space
near each point p ∈ M. For each point p, it is possible to
establish a homeomorphism between a neighborhood of p
and the Euclidean space.

The tangent space TpM at a point p on M can be visu-
alized as a hyperplane that provides the best approximation
of M in the vicinity of p. Alternatively, TpM is the space
that encompasses all the possible directions of curves on M
passing through p. The elements residing within TpM are
referred to as tangent vectors. Essentially, the tangent space
TpM characterizes the local linear approximation of M near
the point p. It captures the intrinsic geometry of M.

A metric tensor gp is an additional structure associated
with each point p on a manifold M. By smoothly varying
across M, the metric tensor provides a consistent way to
measure distances throughout the manifold. Given two points
p, q ∈ M, the geodesic distance d(p, q) is obtained as the
shortest length of curves that connect point p and q.

3 Proposed Pipeline
In this section, we first provide the problem formulation.
Then, we introduce the DistilVPR architecture in detail.

3.1 Problem Formulation
In this study, we address the challenge of cross-modal KD
for VPR. We focus on a scenario where a pre-trained teacher
model is provided, capable of processing images and/or point
clouds as inputs for multi-modal VPR. The single-modal stu-
dent models accept either image inputs or point cloud inputs.
Our objective is to distill the teacher’s knowledge to the stu-
dents, empowering them to acquire enhanced understanding
during training. This, in turn, improves student performance
during inference without the requirement for cross-modal
sensors.

Specifically, we denote a batch of teacher outputs as1

T =
{
ti ∈ RC : i ∈ [N ]

}
and student outputs as S ={

si ∈ RC : i ∈ [N ]
}

, with the batch size N and the same
output channel size2 C .

3.2 Relational Distillation
There are typically two ways to conduct KD, including direct
KD and relational KD. Direct KD is a straightforward way
that directly applies sample-wise supervision by minimizing
the loss

Ldirect =
∑
i∈[N ]

ℓ(ti, si), (1)

where ℓ(·) denotes the loss function. This approach pulls
student embeddings towards teacher embeddings, which can
be regarded as sample-wise supervision.

By contrast, relational KD does not apply explicit sample-
wise supervision. Instead, it measures inter-sample relation-

1We denote [N ] = {1, . . . , N} for simplification.
2We assume the teacher and the student have the same output

channel size.

ships, which can be regarded as implicit knowledge. Rela-
tional KD is formed by minimizing

Lrelationship =
∑

i,j∈[N ]

ℓ(r(ti, tj), r(si, sj) ), (2)

where r(·, ·) is the relational function to compute embedding
distances.

Through our experiments, we have observed that compared
with direct KD, relational KD is inherently a better choice for
cross-modal KD in VPR for the following reasons. On one
hand, in VPR, places are recognized by computing query-
database similarity, where the training goal is to minimize
the query-positive distance and maximize the query-negative
distance. The relative feature relationships are more critical
than the absolute feature embeddings, for which the relational
KD scheme that explores relative embedding distance would
be a more suitable solution for VPR. On the other hand, cross-
modal features may have inherently different embedding
patterns. Thus it would be intractable to force single-modal
features to be embedded in the same space as multi-modal
features using direct KD schemes. Based on these insights,
we follow the relational KD scheme in (2) to design a more
efficient cross-modal distillation solution.

3.3 Multi-agent Relationship
We generically call a teacher output ti or student output
si an agent. One limitation of the basic relational KD is
that it confines the computation of relationships within the
same type of agent, i.e., teacher-teacher r(ti, tj) and student-
student r(si, sj). Despite relational KD being able to achieve
considerably better performance than direct KD counterparts,
it lacks a more generalized consideration of the combination
of different agents.

teacher feature student feature

𝑟𝑟(𝐭𝐭𝑖𝑖 , 𝐭𝐭𝑗𝑗)

𝑟𝑟(𝐬𝐬𝑖𝑖 , 𝐬𝐬𝑗𝑗)

𝑟𝑟(𝐭𝐭𝑖𝑖 , 𝐬𝐬𝑗𝑗) 𝑟𝑟(𝐭𝐭𝑖𝑖 , 𝐭𝐭𝑗𝑗)

𝑟𝑟(𝐬𝐬𝑖𝑖 , 𝐬𝐬𝑗𝑗) 𝑟𝑟(𝐭𝐭𝑖𝑖 , 𝐬𝐬𝑗𝑗)

distil distil distil

Figure 2: Three generalized relational KD schemes.

