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Abstract—Many keypoint detection and description methods
have been proposed for image matching or registration. While
these methods demonstrate promising performance for single-
modality image matching, they often struggle with multimodal
data because the descriptors trained on single-modality data tend
to lack robustness against the non-linear variations present in
multimodal data. Extending such methods to multimodal image
matching often requires well-aligned multimodal data to learn
modality-invariant descriptors. However, acquiring such data is
often costly and impractical in many real-world scenarios. To
address this challenge, we propose a modality-invariant feature
learning network (MIFNet) to compute modality-invariant fea-
tures for keypoint descriptions in multimodal image matching
using only single-modality training data. Specifically, we propose
a novel latent feature aggregation module and a cumulative
hybrid aggregation module to enhance the base keypoint de-
scriptors trained on single-modality data by leveraging pre-
trained features from Stable Diffusion models. We validate our
method with recent keypoint detection and description methods
in three multimodal retinal image datasets (CF-FA, CF-OCT,
EMA-OCTA) and two remote sensing datasets (Optical-SAR
and Optical-NIR). Extensive experiments demonstrate that the
proposed MIFNet is able to learn modality-invariant feature
for multimodal image matching without accessing the targeted
modality and has good zero-shot generalization ability. The
source code will be made publicly available.

Index Terms—Multimodal image matching, stable diffusion,
graph neural networks, feature descriptor optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Multimodal image matching is essential in various domains,
including medical imaging, remote sensing, and autonomous
driving. Its primary goal is to align images captured by
different imaging sensors, thereby providing complementary
information for downstream tasks such as retinal disease
monitoring [1], laser eye surgeries [2], image fusion [3],
change detection [4], [5], and image mosaicking [6]. However,
multimodal image matching faces significant challenges due to
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the inherent differences between modalities. A major challenge
lies in the nonlinear intensity variations inherent between
multimodal images. Additionally, geometric distortions and
viewpoint discrepancies caused by different imaging condi-
tions further complicate the matching process.

To address these challenges, many well-designed hand-
crafted and learning-based methods have been proposed.
Early handcrafted approaches are generally divided into area-
based [7]–[9] and feature-based methods [10]–[12]. Area-
based methods estimate image correspondences by calcu-
lating similarity metrics, such as mutual information [13]
or cross-correlation [14], between image patches. However,
these methods often struggle with complex geometric trans-
formations. Feature-based methods, such as SIFT [15] and
its derivatives [16], [17], mainly focus on achieving scale
and rotation invariance by extracting distinctive keypoints and
their associated descriptors, but they perform poorly with
nonlinear intensity variations in multimodal images. Some ap-
proaches mitigate the impact of nonlinear intensity variations
in multimodal images by introducing relative intensity rela-
tionships [10], [18] between descriptors or by incorporating
structured information from the images [11], [19].

In recent years, learning-based methods have achieved re-
markable advancements in single-modality image matching
by learning robust local feature representations through self-
supervised training on single-modality data [20]–[22]. How-
ever, extending these methods to multimodal image matching
leads to a significant performance drop, as feature representa-
tions trained on single-modality datasets lack modality invari-
ance, making them unreliable for matching across modalities.
To address this issue, some studies [23], [24] have explored
learning modality-invariant features from paired cross-modal
data. Nevertheless, these approaches rely on paired data, which
is costly to obtain and thus presents significant challenges
for widespread adoption. Other methods aim to bridge the
gap between different modalities to simplify the matching
by first constructing modality-specific style transfer [25] or
segmentation networks [26]. However, the need for additional
networks for each modality limits the generalization of these
methods to unseen modalities.

To address these challenges, we propose a novel approach
for learning modality-invariant features from single-modality
data, enabling them to serve as modality-agnostic keypoint
descriptors for matching across unseen modalities. Our method
builds on established learning-based frameworks for key-
point detection and description [20], [21], [27], trained with
single-modality data. The key challenge is learning modality-
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(b) Success registration rate on different datasets

Fig. 1. Cross modality matching performance of the recent single-modality
detector XFeat [20] enhanced by our MIFNet. (a) Green lines represent correct
matches, while red lines represent incorrect matches. (b) The plot illustrates
the performance improvement achieved by integrating MIFNet with the XFeat
across five test datasets.

invariant features from such single-modality data. Inspired by
the impressive generalization and representation capabilities of
diffusion models [28], [29] across various applications [30]–
[32], we explore the use of latent diffusion features to capture
modality-invariant keypoint description. Specifically, we adopt
the advanced graph neural network (GNN) techniques [22],
[33] to facilitate communication between keypoint descriptors
(referred to as base features to distinguish them from sub-
sequent features) and latent diffusion features through self-
attention and cross-attention layers, trained in a self-supervised
manner. However, directly combining the latent diffusion
features with the base features in this way results in suboptimal
performance in multimodal matching. In fact, although latent
diffusion features exhibit some degree of cross-modal semantic
invariance, they are coarse feature maps generated from image-
text pairs, accompanied by noise. Direct fusion of latent
diffusion features with the base features may lead to noise
propagation, degrading the final feature quality.

To effectively utilize latent diffusion features, we first refine
the coarse latent diffusion features before integrating them
with the base features. Specifically, we introduce a novel
Latent Feature Aggregation (LFA) module, which employs a
Gaussian mixture model to refine coarse latent features, en-
hancing both semantic and modality invariance. Subsequently,
we design a Cumulative Hybrid Aggregation (CHA) module
to fuse the refined features with base features using multiple
self-attention and cross-attention layers, generating the final
modality-invariant features. Both modules are trained in a

self-supervised manner by comparing training samples with
their randomly augmented counterparts, eliminating the need
for additional annotations. Remarkably, this process enables
the learning of modality-invariant features using only single-
modality training images. As shown in Fig. 1, MIFNet demon-
strates strong modality invariance, significantly improving
the cross-modality matching performance of state-of-the-art
methods (e.g., XFeat [20]) across diverse datasets.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

1) We propose MIFNet, a novel framework for multimodal
image matching that learns modality-invariant features
from a keypoint descriptor trained on single-modality
data, without needing data from other modalities. To
the best of our knowledge, MIFNet is the first approach
to learn modality-invariant features from single-modality
data for multimodal image matching.

