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Figure 1. Different solutions to image fusion in image stitching. Our method reformulates the fusion and rectangling tasks as a reference-
driven inpainting model. By boldly using a larger fusion modification area compared to UDIS++ [26] and SRStitcher [51], and applying a
stronger modification intensity than UDIS [23] and UDIS++, we achieve a significant advancement in seamless image stitching, particularly
in the challenging scenarios involving uneven hue and large parallax. Notice that UDIS and UDIS++ are three-stage architecture methods
requiring additional rectangling models to complete the stitching process. Therefore, the rectangling areas for these methods are left blank
in the figure.

Abstract

Current image stitching methods often produce notice-
able seams in challenging scenarios such as uneven hue
and large parallax. To tackle this problem, we propose
the Reference-Driven Inpainting Stitcher (RDIStitcher),
which reformulates the image fusion and rectangling as a
reference-based inpainting model, incorporating a larger
modification fusion area and stronger modification inten-
sity than previous methods. Furthermore, we introduce a
self-supervised model training method, which enables the
implementation of RDIStitcher without requiring labeled
data by fine-tuning a Text-to-Image (T2I) diffusion model.
Recognizing difficulties in assessing the quality of stitched
images, we present the Multimodal Large Language Mod-
els (MLLMs)-based metrics, offering a new perspective on

evaluating stitched image quality. Compared to the state-
of-the-art (SOTA) method, extensive experiments demon-
strate that our method significantly enhances content co-
herence and seamless transitions in the stitched images.
Especially in the zero-shot experiments, our method ex-
hibits strong generalization capabilities. Code: https:
//github.com/yayoyo66/RDIStitcher

1. Introduction
Image stitching is a fundamental problem in computer vi-
sion, which aims to seamlessly integrate multiple images
captured from different perspectives into a wide field-of-
view composite image [10, 20, 44]. Image fusion is the
core stage of the image stitching pipeline and focuses on
combining aligned images without visible seams or arti-
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facts. However, as illustrated in Fig.1, this stage encounters
two major challenges: (1) Uneven hue. Due to variations
in atmospheric lighting conditions and camera settings, im-
ages taken from different viewpoints of the same scene may
display inconsistent hues. When fusing images with signif-
icant hue differences, visible seams will likely appear in the
stitched image. (2) Large parallax. Large parallax refers to
the significant difference in the relative positions of objects
in a scene when captured from different viewpoints. Ex-
isting homography-based registration methods [17, 21, 22]
struggle to accurately align images in large parallax scenes,
leading to noticeable artifacts and misalignment of content
in the stitched images.

Current image fusion methods can be divided into three
categories, including reconstruction-based (recon-based),
seam-based, and inpainting-based. Recon-based methods
[22, 23, 25] use pixel-by-pixel reconstruction to smooth the
fused image, effectively handling scenes with uneven hues.
However, in large parallax scenarios, recon-based methods
can introduce notable artifacts, which degrade image qual-
ity. Additionally, seam-based methods [8, 15, 26] work by
identifying optimal seams for image fusion. Nevertheless,
these methods heavily rely on the assumption that perfect
seams exist, which often fails to hold true in uneven hue
and large parallax scenarios. Finally, the inpainting-based
method [51] proposes to modify the fusion area to improve
fusion effects. Unfortunately, the existing method is con-
servative in the size selection of modification fusion areas,
so it is difficult to deal with uneven hue and large paral-
lax scenarios. To detail the advantages and disadvantages
of the three methods in different challenge scenarios, we
conducted a small user experience survey presented in the
Fig.2.

To address the limitations of current methods, we pro-
pose a key principle: Modification takes courage, includ-
ing area size and intensity. We develop the RDIStitcher,
which utilizes a larger modified area for fusion than previ-
ous seam-based and inpainting-based methods. Compared
to recon-based methods, RDIStitcher applies stronger mod-
ification intensity.

However, larger and stronger modifications come at a
cost, which is introducing more content instability into
the stitched image. Due to the shortage of labeled data,
SRStitcher is unable to train the model and can only main-
tain content consistency before and after stitching by limit-
ing the size of the fusion modification area. Therefore, to
implement RDIStitcher, we propose a self-supervised train-
ing method. Specifically, we leverage pre-knowledge from
an unlabeled image stitching dataset [23] by using a pre-
trained registration model to generate pseudo-stitching im-
ages based on single-view images. Subsequently, we apply
a large-scale pre-trained T2I diffusion model [2] to learn the
restoration of the single-view image based on the pseudo-
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Figure 2. A user experience survey of the recon-based method
UDIS [23], the seam-based method UDIS++ [26], and the
inpainting-based method SRStitcher [51] on uneven hue and large
parallax scenes. Please see the Supplementary Material for more
details.

stitching images, effectively teaching the model the new
concept of stitching. Our experiments demonstrate that this
self-supervised training method achieves remarkable results
with high generalization ability, requiring only a few param-
eters to fine-tune the T2I model.

After designing the model and training method, the fi-
nal task is to measure the stitched image quality in chal-
lenging scenarios without ground truth. The previous works
UDIS [23] and UDIS++ [26] rely solely on small-scale user
evaluations to assess stitched image quality, which is costly
and lacks comprehensiveness. In addition, SRStitcher [51]
introduces the No-Reference Image Quality Assessment
(NR-IQA) metrics. However, existing NR-IQA techniques
[31, 35] have significant flaws when applied to assessing
stitched image quality, especially in detecting fine-grained
stitching issues [51]. To address these challenges, we de-
velop assessment methods based on MLLMs for stitched
images, including the Single-Image Quality Score (SIQS)
and the Multi-Image Comparative Quality Score (MICQS).