To generalize the combination of different agents, there
are three scenarios for relationship computation as shown
in Fig. 2. We expand (2) to further explore not only the
self-agent relationships, r(ti, tj) and r(si, sj), but also the



cross-agent relationship, r(ti, sj). Specifically, the three gen-
eralized relational KD losses are formulated as:

Ltt−ss =
∑

i,j∈[N ]

ℓ(r(ti, tj), r(si, sj) ), (3)

Lts−ss =
∑

i,j∈[N ]

ℓ(r(ti, sj), r(si, sj) ), (4)

Ltt−ts =
∑

i,j∈[N ]

ℓ(r(ti, tj), r(ti, sj) ). (5)

From above, (3) is the vanilla relational KD scheme in (2).
By contrast, (4) and (5) are two additional schemes with (5)
used in CSD (Wu et al. 2022). In the two schemes, cross-
agent relationship r(ti, sj) bridges the gap between teacher
features and student features. The additional information
would contribute to a more effective KD process.

Comparing (4) and (5), we have empirically found that (4)
generally outperforms (5), as seen in Table 4. This may be
attributed to the fact that within the four variables in (5), only
one pertains to the learnable student features, while the re-
maining three variables are associated with the fixed teacher
features. Consequently, the optimal solution domain for min-
imizing (5) becomes constrained. For example, considering
r as the Euclidean distance function, the optimal solution is
confined to a sphere. Similarly, this constraint could poten-
tially elucidate why direct KD in (1) yields inferior results
compared to relational KD, given that direct KD also involves
only one variable for student features, resulting in the optimal
solution domain that is a single point.

Based on these insights, we thus use (4) to compute cross-
agent relationships, along with (3) for self-agent relationships.
These distinct relationship patterns constitute the core com-
ponents of our approach.

3.4 Multi-manifold Relationship
Since different modal features may not be embedded simi-
larly, it becomes essential to adopt a more comprehensive
metric for measuring agent relationships. Consequently, we
introduce combined manifold spaces to augment the effec-
tiveness of relational KD.

Different feature manifolds can be categorized based on
their curvature. The Euclidean space represents the most
prevalent manifold with zero curvature, while the spheri-
cal manifold exhibits positive curvature, and the hyperbolic
manifold has negative curvature. By amalgamating multiple
manifolds, we can facilitate features to possess more com-
prehensive embedding relationships by leveraging distinct
geodesic distances.

Euclidean Relationship. The Euclidean space serves as a
prominent example of a flat manifold, exhibiting zero curva-
ture across all points. Within Euclidean space, the calculation
of the geodesic distance between any two points is given by
the conventional Euclidean distance formula. The distance
deuc is the straight-line distance between two points x,y in a
Cartesian coordinate system given by

deuc(x,y) = ∥x− y∥, (6)

where ∥·∥ denotes the L2 norm.

In our work, the Euclidean distance yields the Euclidean-
based losses as:

Leuc
tt−ss =

∑
i,j∈[N ]

ℓ( deuc(ti, tj), deuc(si, sj) ), (7)

Leuc
ts−ss =

∑
i,j∈[N ]

ℓ( deuc(ti, sj), deuc(si, sj) ). (8)

Spherical Relationship. The second relationship we con-
sider is the spherical relationship. In contrast to Euclidean
space, the spherical manifold displays a distinct characteristic
by possessing a constant positive curvature. The geodesic dis-
tance between two points is calculated based on the angular
separation between the points and the radius of the sphere.
Following previous works (Zhou et al. 2023; Hou et al. 2022),
we adopt the cosine distance to explore the spherical-based
relationship, which is given by

dcos(x,y) =
⟨x,y⟩
∥x∥∥y∥

, (9)

where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the inner product.
Then we incorporate the cosine distance as the second

consideration to explore positive-curvature relationships, and
the losses are formulated as:

Lcos
tt−ss =

∑
i,j∈[N ]

ℓ(dcos(ti, tj), dcos(si, sj)), (10)

Lcos
ts−ss =

∑
i,j∈[N ]

ℓ(dcos(ti, sj), dcos(si, sj)). (11)

Hyperbolic Relationship. A comprehensive relationship
evaluation would benefit more from various feature pattern
exploration of KD agents, and it can thus contribute to more
effective KD from the teacher to the cross-modal student.
However, the above two measurements explore feature rela-
tionships in either zero-curvature or positive-curvature mani-
folds as in RKD (Park et al. 2019). There is a lack of consider-
ation of relationships in negative curvature manifolds, which
would result in insufficient KD. To this end, we introduce the
third relationship based on the negative curvature manifold.