2) MIFNet leverages pretrained diffusion models to en-
hance multimodal image matching. We introduce a novel
latent feature aggregation module that refines coarse
features using a Gaussian mixture model to improve
their invariance. Additionally, a cumulative hybrid ag-
gregation module efficiently combines base features and
refined features.

3) Extensive experiments on five different datasets demon-
strate the effectiveness of our method and its strong
zero-shot generalization. In addition, we also develop a
challenging CF-FA dataset for retinal image matching.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Single-modality Image Matching

The core steps of single-modality image matching in-
clude keypoint extraction, descriptor construction, and feature
matching. Handcrafted algorithms such as SIFT [15], Harris
corners [34], and ORB [35] are designed to deliver robust per-
formance under challenging conditions, including variations in
scale, rotation, illumination, and viewpoint. With the advent
of deep learning, numerous methods have been developed to
leverage large-scale data for learning robust keypoint detection
and description [20], [21], [36]–[39]. SuperPoint [21] employs
a self-supervised approach to jointly train keypoint detection
and description, demonstrating strong performance in homog-
raphy estimation. SiLK [40] redefines each component from
first principles, proposing a fully differentiable, lightweight,
and flexible point detector. Zhao et al. [27] developed a
partially differentiable keypoint detection module, achiev-
ing better performance with low inference latency. Building
on [27], the same authors proposed the ALIKED network
[41], which constructs deformable descriptors to enhance the
geometric invariance of features. More recently, XFeat [20]
redesigns the network architecture for keypoint detection and
description and proposed an innovative matching refinement
module, significantly boosting matching performance. Addi-
tionally, methods like SuperGlue [22] and LightGlue [33]
have achieved remarkable results by employing graph neural
networks to aggregate positional information and descriptors
through attention mechanisms.
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Fig. 2. Overview of our MIFNet framework. (1) Given an image IA, we first apply a random transformation to obtain image IB . Then, we extract base
features (F b

A, F b
B) and latent diffusion features (F l

A, F l
B) using a frozen keypoint detector and the Stable Diffusion v2 model, respectively. (2) The proposed

latent feature aggregation which includes self-attention, cross-attention and Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) to refine the aggregated latent features. (3)
The proposed cumulative hybrid aggregation module integrate refined latent features and base features through multi-layer attention mechanisms to generate
modality-invariant features (Fm

A , Fm
B ). (4) Finally, the matching module predicts the matching score matrix between features and is supervised by the

correspondence between images.

Although these methods have achieved strong results in
single-modality scenarios, they face significant challenges in
multimodal image matching due to modality differences. Our
MIFNet effectively addresses this issue by incorporating latent
diffusion features with the proposed LFA and CHA modules.

B. Multimodal Image Matching

The main challenges in multimodal image matching include
geometric transformations and nonlinear intensity differences.
To address these challenges, various well-designed handcrafted
algorithms [7], [9], [42], [43] and learning-based methods [23],
[44]–[46] have been proposed.

Early handcrafted methods perform matching by estab-
lishing a template window and calculating metrics such as
normalized cross correlation [47] or mutual information [48]
between image windows. To address complex geometric trans-
formations and nonlinear radiometric variations, numerous
methods have focused on constructing robust cross-modal
features based on local keypoints. Li et al. [19] proposed to
leverage phase congruence to detect keypoints and introduce
a maximum index map derived from a sequence of log-Gabor
convolutions for feature description. Fan et al. [11] developed
an oriented filter-based matching approach, which specifically
tackles the challenges posed by nonlinear intensity variations.

However, when handling complex geometric transformations
and cross-modal differences, handcrafted methods face perfor-
mance limitations and high computational latency.

Learning-based multimodal image matching methods can
be broadly categorized into data-driven and modality
transformation-based approaches. Data-driven methods lever-
age paired datasets to train networks to learn modality-
invariant features, as seen in works like ReDFeat [23] and
SDNet [24]. However, acquiring paired datasets is costly,
and ground-truth pixel correspondences are difficult to obtain.
Modality transformation methods [26], [45], [49] aim to map
different modalities to a unified representation before feature
matching, reducing modality differences. Some studies [26],
[45] apply two segmentation networks to obtain binary vessel
masks from multimodal fundus images before performing
matching. These methods rely heavily on prior vascular infor-
mation and require training separate segmentation networks
for each modality, adding complexity. Similarly, KPVSA-
NET [25], which leverages CycleGAN [50] for modality trans-
fer, suffers from limited generalizability to unseen modalities
due to its dependence on additional networks.

Different from these methods, MIFNet requires only single-
modality images as the training data to train the models
for modality-invariant features, significantly reducing the cost
to collect well aligned multimodal data. Moreover, MIFNet
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demonstrates excellent generalization capabilities, achieving
strong multimodal image matching performances across vari-
ous unseen modality datasets.