We summarize the main contributions as follows:

• We reformulate the fusion and rectangling tasks as a
reference-driven inpainting model. This model achieves
remarkable stitching effects in challenging scenarios in-
cluding uneven hues and significant parallax, while pre-
serving the original structure and content of the input im-
ages. (Sec.3.1 and Sec.3.2)

• We introduce a self-supervised training method that en-
ables RDIStitcher to be trained without the need for la-
beled data. This method requires fine-tuning only a small
number of parameters in a large-scale pre-trained T2I
model, resulting in low hardware requirements. To our
knowledge, this is the first unsupervised training method
for the rectangling problem. (Sec.3.3)

• We propose quality metrics for assessing stitched images
by MLLMs. By incorporating the MLLMs into the image
stitching domain for the first time, we offer a pioneering
research perspective for the evaluation of stitched images.
(Sec.4.2)
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2. Related Work

2.1. Image Stitching
The previous learning-based image stitching methods typ-
ically follow a three-stage architecture: (1) Registration
stage: In this stage, works [17, 21, 22] estimate the homog-
raphy between the input images using networks. Then, they
warp the input images to a unified coordinate system to ob-
tain aligned images. (2) Fusion stage: This stage focuses on
fusing the aligned images into a seamless composite image.
Existing methods can be divided into recon-based methods
[22, 23, 25] and seam-based methods [8, 15, 26]. (3) Rect-
angling stage: The objective of this stage is to transform
irregularly edged stitched images into regular rectangular
formats. Current rectangling methods [24, 37, 40, 49] are
all supervised and rely on labeled datasets.

Beyond the three-stage architecture, the inpainting-
based method SRStitcher [51] simplifies the image stitching
pipeline by integrating fusion and rectangling into a uni-
fied model. SRStitcher is implemented based on a large-
scale pre-trained generative model, requiring no additional
training or fine-tuning. However, this methodology implies
that the performance of SRStitcher is entirely dependent
on the capabilities of the pre-trained model. Consequently,
SRStitcher adopts a highly conservative strategy in man-
aging the fusion region size to avoid excessive alterations,
but this results in noticeable seams in challenging scenarios.
Furthermore, the generalization capabilities of SRStitcher
are inherently limited by the pre-trained model, making it
difficult to extend to domains such as medical imaging [1, 5]
and remote sensing [34, 36].

Our method builds on the framework established
by SRStitcher and further advances it by proposing a
reference-driven inpainting model for fusion and rectan-
gling. Additionally, we implement a self-supervised train-
ing method that is specifically designed for this new mod-
eling paradigm. This enhancement increases the scalabil-
ity and adaptability of the inpainting-based image stitching
pipeline. Furthermore, our method represents a significant
advancement in addressing the rectangling problem, as it
offers the first training method that does not require labeled
data.

2.2. Reference-Driven Inpainting
Image inpainting aims to fill missing image regions with
coherent results [9, 18, 43]. Reference-driven inpainting
[6, 32, 41, 50] is a new subfield of image inpainting research
that focuses on filling missing regions leveraging content
from reference images. Although some reference-driven in-
painting methods [32, 50] show potential for applications in
image stitching, they have not developed a complete train-
ing pipeline or conducted comprehensive experimental val-
idation.

In contrast, our method introduces the first image stitch-
ing pipeline based on reference-driven inpainting, encom-
passing model design, training, and validation, as well as
introducing the novel evaluation metrics. Our method em-
ploys the input and output construction strategy of Left-
Refill [6], but differs significantly in terms of the training
method, model structure, and the number of parameters.

3. Method
3.1. Problem Definition
Given a pair of input images: a reference image and a target
image, defined as Ir, It ∈ RH×W , where H and W are the
height and width, respectively. Similar to SRStitcher [51],
the image stitching pipeline designed in this paper is a two-
stage architecture.

In the first stage, the homography matrix H between the
input images is estimated by a registration model. Then, the
Ir is aligned with the It by a warp function W(·) based on
H. The process of obtaining the aligned images Iwr and
Iwt can be expressed as Eq.1.

Iwr, Iwt = W(Ir,H),W(It, I), (1)

where, I is the identity matrix. The masks Mwr and Mwt

corresponding to the aligned images can also be obtained by
the Eq.1, except that the input images is replaced by the all-
ones matrixes of the same size.

In the second stage, we reformulate the fusion and rect-
angling problems as a reference-driven inpainting model.
Given a target image Iwt and its corresponding mask Mwt,
the objective is to train a model ϵθ(·) that inpaints the im-
age Iwt in accordance with the mask Mwt = 1 − Mwt to
obtain the stitched image Is, where the inpainting process
is constrained by the content of the reference image Iwr, as
represented in Eq.2.

Is = Iwt ⊙Mwt + ϵθ(Iwr, Iwt)⊙Mwt, (2)

where, ⊙ denotes pixel-wise multiplication. Different
from SRStitcher [51], RDIStitcher employs the W(·) from
UDIS [23] instead of UDIS++ [26]. Because the W(·) of
UDIS++ occasionally introduces huge local distortions into
the aligned images, which could potentially disrupt the fit-
ting process that relies on undistorted images. In addition,
we select the image warped by I as the target image, it is
also a consideration of the degree of image distortion.

3.2. Framework of RDIStitcher
We propose the introduction of a large-scale pre-trained T2I
model to enhance the generalization capabilities in the de-
sign of ϵθ(·). Furthermore, we develop a training method
based on self-supervised paradigms to improve the practi-
cal feasibility. In general, the framework of RDIStitcher is
illustrated in Fig.3.
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Figure 3. The framework of RDIStitcher. (a) Training. For the sake of clarity in the presentation, the input images and masks are simplified.
(b) Inference. Details on the specific input structure. (c) Data processing in self-supervised. Details on the self-supervised training method.

Similar to the input structure of the T2I model [2], the
input of RDIStitcher consists of three parts: image I, mask
M and masked image Im = I ⊙ (1 − M). Specifically,
the image I is a composite consisting of the aligned target
image Iwt and the coarse rectangling aligned reference im-
age Icrwr, that is I = Concat(Icrwr, Iwt). Accordingly, the
mask M consists of an all-zero matrix M0 and the gradient
aligned target mask Mwt, that is M = Concat(M0,Mwt)
(The coarse rectangling and gradient mask are detailed in
Sec.3.3). Conversely, the output size of the model is equiv-
alent to the input size, and the left keeps Icrwr, but the right
is generated to Is.

To enable the T2I model to perform specific image
stitching tasks, we incorporate the unique identifier from
DreamBooth [30] into our method. Specifically, we define
a special text prompt, denoted as P , which guides the model
in carrying out reference-driven inpainting operations. Dur-
ing training, we use the Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [14]
to fine-tune both the text encoder and the U-Net of the T2I
model, effectively reducing memory usage.