In Riemannian geometry, the hyperbolic space is defined
as the Riemannian manifold with constant negative curvature.
The Poincaré ball is the most common conformal model of hy-
perbolic geometry. It has been used to embed features in var-
ious tasks (Tifrea, Bécigneul, and Ganea 2018; Liu, Nickel,
and Kiela 2019; Wang et al. 2023a). The n-dimensional
Poincaré ball is defined on Dn

c = {p ∈ Rn : c∥p∥ < 1}
with curvature −c2. The Poincaré ball is equipped with a
constant metric tensor g = λ2

cI
n, where λc =

2
1−c∥p∥2 is the

conformal factor.
Given a pair p,q ∈ Dn

c , the mobius addition ⊕c is defined
as:

p⊕c q =

(
1 + 2c⟨p,q⟩+ c∥q∥2

)
p+

(
1− c∥p∥2

)
q

1 + 2c⟨p,q⟩+ c2∥p∥2∥q∥2
.

(12)

For a fixed base point z ∈ Dn
c , the exponential mapping

function expcz : Rn → Dn
c maps points from the tangent



Euclidean space to the hyperbolic space:

expcz(v) = z⊕c

(
tanh

(√
c
λc∥v∥

2

)
v√
c∥v∥

)
. (13)

By setting the origin as the fixed base point, the exponential
map can be simplified as

expc0(v) = tanh
(√

c∥v∥
) v√

c∥v∥
. (14)

After exponential mapping, the geodesic distance in the
hyperbolic manifold (hyperbolic distance) can be obtained as

dhyp(p,q) =
2√
c
arctanh

(√
c∥−p⊕c q∥

)
. (15)

In our work, we embed both teacher outputs and student
outputs in the Poincaré ball, and the hyperbolic losses are
computed as:

Lhyp
tt−ss =

∑
i,j∈[N ]

ℓ
(
dhyp

(
thypi , thypj

)
, dhyp

(
shypi , shypj

) )
,

(16)

Lhyp
ts−ss =

∑
i,j∈[N ]

ℓ
(
dhyp

(
thypi , shypj

)
, dhyp

(
shypi , shypj

) )
,

(17)

where thypi = expc0(ti) and shypi = expc0(si) are hyperbolic
teacher and student embeddings, respectively.

3.5 Overall Loss Function
Finally, we combine the insights from multiple agents and
multiple manifolds to construct our distillation pipeline.
Specifically, we first formulate two distillation losses, includ-
ing the self-agent distillation loss LKD−S and the cross-agent
distillation loss LKD−C respectively as:

LKD−S = Leuc
tt−ss + Lcos

tt−ss + Lhyp
tt−ss, (18)

LKD−C = Leuc
ts−ss + Lcos

ts−ss + Lhyp
ts−ss. (19)

Subsequently, with weight hyperparameters λS, λC and the
triplet loss as the VPR task loss Ltask, we propose three
different overall losses. They are denoted as DistilVPR-S,
DistilVPR-C, and DistilVPR-SC, respectively:

LDistilVPR−S = Ltask + λSLKD−S, (20)

LDistilVPR−C = Ltask + λCLKD−C, (21)

LDistilVPR−SC = Ltask + λSLKD−S + λCLKD−C. (22)

4 Experiments
In this section, we conduct experiments to compare Distil-
VPR defined in (20) to (22) with other KD baselines. We
also provide necessary ablation studies to verify the design
efficacy.

4.1 Datasets and Implementation Details
Oxford RobotCar. The Oxford RobotCar dataset (Mad-
dern et al. 2017) is a large-scale autonomous driving dataset,
which provides a rich collection of sensor data, including
images and point clouds. It also encompasses various driv-
ing scenarios with different weather conditions, traffic pat-
terns, and pedestrian interactions. We use the processed point
clouds provided by PointNetVLAD(Uy and Lee 2018) which
is the standard benchmark data for point cloud and multi-
modal (image + point cloud) place recognition. Since it is
equipped with both images and point clouds, the Oxford
RobotCar dataset would be a suitable platform to test the per-
formance of multi-modal teachers and single-modal students.