C. Latent Diffusion Features for Downstream Tasks

Diffusion models [28], [51], [52] decompose the image
generation process into a sequence of steps using denoising
autoencoders, achieving remarkable success in image synthe-
sis. These models conceptualize image generation as learning
the reverse of a known forward process. In particular, Stable
Diffusion [29] employs latent diffusion models (LDMs) that
operate in the latent space of pretrained autoencoders, enabling
the generation of high-resolution images. The integration of
cross-attention layers in the model architecture further en-
hances LDMs, allowing them to produce detailed and high-
quality images across a range of tasks. Recently, a growing
body of work has explored leveraging the powerful semantic
representation capabilities of diffusion models for various
downstream tasks [30]–[32], [53]. For instance, Emmanuel
et al. [30] proposed a denoising-based decoder pre-training
approach, yielding promising results in semantic segmentation.
Similarly, Saxena et al. [31] utilized diffusion features to
predict dense depth from a single image.

In this paper, we investigate the challenge to use latent
diffusion features for multimodal image matching and pro-
pose a novel self-supervised framework MIFNet to effectively
aggregate base and latent diffusion features for modality-
invariant features.

III. METHOD

We employ a self-supervised training strategy to learn
modality-invariant features from single-modality data. The
overall framework of our approach is illustrated in Fig. 2.
For each input image IA ∈ RW×H×3, a paired image
IB ∈ RW×H×3 is generated using a random homographic
transformation H(·). During the original feature extraction
phase (Sec. III-A), we extract keypoints along with their
corresponding base features and latent diffusion features. As
discussed in the introduction, directly fusing the base and
latent diffusion features can result in noise propagation, neg-
atively affecting the final feature representation. To address
this, we propose a Latent Feature Aggregation (LFA) module
(Sec. III-B) to refine the latent features. Subsequently, we
introduce a Cumulative Hybrid Aggregation (CHA) module
(Sec. III-C), which facilitates interaction between the refined
latent diffusion features and the base features, ultimately
producing robust modality-invariant features for matching.
Finally, the matching score matrix is supervised based on the
established correspondence relationships (Sec. III-D).

A. Original Feature Extraction

Base Feature Extraction. Our method is a general approach
that can be seamlessly integrated with various existing key-
point detection and description methods. In this paper, we use
three different generic methods as baselines: SuperPoint [21],
ALIKED [41], and XFeat [20], along with a domain-specific

algorithm, SuperRetina [25], for retinal image matching. For
each input image IA ∈ RW×H×3, we generate a paired image
IB = H(IA) ∈ RW×H×3 using a random homographic
transformation H(·). Next, we extract keypoints along with
their corresponding feature descriptors F b

A and F b
B for both IA

and IB , using the selected keypoint detection and description
method. Here, F b

A and F b
B are referred to as the base features

to distinguish them from features obtained in later stages.

Latent Diffusion Feature Extraction. With advancements
in diffusion and foundational models [29], [51], [54], var-
ious methods have been developed to extract features with
strong cross-domain generalization capabilities. In this paper,
we select Stable Diffusion v2 [29] as our feature extractor
thanks to its training on billions of image-text pairs, which
grants it powerful semantic representation abilities and cross-
modal semantic invariance. The diffusion process in this
model comprises forward and reverse stages. In the forward
diffusion stage, noise is progressively added to clean images,
transforming them from a coherent state to a noisy one.
In contrast, the reverse diffusion process reconstructs the
original image from the noisy state. To retain the model’s
intrinsic capabilities, we extract features directly from the
frozen decoder layer of the Stable Diffusion v2 during the
forward diffusion process. Specifically, we use intermediate
features from the second layer of the decoder as the latent
feature map. Finally, the latent diffusion features F l

A and F l
B

are sampled from this latent feature map using the normalized
coordinates of keypoints extracted by the base feature detector.

B. Latent Feature Aggregation

The latent diffusion features derived from Stable Diffusion
v2 exhibit strong semantic representation capabilities. How-
ever, as coarse feature maps, they contain noise that affects
their semantic invariance. To address this, our module employs
attention mechanisms to capture global contextual information
and refines the semantic distribution of the aggregated features,
enhancing the invariance of their semantic representations.

Specifically, we first reduce the dimensionality of the latent
feature to C using Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP), and then
apply self-attention and cross-attention to aggregate features
both within each image and between different images to get
the refined features F r

A and F r
B .

Taking feature aggregation on feature set F l
A as an example,

the i-th feature f i
A is updated as follows:

f i
A ← f i

A + MLP
(
[f i

A |MA←O

]
), (1)

where the symbol ← represents the update operation, and
[· | ·] is the channel-wise concatenation. The attention update
message MA←O is computed as:

MA←O = Softmax

(
W qf i

A(W
kfO)

⊤
√
C

)
W vfO, (2)

where O corresponds to either IA or IB , and fO represents
the features of all keypoints from the respective image. In
self-attention, fO comes from the same image as f i

A, while in
cross-attention, it is derived from the other image. W q , W k,
and W v are linear projection matrices.
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We propose to employ a separate Gaussian Mixture Model
(GMM) for each image to cluster the aggregated latent fea-
tures. The optimization objective is to improve the semantic
distribution of latent features by enhancing the compactness
of features within the same semantic region and increasing
the separability between different semantic regions. GMM is
a probabilistic model that assumes all data points are generated
from a mixture of Gaussian distributions, each characterized
by its own mean and covariance. The GMM model clusters
these features into K classes. The probability density function
of a GMM is defined as a weighted sum of K Gaussian
distributions:

p(x) =

K∑
k=1

πkN (x | µk,Σk), (3)

where πk is the mixture coefficient for the k-th Gaussian
component. N (x | µk,Σk) is a Gaussian distribution with
mean µk and covariance matrix Σk.

The GMM model parameters are optimized by maximizing
the log-likelihood function, which is given by:

L =

N∑
n=1

log

(
K∑

k=1

πkN (xn | µk,Σk)

)
, (4)

where xn denotes the n-th feature point, and N represents the
total number of feature points extracted from a single image.