3.3. Self-Supervised Training Method

A significant challenge in training ϵθ(·) is the extreme
scarcity of available data, particularly labeled datasets for
image stitching [23]. The lack of labeled data makes it

difficult to directly apply mainstream supervised learning
paradigms. To overcome this challenge, we turn to the
self-supervised learning paradigm, which aims to generate
meaningful training signals by exploiting the inherent struc-
ture or relationships present in the input data, without the
need for explicit annotations [12, 27].

To learn image stitching concepts, we hypothesize: We
can use a single-view image to simulate the pseudo-
stitched images and then train a model to restore the orig-
inal image based on the pseudo-stitched images. Through
this process, the model can establish an understanding of
the underlying stitching relationships in the data. Sub-
sequently, we can leverage the strong generalization ca-
pabilities of the large-scale T2I model to generalize this
knowledge to real stitching data.

As shown in Fig.3 (c), we collect the stitching mask
distribution from a large-scale image stitching dataset
UDIS-D [23] by a pre-trained registration model [23].The
pre-knowledge mask distribution is defined as MN =
{(M1

wr,M
1
wt), (M

2
wr,M

2
wt), ..., (M

N
wr,M

N
wt)}, where N is

the number of samples in UDIS-D training set Dtrain.
Then, suppose Isg is a single-view image in the Dtrain and
(M i

wr,M
i
wt), i ∈ [1, N ] is a random mask set from MN ,

the pseudo-stitching reference and target images Ĩwr, Ĩwt

can be obtained by Eq.3.
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Ĩwr, Ĩwt = Isg ⊙M i
wr, Isg ⊙M i

wt. (3)

However, the pseudo-stitching images produced by the
above method are inherently perfectly correct and lack chal-
lenging scenarios. To improve the robustness, we design
two data augmentation strategies to simulate color differ-
ences of uneven hue conditions and misalignments of large
parallax conditions.
Data augmentation for uneven hue. To simulate color dif-
ferences, we add random color jitter ColorJitter(·) [29] with
probability pcj to the pseudo-stitching reference image Ĩwr,
as formulated in Eq.4.

Ĩwr =

{
ColorJitter(Ĩwr,Ecj) with pcj ,

Ĩwr with 1− pcj ,
(4)

where, Ecj = {eb, ec, es, eh} are the hyper-parameters
of the brightness, contrast, saturation and hue adjustments.
Data augmentation for large parallax. The registration
errors induced by large parallax are manifested differently
across various warping methods. In UDIS++ [26], these er-
rors result in pronounced local distortions, while in UDIS
[23], they lead to content misalignment near the seams. Ob-
viously, content misalignment is comparatively simpler to
simulate, so we select the W(·) of UDIS as the founda-
tion for designing RDIStitcher. To simulate misalignments,
a random affine transformation Aff(·) with probability pat
is applied to the Ĩwr and its corresponding mask M i

wr, as
demonstrated in Eq.5.

Ĩwr =

{
Aff(Isg,M(tx, ty))⊙M i

wr with pat,
Isg ⊙M i

wr with 1− pat,
(5)

where, M(·) is a 2 × 3 affine transformation matrix
whose horizontal tx ∈ [−(W ∗ − xmax), xmin] and verti-
cal ty ∈ [−(H∗ − ymax), ymin] translations are random
values, W ∗ and H∗ are the width and height of Isg . Also,
xmax, xmin, ymax and ymin are coordinates of the smallest
enclosing rectangle of M i

wr.
Coarse rectangling and gradient mask. The coarse rect-
angling and gradient mask are originally introduced by
SRStitcher [51]. Coarse rectangling aims to reduce the like-
lihood of generating abnormal content in the rectangling re-
gions by incorporating weak priors. And, the gradient mask
is utilized to smooth the seam regions. However, SRStitcher
claims that coarse rectangling introduces a local blurring
side effect that degrades image quality. To address this is-
sue, we propose a self-supervised training method that al-
lows the model to establish the relationship between the
weak priors and the concrete images, effectively mitigating
the local blur problem. Additionally, we reconstruct the gra-
dient mask based on the RDIStitcher input mask to enhance

image cohesion in the seam regions. Specifically, Eq.6 de-
tails the process of obtaining the coarse rectangling image
Ĩcrwr by the alexandru telea algorithm Telea(·) [33].

Ĩcrwr = Telea(ĨCF ,M
i
wr ∨M i

wt, R), (6)

where, ĨCF = Ĩwr + Ĩwt ⊙ (1 − (M i
wr&M i

wt)), ∨ and
& denote the bitwise OR and AND operators, and R is the
hyper-parameter to control the radius. Furthermore, We use
Eq.7 to generate the seam gradient target mask Mi

wt.

Mi
wt = Blur(Dilation(M i

wt,Kd),Kg), (7)

where, Dilation(·) is the dilation operation [28] with ker-
nel Kd, and Blur(·) is the Gaussian blur operation [28] with
kernel Kg .
Objective function. RDIStitcher is based on Denoising
Diffusion Probabilistic Model (DDPM) [13], where the
ϵθ(·) is transformed into a noisy prediction model. Sup-
pose the latents x0,x1, ...,xT are derived by adding Gaus-
sian noise to the original data x0 ∼ q(x0) with T steps,
where x0 = ImageEncoder(Concat(Ĩcrwr, Isg)). The objec-
tive function L of ϵθ(·) in RDIStitcher is defined as in Eq.8.

L = Eϑ

[∥∥∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, t,P,Mi,Mi ⊙ x0)
∥∥∥2] , (8)

where, Mi = Concat(M0,M
i
wt), Mi = 1 − Mi, t ∈

[1, T ], ϑ = {x0, t, ϵ,M
i}, and ϵ ∼ N (0, 1).