Boreas. The Boreas dataset (Burnett et al. 2022) is gathered
by conducting multiple drives along a consistent route over
one year, thereby capturing notable seasonal fluctuations. It
comprises an extensive collection of over 350 km of driving
data, featuring numerous sequences recorded under challeng-
ing weather conditions, including rain, heavy snow, and night.
It also provides multi-modal sensor data such as images and
point clouds, and thus can also serve as a benchmark for both
multi-modal and single-modal models.

Implementation Details. We choose two SOTA multi-
modal place recognition models as teachers, including Min-
kLoc++ (Komorowski, Wysoczańska, and Trzcinski 2021)
and AdaFusion (Lai, Yin, and Scherer 2022). We use their
single-modal branches as students to test the effectiveness of
cross-modal KD. We use the Adam optimizer to train both
teachers and students. The learning rate is set as 1e− 4 and
1e−3 for the image branch and the point cloud branch respec-
tively. Both teacher models and student models are trained
for 60 epochs with 128 batch size. All experiments are con-
ducted on an A100 GPU. We follow previous works to use
the same evaluation protocol, including Average Recall@1
(AR@1) and Average Recall@1% (AR@1%). More details
are provided in the supplement.

4.2 Main Results
Fusion-to-single Distillation. As shown in Table 1 and
Table 2, our proposed three KD schemes can achieve con-
siderably better performance compared with other counter-
parts in the Oxford and the Boreas datasets. In addition, our
schemes can handle various fusion-to-single KD tasks, in-
cluding fusion-to-2D and fusion-to-3D, which further under-
scores the efficacy and generalization ability. We have also
noticed that relational KD schemes generally outperform the
direct KD counterparts, which shows that the key to effec-
tive distillation for VPR lies in the exploration of feature
relationships rather than mere feature alignment.

Moreover, we have found that the 3D point cloud inputs
can always contribute better VPR performance compared
with the 2D image inputs. This trend holds across both
datasets, with the gap being particularly pronounced in the
more challenging Boreas dataset. This observation reinforces
the assertion that utilizing point cloud data is pivotal in achiev-
ing effective VPR results.



Distillation Method
T: MinkLoc++ T: MinkLoc++ T: AdaFusion T: AdaFusion

S: MinkLoc++2D S: MinkLoc++3D S: AdaFusion-2D S: AdaFusion-3D
AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1

Teacher 99.4 97.2 99.4 97.2 99.0 96.6 99.0 96.6
Student w/o distil. 94.7 85.7 98.1 94.4 94.2 84.2 98.0 93.8

*KD (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) 95.2 84.6 98.1 94.3 95.2 84.6 97.8 93.7
*AFD (Ji, Heo, and Park 2021) 95.2 84.7 98.1 94.2 94.5 82.9 97.8 93.2
*EPC-Net (Hui et al. 2022) 95.4 85.6 97.9 93.8 95.3 85.1 98.1 93.7

RKD (Park et al. 2019) 96.5 88.5 98.3 94.5 96.2 87.3 98.2 94.4
CSD (Wu et al. 2022) 95.4 86.0 98.1 94.4 95.3 85.4 98.0 93.8
LSD-Net (Peng et al. 2022) 95.8 86.1 98.2 94.1 95.9 86.2 97.9 93.9
MKD (Jin, Wang, and Lin 2023) 95.0 85.4 98.1 93.9 95.1 84.5 97.8 93.7

(ours) DistilVPR-S 96.7 88.7 98.3 95.2 96.2 87.4 98.0 94.2
(ours) DistilVPR-C 97.3 91.1 98.1 94.4 96.6 88.8 98.0 93.7
(ours) DistilVPR-SC 97.0 90.0 98.3 94.6 96.7 89.0 98.3 94.7

Table 1: Fusion-to-single distillation comparison on the Oxford RobotCar dataset. "T:" and "S:" stand for the teacher model and
the student model respectively. Direct distillation solutions are marked with "*", while relational solutions are without any mark.
The best results are bold and underlined, while the second-best results are underlined only.