To make the distance between features within the same
semantic region more compact, we minimize the distance
between features of the same class and their respective class
center. The intra-class compactness loss is calculated as :

Lintra =

K∑
k=1

∑
xi∈Ck

∥xi − µk∥22, (5)

where Ck denotes the set of features belonging to the k-th
class.

On the other hand, we aim to maximize the distance
between classes, which allows the semantic features to have
better separability. The inter-class loss is calculated as:

Linter =

K∑
k=1

∑
j ̸=k

∥µk − µj∥22. (6)

The optimization objective for our proposed LFA is defined:

LLFA = Lintra − Linter. (7)

C. Cumulative Hybrid Aggregation

In this module, we first enable interaction between the
refined diffusion features F r

A and F r
B and the base features

F b
A and F b

B , which contain strong geometric details that
enhance the matching performance by providing more precise
geometric information. This interaction is facilitated through
a multi-layer aggregation module, which progressively ac-
cumulates features to produce modality-invariant and robust
representations.

Specifically, we use MLP layers to standardize the di-
mensionality of the base features to a common dimension
C. Then, positional encoding (PE) is applied to incorporate

keypoint location information Ploc. We use an MLP layer
to encode the original keypoint vector into RN×C , and the
encoded positional information is then added to the refined
diffusion and base features, which are fused to obtain the initial
modality-invariant features Fm.

Fm = (PE(Ploc) + F r) + (PE(Ploc) + MLP(F b)). (8)

Subsequently, the features Fm are iteratively aggregated and
updated through multiple layers. In each layer, we alternately
apply self-attention and cross-attention units. The calculation
process of the mixed features is described as follows:

fm
j+1 ← fm

j + MLP
(
[fm

j |M
]
), (9)

where j represents the layer index, and fm
j belongs to Fm

A,j

or Fm
B,j . In our experiments, we employ a total of 9 layers of

attention-based aggregation. The calculation of M is defined
in Eq. (2).

Through progressive feature aggregation, we gradually al-
low the diffusion feature to interact with the distinctive
base feature, enabling the output features to obtain modality-
invariance ability.

D. Matching Optimization

During the training phase, we apply random homography
transformationsH(·) to generate pairs of single-modality color
images as input. In the feature extraction stage, we first
obtain the keypoint from the image pairs. Subsequently, we
calculate the reprojection error of keypoints based on the H(·),
and obtain the ground-truth matching relationships between
keypoints.

We apply point-level matching supervision to the output
features of each layer in the cumulative hybrid aggregation
stage. Specifically, for the output features Fm

A and Fm
B of each

layer, we use a matching layer to compute a matching score
matrix S:

S = Fm
A · (Fm

B )⊤ ∈ RNA×NB , (10)

where NA and NB represent the number of keypoints in
the image pair IA and IB , respectively. We then apply a
dual softmax operation to compute the predicted matching
probability Pi,j for each keypoint pair. The dual softmax
operation ensures that all predicted probabilities remain less
than 1. In addition, some keypoints may have no matching
pairs. Following [33], we introduce a learnable parameter for
each sample to predict the probability of a match existing for
each keypoint:

σi = Sigmoid(Linear(fi)). (11)

We minimize the log-likelihood of the predicted assign-
ments for each layer and compute the average matching loss
across all layers:

Lmatch =− 1

|Mgt|
∑

(i,j)∈Mgt

logPi,j

+
1

|UA|
∑
i∈UA

log σUA
i +

1

|UB |
∑
j∈UB

log σUB
j ,

(12)
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Fig. 3. Some examples of involved multimodal image matching test datasets.

where Mgt denotes the set of the matched points, and UA

and UB denote the sets of unmatched points in IA and IB ,
respectively.

The final overall loss L takes into account both the latent
feature aggregation loss and the matching loss:

L = Lmatch + λ ∗ LLFA, (13)

where λ is a hyper-parameter, and is set to 2.0 in all experi-
ments if not otherwise stated.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

To comprehensively evaluate the zero-shot capability of our
proposed algorithm, we conduct assessments in two distinct
perspectives: retinal fundus images and remote sensing im-
ages. For multimodal retinal image matching experiments, we
use the MeDAL-Retina Dataset [55] as the training set, which
includes 1,900 unlabeled color fundus images. Additionally,
we collect three cross-modal retinal image datasets for testing.
In the remote sensing scenario, we select 1,200 color images
from each of the SEN1-2 dataset [56] and the VisDrone
dataset [57] as the training data. Additionally, we use two
publicly available aerial-view datasets for testing. The details
of the test datasets are as follows:

(1) The CF-OCT dataset contains 52 pairs of color fundus
and optical coherence tomography images [58]. The color
fundus images range in size from 410×410 to 1016×675, and
the OCT en-face images range from 304× 304 to 513× 385.
Fundus images were captured with the TRC-NW8 camera,
and OCT images with the Topcon DRI OCT-1 system. The
main challenges include the field-of-view differences and
speckle noise in OCT images. Each pair is annotated with
8 corresponding points.

(2) The CF-FA dataset contains color fundus and fluores-
cein angiography images collected locally from 200 anony-
mous patients with various retinal diseases including diabetic
retinopathy, age-related macular degeneration, macular edema,
retinal vein occlusion, etc. It includes 400 image pairs, with
high-resolution images (up to 2588×1958) that exhibit differ-
ent perspective changes due to various diseases. Each image
pair is annotated with 10 corresponding points.

(3) The EMA-OCTA dataset [59] contains erythrocyte-
mediated angiography (EMA) and optical coherence tomogra-
phy angiography (OCTA) images and is publicly available. It

consists of superficial vascular plexus projections from OCTA
scans, offering clear views of arteries and veins, which are also
visible in the EMA images. The dataset exhibits variations in
vessel thickness, quantity, and significant contrast differences.
For testing, we use 15 image pairs, each annotated with 6 pairs
of corresponding points.