4. Experiment
4.1. Experimental Setup
Dataset. Most of the experiments in this section are con-
ducted on the unsupervised dataset UDIS-D [23]. To the
best of our knowledge, UDIS-D is the only publicly avail-
able dataset in learning-based image stitching. To pro-
vide a more comprehensive evaluation, we conduct cross-
dataset experiments in a zero-shot manner on three tradi-
tional datasets, including the APAPdataset [42], the REW-
dataset [16], and the SPWdataset [19]. However, since these
traditional datasets are small and contain only tens of sam-
ples, performing quantitative evaluations on them would not
produce meaningful results. Therefore, this work focuses
on a qualitative evaluation to demonstrate the differences in
the generalization capabilities on traditional datasets.
Baseline method. Selecting appropriate baseline meth-
ods is a little difficult, because our method is the first to
propose a fusion and rectangling unified model that can
be trained on the unsupervised image stitching dataset, a
groundbreaking advancement in the image stitching. As
mentioned in Sec.2.1, UDIS [23] and UDIS++ [26] can
only perform up to the fusion stage and require integra-
tion with another rectangling model to complete the entire
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image stitching pipeline. However, the SOTA rectangling
models [24, 37, 40, 49] are all supervised and can only be
trained on a task-specific dataset DIR-D [24], rather than
the real-world image stitching dataset UDIS-D. This limita-
tion makes it difficult to compare these methods with RDIS-
titcher under relatively fair conditions. To address this issue,
we propose a variant of RDIStitcher, called RDIStitcher-R,
which works only as a rectangling model trained with the
same settings as RDIStitcher. With this, we can combine the
RDIStitcher-R with UDIS and UDIS++ to establish base-
lines. In summary, the baselines include the SOTA recon-
based method UDIS with RDIStitcher-R (UDIS+R) and
the SOTA seam-based method UDIS++ with RDIStitcher-R
(UDISplus+R). The test results of RDIStitcher-R on DIR-
D are SSIM 0.763 and PSNR 23.56, positioning its perfor-
mance between the DeepRectangling [24] and Recdiffusion
[49]. Implementation details and validation experiments for
RDIStitcher-R can be found in the Supplementary Material.

In addition, the baselines also include the SOTA
inpainting-based method SRStitcher [51]. Although the
SRStitcher method does not involve any training or fine-
tuning, which makes the comparison somewhat less fair,
we believe it is necessary to include the results of this most
important related work. And, we also implement our self-
supervised training method on LeftRefill [6] as a baseline.
Implement detail. RDIStitcher is fine-tuned on a pre-
trained T2I model [2] with a batch size of 4, input image
size 1024×512, LoRA rank 8, learning rate 2e-4 for the U-
Net, learning rate 4e-5 for the text encoder, and 10K itera-
tions on two NVIDIA 4090 GPUs. And, all results of RDIS-
titcher described in the experiment are based on the pre-
aligned images made by UDIS [23]. For hyper-parameters,
the Ecj and pcj of Eq.4 are set to {0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.1} and
0.25; The pat of Eq.5 is set to 0.25; The R of Eq.6 is set
to 3; The Kd and Kg of Eq.7 are set to 10 and 15. For in-
ference, the inference step is set to 50. More details can be
found in Supplementary Material.

4.2. MLLMs-based Metric

Assessing the quality of stitched images on unlabeled
datasets has long been a challenging problem in the field.
Previous works UDIS [23] and UDIS++ [26] rely solely
on small-scale user evaluations to measure stitched im-
age quality, which lacks comprehensiveness. Additionally,
SRStitcher [51] proves that the mainstream NR-IQA met-
rics [31, 35] struggle to accurately evaluate stitched image
quality, particularly in evaluating fine-grained stitching is-
sues such as uneven hue and large parallax.

Quality measurement challenges are not unique to im-
age stitching. After surveying the broader research land-
scape, we observe that many emerging domains, such as
personalization generation [3, 45], face similar measure-
ment difficulties. In response, some studies [39, 47, 48]

Table 1. An example of SIQS evaluated by Qwen-VL-Max.

Evaluation Prompt
I need you to become a stitched image quality assess-
ment evaluator. The evaluation process should be as
objective and impartial as possible, giving specific rat-
ings and reasons, including seam, brightness transi-
tion, distortion, clear and abnormal content, each as-
pect 2 points.
[The full example is in the Supplementary Material.]

Reason
- Seam The image shows slightly visible boundaries,
particularly noticeable in the sky and along the edges
of the buildings. (1 points).
- Brightness transition The brightness transition in
the image is relatively smooth. (2 points).
- Distortion There are no noticeable distortions in the
image. The straight lines of the buildings and the street
appear to be accurate. (2 points).
- Clear The buildings, palm trees, and streets are all
distinguishable, and the details are visible. (2 points).
- Abnormal content The image contains some unnat-
ural elements, such as the seams. (1 points).

Score
The overall impression is that the image is a stitched
panorama with noticeable flaws. (8 points).

have proposed leveraging MLLMs to evaluate the quality
of unlabeled images, leading to significant advancements in
the field.

Motivated by these developments, we ask: Can MLLMs
be leveraged as effective evaluators to measure the qual-
ity of stitched images? To explore this, we propose the
MLLMs-based stitched image evaluation metrics, includ-
ing the Single-Image Quality Score (SIQS) and the Multi-
Image Comparative Quality Score (MICQS).

To clarify the metrics, an example of SIQS is presented
in Table.1, conducted by Qwen-VL-Max [4], denoted as
SIQS-Q. In addition, Table.2 provides the MICQS evalu-
ation comparing two stitched images, also performed by
Qwen-VL-Max, denoted as MICQS-Q. To mitigate poten-
tial biases associated with relying on a single model, we in-
troduce the model GLM-4V-Plus [11] as an additional eval-
uator (SIQS-G, MICQS-G). 1.

1We do not employ widely used MLLMs such as GPT-4V or Claude-
3-Haiku, due to the limited access.
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Table 2. An example of MICQS evaluated by Qwen-VL-Max.

Evaluation Prompt
I need you to become a stitched image quality assess-
ment evaluator. Compare the two input stitched im-
ages and choose which one you think is better. There
are two choices: image 1 (left) is better, or image 2
(right) is better.
[The full example is in the Supplementary Material.]

Reason
- Seam Image 2 has a smoother transition between the
stitched sections compared to image 1, where the seam
is more noticeable.
- Brightness transition Image 2 has a more consistent
brightness level across the entire image, while image 1
shows a noticeable difference in brightness.
- ......

Conclusion
Image 2 (right) is better.