Distillation Method
T: MinkLoc++ T: MinkLoc++ T: AdaFusion T: AdaFusion

S: MinkLoc++2D S: MinkLoc++3D S: AdaFusion-2D S: AdaFusion-3D
AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1

Teacher 98.9 93.1 98.9 93.1 98.9 93.2 98.9 93.2
Student w/o distil. 75.2 60.0 98.5 91.0 74.5 59.6 98.9 91.5

*KD (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) 75.8 61.4 98.1 90.4 76.9 60.3 98.5 91.7
*AFD (Ji, Heo, and Park 2021) 75.5 60.4 97.4 88.4 75.9 58.5 98.7 92.7
*EPC-Net (Hui et al. 2022) 75.3 60.8 98.0 89.8 75.4 60.5 98.9 92.4

RKD (Park et al. 2019) 78.0 62.9 99.1 91.6 78.8 62.5 98.9 93.9
CSD (Wu et al. 2022) 76.3 61.4 98.2 90.9 77.0 61.2 99.1 92.8
LSD-Net (Peng et al. 2022) 74.5 59.3 98.7 92.0 76.7 60.4 98.5 92.2
MKD (Jin, Wang, and Lin 2023) 77.6 61.3 96.9 88.2 76.5 61.0 98.9 92.2

(ours) DistilVPR-S 77.3 63.4 98.5 92.1 80.1 64.1 99.3 94.0
(ours) DistilVPR-C 77.0 65.1 97.8 90.5 79.7 64.7 98.8 92.3
(ours) DistilVPR-SC 79.3 67.2 98.3 91.3 78.0 65.5 99.3 93.6

Table 2: Fusion-to-single distillation comparison on the Boreas dataset.

3D-to-2D and Big-to-small Distillation. We evaluate the
cross-modal distillation performance by training teachers
with pure 3D point cloud inputs and students with pure 2D
images. As illustrated in Table 3, the distinct advantages of
DistilVPR become more evident in this context. Notably, in
the 3D-to-2D scenarios, DistilVPR-SC exhibits notably su-
perior performance compared to other baselines. This result
underscores the pronounced effectiveness of our methodol-
ogy in addressing the intricate challenge of distillation across
disparate modalities. We also assess the basic scenario of
distillation from a larger model to a smaller one, as presented
in Table 3. In this setting, our proposed approach continues
to demonstrate effective distillation performance.

4.3 Ablation Study
Agent Relationships. We compare the performance of dif-
ferent relationships as in Table 4. The combination of using

both self-agent and cross-agent relationships achieves op-
timal performance, which verifies the effectiveness of our
multi-agent relationships.

Manifold Relationships. We proceed to examine the uti-
lization of different relationship distances, as detailed in Ta-
ble 5. Notably, the three fundamental distances yield compa-
rable individual performances. Further using only two mani-
fold distances with insufficient curvature exploration could
not always bring improvements compared with using a sin-
gle manifold. By contrast, through the fusion of sufficient
relationship distances across multiple manifolds with consid-
eration of all types of curvatures, a remarkable enhancement
in distillation performance is observed. This substantiates the
effectiveness of our approach in exploiting feature relation-
ships within diverse curvature manifolds.



Distillation Method
T: MinkLoc++2D-Big T: MinkLoc++3D T: AdaFusion-2D-Big T: AdaFusion-3D

S: MinkLoc++2D S: MinkLoc++2D S: AdaFusion-2D S: AdaFusion-2D
AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1

Teacher 80.3 66.4 98.5 91.0 87.8 64.7 98.9 91.5
Student w/o distil. 75.2 60.0 75.2 60.0 74.5 59.6 74.5 59.6

*KD (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) 75.1 60.1 74.9 58.6 76.8 60.6 75.8 59.0
*AFD (Ji, Heo, and Park 2021) 77.3 62.5 75.3 56.5 76.2 58.5 76.5 59.4
*EPC-Net (Hui et al. 2022) 74.8 59.2 73.5 58.6 77.3 60.4 75.2 60.5

RKD (Park et al. 2019) 76.4 61.7 76.2 60.4 75.8 61.5 77.4 61.4
CSD (Wu et al. 2022) 77.3 60.3 76.2 60.3 76.1 60.2 76.8 61.0
LSD-Net (Peng et al. 2022) 77.6 61.9 75.1 57.0 74.8 60.3 74.7 59.1
MKD (Jin, Wang, and Lin 2023) 77.2 60.1 75.5 59.0 74.1 60.0 75.5 60.1

(ours) DistilVPR-S 77.9 62.0 76.4 61.3 76.8 62.2 77.1 62.6
(ours) DistilVPR-C 77.0 64.2 78.0 66.4 77.3 64.2 78.4 65.9
(ours) DistilVPR-SC 77.1 65.4 81.1 68.2 76.8 64.7 79.0 66.5

Table 3: Big-to-small and 3D-to-2D distillation comparison on the Boreas dataset.