(4) The Optical-SAR dataset [60] contains SAR images
captured by the Chinese GaoFen-3 (GF-3) satellite, equipped
with a multipolarized C-band SAR sensor. Operating in spot-
light mode, GF-3 provides geocoded images with 1-meter
resolution and 10-km ground coverage. The paired images
have a resolution of 512 × 512 pixels. For testing, we select
400 image pairs from the dataset.

(5) The Optical-NIR Dataset. We use the VEDAI
dataset [61] as the Aerial Optical-NIR dataset. Due to weather
variations and object scale changes, this dataset is often used
to validate multimodal image matching methods. The image
pairs have a resolution of 512×512 pixels. We randomly select
200 pairs images for testing.

Examples of some sampled images are shown in Fig. 3.

B. Implementation Details

During MIFNet training, we apply various random data
augmentations, including homography transformations and
brightness adjustments, to generate synthetic single-modality
color image pairs. These pairs are separately processed through
a pre-trained frozen keypoint detector and Stable Diffusion
v2 [29] to extract keypoints, base features, and diffusion fea-
tures. Using pixel correspondences between the image pairs,
we supervise the training of MIFNet. In the LFA module,
the number of clusters K is set to 5. We use the Adam
optimizer with a learning rate of 1 × 10−4, a batch size of
2, and 15 epochs for training. The model is trained on an
NVIDIA 3090 GPU. For multimodal image matching evalu-
ation, we use K-nearest neighbors for feature matching and
apply cv2.findHomography to compute the homography
matrix.

C. Zero-shot Evaluation on Multimodal Retinal Image Match-
ing

Experimental Setting. To verify the effectiveness of our
method, we train the MIFNet on single-modality color fundus
images and test on three challenging datasets under zero-shot
setting without any fine-tuning. We use keypoint detection
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TABLE I
ZERO-SHOT MATCHING PERFORMANCE ON MULTIMODAL RETINAL IMAGE DATASETS, INCLUDING CF-OCT, CF-FA AND EMA-OCTA. T: TRADITIONAL

METHODS, WHICH DO NOT REQUIRE TRAINING DATA; M: METHODS THAT REQUIRE MULTIMODAL TRAINING DATA; S: METHODS THAT ONLY REQUIRE
COLOR FUNDUS IMAGE TRAINING DATA. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Type
CF - OCT CF - FA EMA - OCTA

SRR(%) ↑ RMSE ↓ MAE ↓ SRR(%) ↑ RMSE ↓ MAE ↓ SRR(%) ↑ RMSE ↓ MAE ↓
Surf-PIFD-RPM [18]

T
24.5 43.9 91.2 34.9 56.2 115.6 6.7 48.4 113.2

UR-SIFT-PIFD [42] 27.4 40.1 87.6 29.9 63.4 140.4 6.7 56.9 102.7
KPVSA-NET [25]

M
63.9 14.3 37.5 50.4 34.6 81.9 40.0 22.4 47.1

Content-Adaptive [45] 75.7 8.9 24.7 46.9 40.3 85.3 46.7 17.9 38.6
SuperPoint [21]

S

73.1 9.7 29.2 17.4 62.0 145.1 6.7 41.3 85.1
SuperPoint + MIFNet 88.6↑15.5 4.2↓5.5 10.9↓18.3 64.1↑46.7 17.7↓44.3 49.5↓95.6 20.0↑13.3 29.9↓11.4 62.5↓22.6
SuperRetina [36] 67.3 7.7 22.3 29.5 63.3 144.8 26.7 28.9 58.7
SuperRetina + MIFNet 84.9↑17.6 4.4↓3.3 11.5↓10.8 66.0↑36.5 14.6↓48.7 45.0↓99.8 73.3↑46.6 8.3↓20.6 17.5↓41.2
ALIKED [41] 39.8 20.1 51.3 10.3 87.2 169.1 13.3 39.4 71.2
ALIKED + MIFNet 73.1↑33.3 7.5↓12.6 20.2↓31.1 50.6↑40.3 12.7↓74.5 36.1↓133.0 46.7↑33.4 11.9↓27.5 26.1↓45.1
XFeat [20] 46.8 16.2 43.6 21.3 70.7 149.4 6.7 41.5 71.9
XFeat + MIFNet 90.4↑43.6 3.9↓12.3 10.1↓33.5 59.9↑38.6 11.4↓59.3 35.6↓113.8 53.3↑46.6 10.2↓31.3 24.0↓47.9

and description methods SuperPoint [21], SuperRetina [36],
ALIKED [41], and XFeat [20], as base feature extractors
combined with MIFNet to validate its effectiveness. The base
detectors are fine-tuned on color fundus training set before
being frozen in MIFNet training. We compare our methods
(X+MIFNet, where X stands for the different base detector)
with four different multimodal retinal image matching meth-
ods, including traditional methods SURF-PIIFD-RPM [18] and
UR-SIFT-PIIFD [42], which do not require training as well as
KPVSA-NET [25] and Content-Adaptive [45] which are opti-
mized with domain specific data. We make our best efforts to
collect open-source datasets for retraining these network. The
datasets include HRF [62], RECOVERY-FA [63], ROSE [64],
and MEMO [59].

Evaluation Metrics. Following the evaluation criteria estab-
lished in [44], we employ three metrics to quantitatively assess
performance: root mean square error (RMSE), maximum
absolute error (MAE), and success registration rate (SRR).

We begin by estimating the homography transformation
between image pairs based on the predicted matched points.
The keypoints from the query image are then mapped onto the
reference image, and the RMSE and MAE are computed for
each image pair using the ground truth keypoint annotations.
If fewer than four keypoints are matched, the image pair is
considered a failure and excluded from the RMSE and MAE
calculations. In this experiment, the metrics are calculated
on images of size 768 × 768. An image pair is considered
successfully registered if its RMSE is less than 10 and MAE
is less than 20. The Success Rate of Registration (SRR) is then
defined as the proportion of successfully registered images.