4.3. Quantitative Evaluation

In addition to the MLLMs-based image quality metrics, we
also introduce the Content Consistency Score (CCS) from
SRStitcher [51] and the real user evaluation from UDIS [23]
with the same settings in quantitative evaluations.

Single-image evaluation. Table.3 presents the comparative
experimental results of SIQS-Q↑, SIQS-G↑, and CCS↑ on
the UDIS-D test set with 1,106 sample pairs. Our method
surpasses other methods in terms of both quality and content
consistency.

Multi-image comparative evaluation. This method eval-
uates the stitched image quality in a contrastive manner, in-
cluding MLLMs-based evaluators and real user evaluators.
The results are presented in the Fig.4, which illustrates that
our method achieves significantly higher votes, clearly out-
performing the methods.

Ablation study. Our method is designed to be inherently
interpretable at each module, which makes ablation experi-
ments less critical. Therefore, ablation experiments are not
included in the main paper. The Supplementary Material
offers additional information that may interest readers, in-
cluding different hyper-parameter configurations and the ro-
bustness of our method with different random seeds.

Table 3. Single-image evaluation results. We use five seeds and
then take the mean and standard deviation. The best performer
(prioritize the mean) is highlighted by red.

Method SIQS-Q SIQS-G CCS (%)

UDIS+R 9.40± 0.08 9.27± 0.05 89.64± 0.96

UDISplus+R 9.49± 0.05 9.33± 0.04 90.17± 0.88

SRStitcher 9.28± 0.07 8.44± 0.09 91.15± 0.52

LeftRefill 9.23± 0.07 8.51± 0.13 83.98± 1.85

RDIStitcher (Ours) 9.54± 0.07 9.39± 0.05 91.23± 0.79

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

MICQS-Q
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Users

Both Good Both Bad

RDIStitcher is better UDIS+R is better
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Figure 4. Multi-image comparative evaluation results. We decide
not to give MLLMs-based evaluators the both option as we dis-
cover that they consistently favor both good.

4.4. Qualitative Evaluation

The qualitative evaluation results are shown in Fig.5, high-
lighting the significant advantages of our method across var-
ious challenging scenarios. Notably, in the zero-shot exper-
iments, our method demonstrates more obvious advantages,
which verifies the generalization capability hypothesis pro-
posed in Sec.3.3.

4.5. Consistency Evaluation

To assess whether our method introduces content that devi-
ates from the original images, we use Peak Signal-to-Noise
Ratio (PSNR)↑ and Structural Similarity Index (SSIM)↑ as
metrics to compare the consistency of the stitched images’
fusion regions between our method and UDIS. Addition-
ally, the comparison results between UDIS and UDIS++ are
provided as references, as shown in the Table.4. The results
demonstrate that our method achieves higher consistency in
small parallax scenes DS , large parallax scenes DL, and
the entire UDIS-D test set DF , confirming its effectiveness
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Figure 5. Qualitative evaluation results. The upper half of the dotted line displays the results on UDIS-D, and the lower half is the results
on traditional datasets. We highlight the areas with significant seams and errors using the local magnification and arrows. Special emphasis
is placed on the error regions for the LeftRefill method, providing a thorough analysis of its performance limitations. Notice that the last
example represents a hybrid challenge with uneven hue, large parallax, and zero-shot conditions. In this highly complex scene, our method
shows exceptional performance, markedly surpassing that of previous methods. More results can be found in the supplementary Material.

Table 4. Consistency evaluation results. We use five seeds and
take the mean. The best performer is highlighted by red.

Method DS DL DF

UDIS++ vs. UDIS PSNR 32.49 30.71 31.02
SSIM 0.747 0.531 0.602

Ours vs. UDIS PSNR 32.56 31.42 31.66
SSIM 0.824 0.736 0.761

in preserving content consistency. Detailed information on
DS and DL and further discussion can be found in the Sup-
plementary Material.

4.6. MLLMs-based Metric Accuracy Evaluation

Referring to work [39], we introduce Spearman’s rank cor-
relation coefficient (SRCC)↑ and Pearson linear correla-
tion coefficient (PLCC)↑ to evaluate the accuracy of the
MLLMs-based metrics and compare them with the ad-
vanced NR-IQA methods including Q-align [38], Topiq [7]
and UNIQUE (UNIQ) [46] on a specially crafted stitched
image quality dataset Dquality. The results are shown in
the Table.5,which indicate that our proposed metrics are

Table 5. MLLMs-based metric accuracy evaluation results. The
best performer is highlighted by red.

Metric SIQS-Q SIQS-G Q-align Topiq UNIQ

SRCC 0.728 0.634 0.455 0.342 0.299
PLCC 0.685 0.525 0.412 0.335 0.242

more in line with human visual perception. For more de-
tails about this experiment and Dquality, please refer to the
Supplementary Material.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an image stitching model based
on reference-driven inpainting, which achieves remarkable
seamless stitching results on challenging scenes. In addi-
tion, we propose the MLLMs-based metrics for stitched im-
ages. Extensive experiments demonstrate the effectiveness
of our method and the proposed metrics, and our method
highlights its strong generalization performance in the zero-
shot scenario.
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Modification Takes Courage:
Seamless Image Stitching via Reference-Driven Inpainting

Supplementary Material

A. Overview

In the supplementary material, we provide the following
contents:
• Source code for our method, including train, inference,

and MLLMs-based metrics. Please see the code docu-
ment;

• Survey details of Fig.2 (Sec.B);
• More Details of RDIStitcher-R (Sec.C);
• More Information of Consistency Evaluations (Sec.D);
• More Information of Ablation Studies (Sec.E);
• More Details of MLLMs-based Metrics (Sec.F);
• More Information of Metric Evaluation (Sec.G);
• More Results of Qualitative Evaluations (Sec.H).

B. Survey Details

We first select 50 challenging samples exhibiting uneven
hue, large parallax, and mixed scenarios (containing both
challenges) from the UDIS-D [23], APAPdataset [42],
REWdataset [16], and SPWdataset [19]. After applying the
UDIS [23], UDIS++ [26], and SRStitcher [51] to fuse these
samples, we task four volunteer participants with rating the
visual quality of the stitched images. Specifically, Volun-
teers provided scores of either good or bad based on two
criteria: brightness and hue smoothness for uneven hues and
content continuity and artifact severity in seam regions for
large parallax. According to the evaluation results, meth-
ods achieving over 75% good ratings for a challenge receive
a red smiley face, 50%-75% receive a yellow smiley face,
25%-50% a green face and less than 25% a blue sad face.