Method AR@1% AR@1

w/o distil. 75.2 59.3
Ltt−ss in (3) 76.4 61.3
Lts−ss in (4) 78.0 66.4
Ltt−ts in (5) 76.1 60.6

Ltt−ss + Lts−ss 81.1 68.2

Table 4: Ablation study on the self-agent and cross-agent
relationship computation.

deuc dcos dhyp Ours-S Ours-C Ours-SC

✓ 59.9 65.2 66.8
✓ 60.2 64.9 66.5

✓ 60.0 65.6 67.0

✓ ✓ 60.5 65.8 67.4
✓ ✓ 60.2 66.0 66.8

✓ ✓ 60.1 66.1 66.9

✓ ✓ ✓ 61.3 66.4 68.2

Table 5: AR@1 comparison on different distance functions
and relationship agent combinations.

Different Teacher Modalities. In Table 6, we present a
comparison of the distillation performance achieved with dif-
ferent teachers. Intriguingly, it is observed that the 3D-based
model MinkLoc++3D can even outperform the fusion model
MinkLoc++ in terms of distillation efficiency. This finding
underscores the notion that a good task performer might not
necessarily translate into a good teacher for distillation.

Visualization. A more detailed example is illustrated in
Fig. 3 with visualized salience maps. Distillation facili-
tates the student in emphasizing scene-specific objects such
as buildings, which showcases the effectiveness of teacher
knowledge.

Teacher T: AR@1 S: AR@1

MinkLoc++ 93.1 67.2
MinkLoc++3D 91.3 68.2
MinkLoc++2D-big 66.4 65.4

Table 6: Distillation from different teachers. The student is
MinkLoc++2D with DistilVPR-SC.

teacher student w/ distil. student w/o distil.

Figure 3: Visualization of the salience maps. With distillation
from the teacher, the student is guided to focus on scene-
specific objects such as buildings.

5 Conclusion and Limitations

This paper presents DistilVPR, a novel cross-modal distilla-
tion pipeline designed for enhancing visual place recognition.
We harness multi-agent and multi-manifold relationships to
facilitate knowledge exploration, leading to superior perfor-
mance compared to other distillation baselines.

A limitation of our approach lies in its assumption of identi-
cal feature dimensions between teachers and students, poten-
tially restricting its applicability. Nevertheless, this limitation
could be addressed by employing a feature adaptor to align
the feature dimensions of teachers and students.
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Supplement

7 Implementation Details
We choose two SOTA multi-modal place recognition models
as teachers, including MinkLoc++ (Komorowski, Wysocza-
ńska, and Trzcinski 2021) and AdaFusion (Lai, Yin, and
Scherer 2022). We use their single-modal branches as stu-
dents to test the effectiveness of cross-modal KD. The scene
descriptor dim of the MinkLoc++ series is 384, while the
scene descriptor dim of the AdaFusion series is 256. We use
the Adam optimizer to train both teachers and students. The
learning rate is set as 1e− 4 and 1e− 3 for the image branch
and the point cloud branch respectively. The learning rate
decays by ×0.1 at epoch 40. Both teacher models and student
models are trained for 60 epochs with 128 batch size. All
experiments are conducted on an A100 GPU using PyTorch.
We follow previous works to use the same evaluation pro-
tocol, including Average Recall@1 (AR@1) and Average
Recall@1% (AR@1%).

8 More Results
8.1 Cross Model Distillation
Although we assume the same output channel sizes for both
teacher and student models in the main paper, we have also
conducted evaluations in the cross-model scenario, where
teacher and student models possess different channel sizes.
To mitigate the resultant feature inconsistency, we integrate a
fully-connected (fc) layer as an adaptor to harmonize feature
channels.