Quantitative Results. Tab. I shows the quantitative registra-
tion results of different datasets. We compare the results of
handcrafted-based methods, learning-based multimodal meth-
ods and single-modality methods.

On the CF-OCT test set, learning-based single-modality
matching algorithms outperform all handcrafted methods [18],
[42], with SuperPoint [21] achieving the highest registra-
tion success rate of 73.1%. This is due to the primary
challenge in the CF-OCT dataset being the scale difference
between image pairs, which learning-based methods handle

more effectively. For multimodal-specific methods, Content-
Adaptive [45] achieves an accuracy of 75.7%, outperforming
SuperPoint by converting images into binary vessel masks
using a vessel segmentation network. In contrast, KPVSA-
NET [25] performs poorly, as its accuracy is constrained
by the effectiveness of the CycleGAN network. However,
after incorporating our proposed MIFNet, the SuperPoint,
SuperRetina, and XFeat methods surpass existing multimodal-
specific methods. Notably, MIFNet leads to a 43.6% improve-
ment in the success rate when applied to XFeat [20], achieving
the highest success rate of 90.4%.

The CF-FA dataset exhibits both intensity and geometric
differences between modalities, leading to a significant per-
formance drop for single-modality methods. In particular, the
reversal of vessel and background colors between FA and
CF image pairs presents a considerable challenge for local
feature matching. Traditional handcrafted algorithms struggle
due to the nonlinear intensity differences across modalities.
Multimodal methods achieve a success rate of 50.4% by miti-
gating these modality differences. However, after incorporating
MIFNet, SuperPoint, SuperRetina, ALIKED , and XFeat show
improvements in success rates of 46.7%, 36.5%, 40.3%, and
38.6%, respectively. SuperRetina [36] achieves the highest
success rate of 66.0%, surpassing KPVSA-NET [25] at 50.4%.
This demonstrates that enhancing the cross-modal robustness
of single-modality algorithms can significantly improve overall
matching performance.

The EMA-OCTA dataset exhibits the most significant
modality differences, particularly in vessel thickness. OCTA
data captures finer and smaller vessels, while EMA data shows
low contrast, further complicating the matching process. We
observe that existing methods perform poorly under these
conditions. However, feature fusion with MIFNet significantly
improves the accuracy of the three single-modality baselines.
Notably, MIFNet boosts the success rate by 46.6% when
applied to SuperRetina and achieving the highest success
rate of 73.3%. For the baselines ALIKED and XFeat, which
perform poorly, MIFNet still brings improvements of 33.4%
and 46.6% in SRR metric, respectively. This demonstrates the
generalizability of our method.
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Fig. 4. The visualization results on three multimodal retinal test sets CF-OCT, CF-FA, and EMA-OCTA. The green lines represent correctly matched pairs,
while the red lines represent incorrectly matched pairs.

TABLE II
ZERO-SHOT MATCHING PERFORMANCE ON MULTIMODAL REMOTE SENSING IMAGE MATCHING DATASETS, INCLUDING OPTICAL-SAR AND

OPTICAL-NIR. T: TRADITIONAL METHODS, WHICH DO NOT REQUIRE TRAINING DATA; M: METHODS THAT REQUIRE MULTIMODAL TRAINING DATA; S:
METHODS THAT ONLY REQUIRE SINGLE-MODALITY OPTICAL IMAGE TRAINING DATA. THE BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods Type
Optical - SAR Optical - NIR

SRR(%) ↑ Herr ↓ MS (%) ↑ SRR(%) ↑ Herr ↓ MS (%) ↑
OS-SIFT [17]

T
18.6 4.0 3.1 77.7 1.7 34.1

RIFT2 [65] 27.5 4.0 4.9 79.8 1.6 39.2
CMMNet [66]

M
22.8 4.3 2.6 80.6 1.5 39.4

ReDFeat [23] 41.4 3.3 9.1 85.4 1.5 46.8
SuperPoint [21]

S

15.1 4.4 2.8 74.9 1.9 35.6
SuperPoint + MIFNet 39.7↑24.6 3.4↓1.0 8.5↑5.7 84.8↑9.9 1.5↓0.4 51.1↑15.5
ALIKED [41] 8.3 4.5 1.9 79.6 1.8 41.1
ALIKED + MIFNet 30.2↑21.9 3.9↓0.6 5.6↑3.7 88.6↑9.0 1.3↓0.5 48.9↑7.8
XFeat [20] 18.4 4.3 3.0 77.4 1.9 37.8
XFeat + MIFNet 36.1↑17.7 3.6↓0.7 8.1↑5.1 85.9↑8.5 1.5↓0.4 46.1↑8.3

Fig. 4 shows several feature matching results for visualiza-
tion. As we can see, MIFNet achieves more accurate keypoint
matching, leading to improved registration performance.

D. Zero-shot Evaluation on Multimodal Remote Sensing Im-
age Matching

Experimental Setting. Our method is trained on a single-
modality optical dataset and directly tested on two un-
seen datasets without any fine-tuning. We apply MIFNet to
three representative single-modality methods: SuperPoint [22],
ALIKED [41], and XFeat [20]. We then compare our approach
with two traditional methods, RIFT2 [65] and OS-SIFT [17],
which are widely used in multimodal remote sensing image
matching, as well as two multimodal methods, CMMNet [66]
and ReDFeat [23]. Notably, these methods require paired data
specific to each modality pair for training. To facilitate this, we
select 2,000 image pairs from the GF3 [60] dataset and 1,000
image pairs from the VEDAI [61] dataset for their training.