C. More details of RDIStitcher-R

C.1. Implementation of RDIStitcher-R

RDIStitcher-R is a variant of RDIStitcher that only per-
forms rectangling tasks, so its implementation is much sim-
pler.

Similar to Sec.3.3, we get the pre-
knowledge mask distribution M =
{(M1

wr,M
1
wt), (M

2
wr,M

2
wt), ..., (M

N
wr,M

N
wt)}, where

N is the number of samples in UDIS-D training set
Dtrain. Isg is a single-view image in the Dtrain and
(M i

wr,M
i
wt), i ∈ [1, N ] is a random mask set from M, the

pseudo-fusion image Ĩpf can be obtained by Eq.9.

Ĩpf = Isg ⊙ (M i
wr ∨M i

wt). (9)

The coarse rectangling fusion image can be obtained by
Eq.10.

Ĩcrpf = Telea(Ĩpf ,M
i
wr ∨M i

wt, R). (10)

We also produce the gradient mask by Eq.11.

Mi
gm = Blur(Dilation(M i

wr ∨M i
wt,Kd),Kg). (11)

An overview of the architecture of RDIStitcher-R is
shown in Fig.6.
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Figure 6. The framework of RDIStitcher-R.

C.2. Ablation Study of RDIStitcher-R
RDIStitcher-R operates by fine-tuning the pre-trained T2I
model to establish the relationship between the coarse rect-
angling image and the detailed image.

Table.6 shows the ablations of USID+RDIStitcher-R
(UDIS+R) based on the content consistency score CCS
[51] on the UDIS-D test set. The comparisons in-
clude UDIS+stable diffusion inpainting model [2] without
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Table 6. Ablation study of RDIStitcher-R. The best performer is
highlighted by red.

Method UDIS+SD2 UDIS+RWCR UDIS+R

CCS (%) 85.97± 1.33 87.68± 1.17 89.64± 0.96

fine-tuning (UDIS+SD2) and UDIS+RDIStitcher-R with-
out coarse rectangling (UDIS+RWCR). The results demon-
strate that RDIStitcher-R effectively reduces the likelihood
of abnormal content.

C.3. Performance of RDIStitcher-R
RDIStitcher-R achieves an SSIM score of 0.763 and a
PSNR of 23.56 on the DIR-D dataset, indicating that its
performance is situated between the DeepRectangling [24]
and Recdiffusion [49]. However, RDIStitcher-R holds a sig-
nificant advantage in its capability to be trained on unla-
beled datasets, making it more versatile in scenarios where
labeled data are scarce or difficult to obtain. Addition-
ally, its hardware requirements are notably lower compared
to those of Recdiffusion. The performance gap between
RDIStitcher-R and Recdiffusion is acceptable in view of
these advantages.

D. More Information of Consistency Evalua-
tions

D.1. Information of DS and DL

To check the consistency, we manually made the small
parallax scenes dataset DS and the large parallax scenes
dataset DL, both of which are sub-datasets contains 100
samples of the UDIS-D [23], whose details are shown in
datasets/ConsistencyDataset.csv in Supplementary Mate-
rial, where the names of the sample are consistent with those
in UDIS-D.

D.2. Experimental results based on masked SSIM
and masked PSNR

In addition to the consistency experiments in the main pa-
per, we observed that the parallax regions of the UDIS re-
sults are very prone to artifacts leading to low confidence
in this region. Therefore, we conduct further tests focus-
ing on the consistency of regions excluding the parallax re-
gions. Specifically, we use the masked Structural Similar-
ity Index (mSSIM) and masked Peak Signal-to-Noise Ra-
tio (mPSNR) as metrics to evaluate image coherence after
masking out the parallax regions. The mSSIM and mPSNR
were calculated as follows:

mSSIM = SSIM(I1s ⊙Mo, I
2
s ⊙Mo), (12)

mPSNR = PSNR(I1s ⊙Mo, I
2
s ⊙Mo), (13)

Table 7. Consistency evaluation results by mSSIM and mPSNR.
We use five seeds and take the mean. The best performer is high-
lighted by red.

Method DL DF

UDIS++ vs. UDIS mPSNR 32.90 35.91
mSSIM 0.701 0.838

Ours vs. UDIS mPSNR 33.19 36.04
mSSIM 0.812 0.881

where, I1s and I2s are two images stitched by different
methods, such as UDIS and our method. And, Mo is the
overlap mask, that is Mo = 1 − (Mwr&Mwt), where & is
bitwise and operation.

The results of the consistency experiments based on
mSSIM and mPSNR are shown in the Table.7. Note that
we don not test the results on DS , because in the scenarios
with small parallax, the masked area of Mo becomes sig-
nificantly large, leading to most areas of the image without
content, thus losing the significance of comparison experi-
ments on the DS dataset.

E. More Information of Ablation Studies

E.1. LoRA Configurations

LoRA [14] is considered one of the most influential tech-
nologies in recent years, with numerous studies exploring
its mechanisms. Due to the limited space of the main paper,
all parameters of LoRA are not introduced in detail. Here,
we provide additional parameters: rank 8, alpha constant
16, dropout rate 0.1, and bias none. For more details, please
refer to the source code we have provided.

We conducted an ablation test by varying the LoRA rank
while keeping other parameters fixed. The results are shown
in the Table.8. However, we quickly realized that this iso-
lated exploration does not definitively demonstrate that a
LoRA rank 8 represents the optimal parameter setting for
our specific task. A comprehensive exploration of LoRA
cnfiguration is complex and requires significant hardware
resources, which is beyond the scope of this study. There-
fore, we provide a reference set of LoRA parameter values
in the main paper, but have not pursued any further ablation
analysis regarding the LoRA settings.

Table 8. Ablation study of LoRA rank. The best performer is
highlighted by red.