More specifically, we examine two distinct scenarios: one
with the adaptor integrated into the teacher model (as shown
in Table 7) and the other with the adaptor in the student model
(as shown in Table 8). Remarkably, our proposed DistilVPR-
SC achieves SOTA performance in 7 out of 8 metrics in the
two tables, thereby further validating the efficacy and broad
applicability of our approach. Furthermore, when comparing
the two methods of implementing the adaptor, it is generally
observed that integrating the adaptor within the teacher mod-
els yields better results compared to the alternative of placing
it within the student models.

8.2 Visualization
We present visualizations of several place recognition exam-
ples in Fig. 4. These examples showcase the effectiveness
of the distillation approaches in enhancing performance. No-
tably, in comparison to the results obtained using RKD (Park
et al. 2019), our proposed DistilVPR-SC yields better out-
comes, particularly evident in the accurate recognition of
challenging rain scenes.

9 Compared Baselines
The baselines we used in our experiments can be classified
into direct KD solutions and relational KD solutions.
• Direct KD baselines include: vanilla KD (Hinton, Vinyals,

and Dean 2015), AFD (Ji, Heo, and Park 2021), EPC-Net
(Hui et al. 2022).

query w/o distil. RKD (ours) DistilVPR-SC

Figure 4: Visualizations of place recognition examples.

• Relational KD baselines include: RKD (Park et al. 2019),
CSD (Wu et al. 2022), LSD-Net (Peng et al. 2022), MKD
(Jin, Wang, and Lin 2023).

10 Open Sources
The two used datasets are both open-source datasets and can
be available online.
• The Oxford RobotCar dataset.

https://robotcar-dataset.robots.ox.ac.uk/
• The Boreas dataset.

https://www.boreas.utias.utoronto.ca/#/
Our code is mainly built based on the following repositories.
• MinkLoc++

https://github.com/jac99/MinkLocMultimodal
• AdaFusion

https://github.com/MetaSLAM/AdaFusion



Distillation Method
T: MinkLoc++3D T: AdaFusion-3D
S: AdaFusion-2D S: MinkLoc++2D

AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1

Teacher 98.5 91.0 98.9 91.5
Student w/o distil. 74.5 59.6 75.2 60.0

*KD (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) 76.4 58.9 74.7 59.9
*AFD (Ji, Heo, and Park 2021) 73.8 56.9 74.2 56.9
*EPC-Net (Hui et al. 2022) 75.6 56.9 75.9 58.3

RKD (Park et al. 2019) 76.3 60.1 79.0 62.8
CSD (Wu et al. 2022) 74.7 59.9 76.2 61.2
LSD-Net (Peng et al. 2022) 74.5 58.2 74.7 59.4
MKD (Jin, Wang, and Lin 2023) 76.9 58.8 76.7 60.8

(ours) DistilVPR-S 76.5 60.3 78.1 63.2
(ours) DistilVPR-C 75.8 61.6 77.5 62.1
(ours) DistilVPR-SC 77.6 63.1 80.7 66.3

Table 7: Cross model 3D-to-2D distillation comparison on the Boreas dataset. The adaptor is equipped on the teacher model.

Distillation Method
T: MinkLoc++3D T: AdaFusion-3D
S: AdaFusion-2D S: MinkLoc++2D

AR@1% AR@1 AR@1% AR@1

Teacher 98.5 91.0 98.9 91.5
Student w/o distil. 74.5 59.6 75.2 60.0

*KD (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) 74.2 58.6 77.1 61.1
*AFD (Ji, Heo, and Park 2021) 76.1 59.6 75.7 58.8
*EPC-Net (Hui et al. 2022) 75.4 60.5 75.4 60.6

RKD (Park et al. 2019) 75.9 62.0 75.1 60.4
CSD (Wu et al. 2022) 74.1 60.2 76.2 60.9
LSD-Net (Peng et al. 2022) 71.6 58.5 74.9 59.2
MKD (Jin, Wang, and Lin 2023) 73.4 58.7 76.0 61.2

(ours) DistilVPR-S 76.6 61.6 74.7 61.7
(ours) DistilVPR-C 76.6 61.7 75.8 60.6
(ours) DistilVPR-SC 77.4 62.4 76.1 63.4

Table 8: Cross model 3D-to-2D distillation comparison on the Boreas dataset. The adaptor is equipped on the student model.