Evaluation Metrics. The remote sensing test set consists of
paired images. During testing, we construct test pairs using
random transformations, including random rotations within
the range of [-20°, 20°], distortion scale within [0, 0.2], and

random scaling within [0.8, 1.2]. To evaluate the performance,
we utilize the homography matrix error Herr, successful reg-
istration rate (SRR) and matching score (MS) as metrics [23].

Following ReDFeat [23], we first compute the error between
the predicted homography matrix Ĥ and the ground-truth
homography matrix H , as defined by the following formula:

Herr = ∥H − Ĥ∥2. (14)

In the computation of SRR here, a pair of images is considered
successfully registered if Herr is less than a threshold. We
set the threshold to 5 in our experiments. Matching Score
(MS) is another commonly used metric [21], [23], which is
calculated as the ratio of the number of correctly matched
point pairs within the overlap region to the total number of
detected keypoints.

Quantitative Results. Tab.II presents the quantitative registra-
tion results on multimodal remote sensing datasets. Our pro-
posed MIFNet, alongside traditional algorithms like OS-SIFT
[17] and RIFT2 [65], serves as a general-purpose solution for
remote sensing scenarios, requiring no specific fine-tuning. In
contrast, CMMNet [66] and ReDFeat [23] rely on paired data
for training in different scenarios.

We observe that MIFNet enhances cross-modality matching
performance for three widely used single-modality image
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Fig. 5. The visualization results of feature matching in aerial scenes: Optical-SAR and Optical-NIR. The green lines represent correctly matched pairs
according to the homography ground truth, while the red lines represent incorrectly matched pairs.

Fig. 6. Performance analysis of different hyper-parameters for latent diffusion
features from Stable Diffusion v2. l represents the layer of decoder module.
t represents the number of forward noise steps.

matchers. In the Optical-SAR scenario, which exhibits signifi-
cant nonlinear intensity differences, MIFNet improves the SRR
metric by 24.6%, 21.9%, and 17.7% for SuperPoint, ALIKED,
and XFeat, respectively. Notably, SuperPoint combined with
MIFNet achieves a registration success rate of 39.7%, only
1.7% behind the best-performing method, ReDFeat [23]. How-
ever, ReDFeat is trained on paired multimodal data and lacks
generalization to unseen modalities. In contrast, our proposed
MIFNet is trained without any exposure to SAR or NIR data.

In the Optical-NIR dataset, which exhibits smaller modal-
ity differences, ALIKED and XFeat combined with MIFNet
outperform ReDFeat. Specifically, with MIFNet’s enhance-
ment, ALIKED improves by 9.0% in SRR and 7.8% in
MS, achieving the highest successful registration rate. This
demonstrates that our method significantly improves feature
matching, thereby enhancing overall registration accuracy.
Fig. 5 shows several visualized feature matching results.

Fig. 7. Effectiveness of different feature fusion methods. F l: latent diffusion
features. F b: base features of XFeat. F l + F b: concat the two features. MIF:
the feature of our MIFNet.

E. Ablation Study

To justify the effectiveness of the main components as well
as the parameter settings in the proposed MIFNet, we conduct
the following ablation studies.

Hyperparameters of Latent Diffusion Features. We analyse
two hyper-parameters: 1) the layer l of the decoder module
in Stable Diffusion v2 [29], and 2) the steps t of forward
noise. As depicted in Fig. 6, the best result is achieved
with the setting (l = 2, t = 40). This is probably because
the features from layer l = 2 provide better compromise
between semantic and location accuracy. The step t does not
significantly influences the performance for a wide range of
values. Using too large t slightly decreases the performance.

Performances by Different Feature Fusion Methods. We
compare the successful registration rate of the original latent
features and the base features of XFeat [20], as well as their
direct concatenation and the fusion using our MIFNet network.
The experimental results are shown in Fig. 7. We found that
directly concatenating the two types of features often not only
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TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY ON EFFECTIVENESS OF OUR MIFNET. WE USE XFEAT [20] AS THE KEYPOINT DETECTOR. F l : USING THE LATENT DIFFUSION

FEATURES FROM STABLE DIFFUSION V2 [29]. CHA: USING CUMULATIVE HYBRID AGGREGATION MODULE. LFA: USING LATENT FEATURE
AGGREGATION MODULE.

Configuration
CF - OCT CF - FA Optical - SAR

SRR (%) ↑ RMSE ↓ MAE ↓ SRR (%) ↑ RMSE ↓ MAE ↓ SRR (%) ↑ Herr ↓ MS (%) ↑
F l 46.2 15.7 42.2 39.4 21.4 53.5 28.2 3.9 5.1
F l + CHA 81.7 5.8 14.3 53.7 15.3 43.5 34.3 3.7 7.5
F l + LFA(w/o GMM) + CHA 82.9 5.2 13.6 54.5 14.1 41.3 34.5 3.7 7.6
F l + LFA(w/ GMM) + CHA 90.4 3.9 10.1 59.9 11.4 35.6 36.1 3.6 8.1

(a) loss weight λ (b) Number of clusters K

Fig. 8. Hyperparameter analysis of MIFNet.

fails to improve performance but can even degrade it in certain
scenarios. This is because the latent features and base features
exist in different feature spaces, and direct merging leads to
poor feature alignment. Our MIFNet outperforms the direct
concatenation method in all scenarios, effectively leveraging
the strengths of both feature types to the fullest extent.