Method Rank 4 Rank 8 Rank 16

CCS (%) 90.54± 0.92 91.23± 0.79 89.35± 0.83
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E.2. Seed robustness
We present the qualitative evaluation results with differ-
ent random seeds in Fig.7. In cases of small parallax, the
stitched image produced by our method maintains high con-
sistency. For large parallax, differences in the fusion region
are insignificant, and slight changes occur in the rectangling
region. Importantly, our method does not introduce signif-
icant abnormal content, unlike the original T2I model. In
zero-shot tests, the stitched images of uneven hue and small
parallax scenes also maintain good consistency, with only
minor changes in the rectangling region. In high challenge
scenarios, while content changes in the stitched images are
more pronounced, our method shows clear advantages in
brightness smoothing and content connection compared to
previous methods (see Fig.5 of main paper for comparison).

It is worth noting that the inherent characteristics of the
generation-based model can lead to occasional instability,
resulting in some failure cases. However, our experiments
indicate that the failure rate of our method is very low and
within an acceptable range. Future work will focus on fur-
ther enhancing reliability .

F. More Details of MLLMs-based Metrics

F.1. Full Example of MICQS Evaluation
Due to space limitations, the evaluation prompt and rea-
sons of MICQS evaluation in the main paper is truncated.
Here, Table.9 gives a complete example of MICQS evalua-
tion based on Qwen-VL-Max [4].

F.2. Full Example of SIQS Evaluation
Due to space limitations, the evaluation prompt of SIQS
evaluation in the main paper is truncated. Here, Table.10
gives a complete example of SIQS evaluation based on
Qwen-VL-Max [4].

F.3. Experiment Settings of MLLMs-based Metrics
To evaluate the stitched images quality, we use the API pro-
vided by the MLLMs service. Occasionally, errors occurred
for unknown reasons led to the absence of correct result re-
turns. Therefore, for each test stitched image, we submit
multiple test requests until a valid return value is obtained
for evaluation.

F.4. The cost of MLLMs-based Metrics
All MLLMs used in this paper offer free access through
their APIs, with operating costs below $0.02 per thousand
tokens for both input and output. For comparison, if we
were to manually evaluate the UDIS-D test set (1,106 sam-
ples), it would take as fast as an hour and a half to per-
form an evaluation assuming that a stitched images is eval-
uated for 5 seconds (the actual evaluation time would be

Table 9. A full example of MICQS evaluated by Qwen-VL-Max.

Evaluation Prompt
I need you to become a stitched image quality assess-
ment evaluator. Compare the input two stitched im-
ages, includes seam, brightness transition, distortion,
clear and abnormal content. Choose which one you
think is better. There are two choices: image 1 (left) is
better, or image 2 (right) is better.:

Reason
- Seam Image 2 has a smoother transition between the
stitched sections compared to image 1, where the seam
is more noticeable.
- Brightness transition Image 2 has a more consistent
brightness level across the entire image, while image
1 shows a noticeable difference in brightness between
the sections.
- Distortion There are no noticeable distortions in the
both images.
- Clear Image 2 appears clearer overall.
- Abnormal content Image 2 has less noticeable arti-
facts or abnormalities in the content.

Conclusion
Image 2 (right) is better.

longer because the human eye needs a rest period). There-
fore, the use of MLLM-based metrics proves to be not only
more economical, but also significantly faster than manual
inspection.

F.5. Limitations of MLLMs-based Metrics
Prompt sensitivity Different MLLMs exhibit varying sen-
sitivities to prompts. As depicted in Table.3, GLM-4V-
Plus [11] scores significantly lower than other methods for
SRStitcher [51] and LeftRefill [6], as blurred is a key scor-
ing criterion. Although SRStitcher and LeftRefill may stitch
images with numerous local blur instances, Qwen-VL-Max
[4] is relatively insensitive, not displaying a significant
score reduction. Therefore, the construction of prompts
can significantly impact the evaluation performance of the
MLLMs.
Concept limitation In the early design, we intended to in-
clude artifacts in the evaluation criteria of MLLMs-based
metrics. However, incorporating Artifact-related prompt
texts led to numerous false evaluations. Through the anal-
ysis of the results, we found that the MLLMs used in our
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Figure 7. Qualitative results on the different seeds.

paper actually does not know the concept of Artifact, re-
sulting in significant misjudgments. This substantial er-
ror prompted us to replace the Artifact-related prompt texts
with Abnormal Content. Although test results indicate that
MLLMs struggle to assess what constitutes abnormal con-
tent, they at least avoid major misjudgments. It is evident
that the current knowledge domain of MLLMs we utilize
in the paper has considerable limitations in evaluating the
quality of stitched images.

G. More Information of Metric Evaluation

G.1. Information of Dquality

We hand-crafted a stitched image dataset for measur-
ing image quality, named Dquality, containing 50 dif-
ferent stitched images, whose details can be found in
datasets/QualityDataset.zip. To enrich the diversity of
Dquality, we intentionally incorporated examples where
various stitching methods introduced errors, including se-
vere artifacts, distortions, structural deformations, content
anomalies, and noticeable seams. In addition, the dataset
includes a selection of well-stitched images to evaluate

the ability of the metric to accurately identify high quality
stitching results.

G.2. More Details of MLLMs-based Metric Accu-
racy Evaluation

Since the image stitching datasets are unlabeled, traditional
reference-based metrics for assessing image quality cannot
be applied. To address this challenge, we adopt a method-
ology inspired by other image quality evaluation studies,
establishing an evaluation benchmark based on mean user
scores. Specifically, we invite four volunteers to score the
samples in Dquality according to the criteria showed in Ta-
ble.10. Then, we calculate the SRCC and PLCC between
the mean user scores and comparison metrics. These corre-
lation coefficients serve as a measure to evaluate the accu-
racy and reliability of each metric in reflecting the stitched
image quality, ensuring its alignment with human percep-
tual judgement.

G.3. Visualized Analysis
Fig.9 presents a visual comparison among metrics. We
show the most error-prone cases for three types of image
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stitching, where images with green borders represent the
correctly stitched images. Conversely, images with blue
borders indicate instances where the stitching process re-
sulted in errors or suboptimal output.

The first example is the seam in the stitched image
caused by uneven hue. It is evident that Q-Align, Topiq,
and UNIQ cannot accurately identify the image with the
superior stitching quality in this scenario. According to
the design logic of the general NR-IQA models, they pre-
fer the brighter images, leading to the judgement error.
While, in our MLLMs-based metrics, prompt can be used
to guide the assessment criteria. By incorporating seam-
related prompts, our metrics can correctly identify the
higher-quality stitched image, thereby overcoming the lim-
itations faced by current NR-IQA models.

The second example is the presence of Artifacts, all eval-
uated metrics can correctly identify the better stitched im-
age. The appearance of artifacts closely resembles that of
ghosting effects, leading to content blurring, which is an
important factor in general NR-IQA research. Therefore,
NR-IQA method can handle such cases well, and our pro-
posed metrics can also handle such scenarios well.

The third example is a misalignment scene, where it can
be seen that the wires are not connected correctly. Unfor-
tunately, all metrics fail to correctly judge better stitched
images in this scenario, and UNIQ shows the most signif-
icant performance degradation. Despite the broken wires
being readily apparent to human observers, it is clear that
such an error highly related to image semantics is still a ma-
jor challenge for existing image quality assessment models.
It suggests that future research should explore the integra-
tion of more semantically-aware factors into these metrics
to improve their efficacy in recognizing and evaluating such
defects.

Seam

SIQS-Q ↑ SIQS-G ↑ Q-Align ↑ TOPIQ ↑ UNIQ ↑

10 10 3.61 0.57 1.22

8 7 3.65 0.58 1.28

10 10 4.08 0.67 1.55

7 6 3.87 0.56 0.97

10 9 2.22 0.25 -0.38

10 9 2.28 0.32 0.11

Artifacts

Mis-
alignment

Figure 8. Qualitative results on the different metrics.

H. More Results of Qualitative Evaluations
Due to space limitations, we only present a limited number
of qualitative evaluation results in the main paper. Here, to
further examine the generalization capabilities of the RDIS-
titcher, We provide additional qualitative results obtained on
the UDIS-D [23], APAPdataset [42], REWdataset [16], and
SPWdataset [19].

Fig.9 illustrates the qualitative results for more challeng-
ing scenarios. The first example is the large parallax and
structuring scene, where the difficulty is how to maintain
the original structure during stitching. UDISplus+R shows
obvious structural distortion when dealing with such scenes,
while SRStitcher shows obvious seams. In contrast, our
method achieves a better smoothing effect in the seam re-
gion while preserving the object structure; The second ex-
ample is the structuring and multi-depth layer scene, where
the challenge is aligning different depth layers uniformly.
Here, it is evident that only the background is correctly
aligned, while the foreground runway exhibits misalign-
ment, leading to severe artifacts in UDIS+R. Similarly, both
UDISplus+R and SRStitcher show clear misalignments in
the white lines of the runway. In contrast, our method ex-
cels in this scenario by maintaining the structural integrity
of the runway lines; The fourth scene contains some non-
rigid transformation objects, which are wires in the sky.
These wires do not adhere to rigid transformation princi-
ples during the imaging process. As a result, commonly
used registration methods, such as homography, face sig-
nificant challenges in accurately aligning these elements,
leading to the problem of abnormal number of wires in
UDIS+R and UDISplus+R. In contrast, our method han-
dles this scenario well, demonstrating the robustness of our
scheme in dealing with registration errors; The fifth ex-
ample is also a multi-depth layer scene, UDIS+R strug-
gles with significant artifacts, while UDISplus+R causes se-
vere distortions, particularly affecting the pillars’ structure.
In contrast, inpainting-based methods handle this scene
effectively, demonstrating their advantage in maintaining
structural integrity and reducing distortion. This highlights
the superiority of inpainting-based methods in this kind of
scene; The sixth example is the scene of large parallax and
multi-depth layers, in which UDIS+R still exhibits artifacts,
while UDISplus+R is distorted, resulting in structural dis-
tortion of the pillars. In contrast, our method demonstrates
sustained high performance in such challenging scenarios,
effectively maintaining structural accuracy and minimizing
distortions.

Fig.10 presents the results under more datasets, includ-
ing APAPdataset [42], REWdataset [16], and SPWdataset
[19].
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Figure 9. Additional qualitative results for the challenging scenarios.
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Figure 10. Additional qualitative results on APAPdataset [42], REWdataset [16], and SPWdataset [19].

7



Table 10. A full example of SIQS evaluated by Qwen-VL-Max.

Evaluation Prompt
I need you to become a stitched image quality assessment evaluator. The evaluation process should be as
objective and impartial as possible, giving specific ratings and reasons, including seam, brightness transition,
distortion, clear and abnormal content, each aspect 2 points.
1. Whether there are seams in the image (2 points).
score 2: the image is smooth without obvious boundaries or misalignment;
score 1: there are slightly visible boundaries in the image, but overall look well;
score 0: there are obvious borders or dislocations in the image, affecting the overall look and feel.
2. Whether there are brightness transitions in the image (2 points).
score 2: the brightness transition of image is smooth;
score 1: the light and shade changes in the image are a bit unnatural;
score 0: the light and shade changes in the image are very abrupt.
3. Whether there are distortions in the image (2 points).
score 2: no distortion in the image;
score 1: there are a few structural anomalies of straight lines in the image;
score 0: there are noticeably distortions, such as distorted pillar, brick, and building construction.
4. Whether the image is clear and blurred (2 points).
score 2: the image is clear, the details are visible, and there is no blur;
score 1: the resolution of the image is good, but slightly blurred;
score 0: the image is blurred and the details are not clear.
5. Whether the image is natural (2 points).
score 2: the image is natural with out abnormal content;
score 1: there are some places in the image that is not in harmony with the main content;
score 0: There are a lot of abnormal content in the image such as strange texture and non-semantic image.

Reason
- Seam The image shows slightly visible boundaries, particularly noticeable in the sky and along the edges
of the buildings. (1 points).
- Brightness transition The brightness transition in the image is relatively smooth. (2 points).
- Distortion There are no noticeable distortions in the image. The straight lines of the buildings and the street
appear to be accurate. (2 points).
- Clear The buildings, palm trees, and streets are all distinguishable, and the details are visible. (2 points).
- Abnormal Content The image contains some unnatural elements, such as the seams. (1 points).

Score
The overall impression is that the image is a stitched panorama with noticeable flaws. (8 points).
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