Effectiveness of LFA and CHA in MIFNet. To evaluate
the effectiveness of the components proposed in MIFNet, we
conduct experiments by progressively adding each compo-
nent to the three cross-modal datasets: CF-OCT, CF-FA, and
Optical-SAR. The experimental results are shown in Tab. III.
We observe consistent performance improvements across all
three test sets. Specifically, aggregating the diffusion and base
features using the proposed CHA module enhances the success
rate by 35.5%, 14.3%, and 6.1% on the CF-OCT, CF-FA,
and Optical-SAR datasets, respectively. Fusing latent features
with base features through multi-layer attention significantly
boosts the success rate. While the coarse latent features exhibit
semantic invariance, they lack the local geometric details
critical for pixel-level matching tasks, such as image matching.

Furthermore, we observed that adding the LFA module
without using the GMM clustering to optimize feature dis-
tribution did not lead to significant improvements. This is
because the latent features output by stable diffusion contain
noise, which hinders modality consistency after feature fusion.
However, by incorporating the GMM clustering, the semantic
distribution of the latent features becomes smoother, resulting
in performance improvements of 7.5%, 5.4%, and 1.6% on the
three datasets.

Hyperparameters of MIFNet. MIFNet has two hyperpa-
rameters, and we conduct experiments using XFeat as the
base feature extractor. The first hyperparameter experiment
involves the weight parameter λ of the LLFA during training.

Fig. 9. Runtime analysis. We computed the average SRR and runtime of
various methods on CF-OCT, CF-FA, and EMA-OCTA. Red: Methods that
do not require cross-modal data for training. Blue: Methods that utilize data
from different modalities for training.

As shown in Figure 8(a), we test values of 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0,
with the optimal result occurring when λ = 2.0. The second
hyperparameter is the number of clusters K in the GMM
within the LFA module. If K is too small, the semantic regions
will lack distinctiveness. We test values of K = 4, 5, 6, 7, and
as shown in Figure 8(b), the best performance is achieved
when K = 5.

F. Runtime Analysis

We conduct experiments on a system equipped with an
NVIDIA 3090 GPU (24 GB) and an 8-core Intel(R) Xeon(R)
Platinum 8375C CPU. The average registration success rate
and runtime are reported across three retinal sets. Fig. 9
presents the results of various methods. Among these, UR-
SIFT-PIFD and SURF-PIFD-RPM are traditional algorithms
that do not use GPU resources. Content-Adaptive and KPVSA-
NET are multimodal methods specifically designed for fundus
image matching, relying on modality transfer networks to
reduce modality differences before matching, which limits
their generalization ability. In contrast, MIFNet requires only
training on color fundus images and performs zero-shot testing
on unseen multimodal image pairs. Our method outperforms
others in both accuracy and runtime. Specifically, MIFNet
combined with SuperRetina achieves the highest success rate,
while significantly outperforming traditional algorithms in
speed, making it more suitable for clinical deployment.

V. DISCUSSIONS

To better understand how the MIFNet improve the modality
invariance and distinctiveness of the features, we conduct two
analysis in this section. Without losing generality, we employ
XFeat [20] as the feature extractor in our analysis.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 10. t-SNE visualization of features from multimodal image pairs. As
shown, MIFNet is able to reduce the cross modality variance for final keypoint
descriptor from the multimodal data. (a)-(b) Paired EMA-OCTA (first row)
and Optical-SAR (second row) images with detected keypoints. (c) Features
of keypoints by XFeat. (d) Features of keypoints by MIFNet.

A. Modality Invariance Analysis

We begin by investigating feature extraction on the EMA-
OCTA and Optical-SAR datasets, which represent challenging
multimodal image matching scenarios with significant nonlin-
ear intensity differences in retinal and remote sensing images,
respectively. To ensure a comprehensive evaluation, we sample
distributed keypoints across two randomly selected image pairs
and apply the t-SNE algorithm for dimensionality reduction
to visualize the features in two-dimensional space. Fig. 10
displays paired image data with detected keypoints and the cor-
responding features. As shown in the figure, we observe better
overlap of points in (d) compared to (c), indicating improved
cross-modal feature invariance. In the particularly challenging
Optical-SAR scenario, where the original feature distances are
substantial, our algorithm maintains strong modality invariance
for most points. These results highlight the robustness of our
approach in aligning features across modalities, even under
extreme intensity variations.

B. Distinctiveness Analysis

We also investigate the distinctiveness of the modality-
invariant features. Distinctiveness refers to how well the de-
scription of a keypoint is differentiated from other unpaired
keypoints, reducing erroneous matches. To evaluate this, we
adopt the commonly used Lowe’s ratio test [15], where
a smaller ratio indicates better descriptor recognizability.
Fig. 11(a) shows the ratio distribution of all matched pairs. The
histogram demonstrates that MIFNet outperforms XFeat, with
more descriptor pairs having ratios below 0.75, indicating that
our method achieves stronger distinctiveness in cross-modality
scenarios.

We further compare how feature quality affects matching.
In Fig.11(b), we randomly select a query keypoint and its
eight most similar keypoints. For XFeat [20], the eight closest
keypoints are scattered across various regions. In contrast,
the eight most similar keypoints identified by MIFNet are
concentrated in a small region. This observation explains why
MIFNet outperforms XFeat in matching performance.
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Fig. 11. Discriminative Analysis of Features for XFeat [20] and MIFNet on
CF-FA Image Pair. (a) Distribution of Lowe’s Ratio [15]. (b) A randomly
selected query point in the FA image and its eight most similar keypoints in
the CF image.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose an effective modality-invariant
feature learning network (MIFNet) for multimodal image
matching, leveraging latent diffusion features derived from the
diffusion model. For that, we design a novel self-supervised
framework to effectively align and aggregate latent diffusion
feature with the base feature from existing single-modality
keypoint detection and description. This gives rise to modality-
invariant features, which generalize well to unseen modalities.
Extensive experiments on three multimodal retinal datasets and
two remote-sensing datasets demonstrate the superiority and
scalability of our approach. In the future, we would like to
further improve the latency of our MIFNet.
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